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Executive Summary 


A. INTRODUCTION 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (“the Proposed Project”). 
MDOT, the project sponsor, is proposing to improve rail connectivity along the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC) by replacing or improving the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City 
of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, 
Maryland (see Figure ES-1). FRA is the lead federal agency and the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as the bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and 
preliminary engineering designs and is acting in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


The existing two-track Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located on Amtrak’s NEC at Milepost 
(MP) 60. It is 110 years old, which is beyond the 100-year design lifespan typical for steel 
railroad bridges. This rail bridge is a critical link along one of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s (USDOT) designated high-speed rail corridors. Amtrak, the Maryland Area 
Regional Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) use the bridge to carry 
intercity, commuter, and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. The existing two-track 
bridge creates a capacity and speed bottleneck along this segment of the NEC, resulting in 
conflicts between Amtrak’s passenger service, MARC trains, and freight trains operated by NS. 


This EA examines two Build Alternatives (Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B) and the No 
Action Alternative. FRA selected Alternative 9A as the Preferred Alternative. 


B. PURPOSE AND NEED 


The age of the bridge, its structural condition, and its two tracks curtail speeds and capacity on 
the bridge. This situation inhibits the rail operators’ goals to provide reliable service, MDOT’s 
plans to increase MARC commuter rail service, and Amtrak’s plans to increase high-speed 
passenger rail service on the NEC. The bridge’s functionally-obsolete design and age require 
increasing major rehabilitation and repairs, which result in increasing maintenance costs 
and conflicts with the need to maintain continuous rail operations. The primary purpose of 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to provide continued rail connectivity along 
the NEC. The goals of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project include: 


e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 
e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 


e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, 
intercity, and high-speed rail operations; and 


e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 
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C. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 


The Build Alternatives were identified through a rigorous alternatives development and 
screening process. This process considered both alignment alternatives as well as bridge type 
alternatives. The Project Team prepared a detailed report describing the development of 
alternatives; input solicited from the public, agencies, and other stakeholders; and the 
methodology used to screen alternatives and selected those retained for detailed study (see 
Appendix A, “Alternatives Screening Report and Bridge Types”). 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would remain in service 
as-is, with no intervention besides minimal repairs and continuation of the current maintenance 
regime. Service over the bridge would worsen in the future under the No Action Alternative. The 
bridge would continue to age, problems would occur more frequently, and the bridge would 
remain as a bottleneck. Major planned transportation projects within the study area—Amtrak’s 
State of Good Repair and Service Improvements and MARC Fleet Plan—are expected to be 
completed by 2025, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project build year. 


BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


Based on the alternatives development and screening process, Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B 
were retained for detailed study. Alternative 9A, selected as the Preferred Alternative, would 
construct a new two-track 90 mph bridge to the west of the existing bridge and a second new 
two-track 160 mph bridge on the existing bridge alignment. The bridge to the west of the 
existing bridge would be constructed first, including the river spans, approach structures, 
railroad systems, and embankment. The use of conventional ballasted track is anticipated for the 
fixed bridge portion of this project. Under normal operations, this bridge would be used 
primarily by MARC commuter rail and NS freight rail service. 


Once the new bridge to the west is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of service, 
demolished, and replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the center of the 
right-of-way of the existing bridge alignment. Alternative 9A design would allow for 160 mph 
speeds. Since the west bridge will be built first, freight, MARC and Amtrak operations can be 
maintained throughout construction of both bridges. 


Like Alternative 9A, Alternative 9B would result in a new two-track 90 mph bridge west of the 
existing bridge and a second new two-track bridge replacing the existing bridge. The difference 
between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B occurs in Havre de Grace along the east side of the 
corridor from Lewis Lane to the Susquehanna River and the curve in Havre de Grace, which 
limits the speed to a maximum of 150 mph with Alternative 9B. This lower speed, as compared 
to Alternative 9A, reduces the amount of property acquisitions required, including the avoidance 
of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. 


D. TRANSPORTATION 


The Proposed Project would eliminate bridge malfunctions resulting from the opening of the 
existing movable span. This would improve the reliability of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
and increase speed and capacity over the river. The Proposed Project would remove the 
bottleneck caused by the existing bridge and would reduce unscheduled train delays. No adverse 
impacts to intercity rail, freight, or MARC operations will result from the Proposed Project. 
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There will be no adverse impacts to the local street network upon which bus service or 
paratransit service relies. The Proposed Project will not affect any bus depots, bus stations, or 
any depots where paratransit vehicles are stored or maintained. Under both Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B, the Proposed Project will provide a 60-foot vertical clearance over mean high 
water and, at minimum, a 230-foot horizontal clearance. This will improve safety by reducing 
the potential for conflicts between the rail and marine traffic. The Proposed Project would also 
eliminate the need for bridge openings and closings by replacing the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge as two high-level fixed bridges. This would constitute an improvement to navigation 
along this segment of the Susquehanna River. 


The Proposed Project will reduce future vehicle miles traveled (VMT) regionally when 
compared with the No Action Alternative, which would constitute a benefit to regional highways 
by lowering congestion levels and resulting in less wear and tear on road surfaces. No adverse 
impacts to regional highways would result from the Proposed Project. 


Alternative 9A would require a slight realignment of Warren Street between N. Adams Street 
and N. Stokes Street in Havre de Grace. In Perryville, a slight realignment of Avenue A may be 
necessary under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B to accommodate the enlarged bridge 
abutment. These minor roadway realignments will not have any adverse impacts on local 
roadway traffic. With Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, seven local roadway crossings beneath 
the NEC would require modification. Extension of these crossings would not have any negative 
impacts on local roadway traffic. 


The Project Team designed the Proposed Project to accommodate traffic improvements and 
provide for a more open gateway to the downtown Havre de Grace commercial district, as 
requested at public meetings. The Proposed Project under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 
9B would not result in a significant adverse impact on transportation. Together with other 
planned projects along the NEC, the Proposed Project would result in transportation benefits, 
including state of good repair, better performance, and reliability. Overall, the Proposed Project 
would not result in significant adverse impacts to Transportation. 


E. LAND USE AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


Either Build Alternative would require the acquisition of all or a portion of several properties 
located immediately adjacent to the existing right-of-way. Where full property acquisition is 
required, the owners of properties will be fully compensated for the land acquired and businesses 
will be provided relocation assistance to facilitate their reestablishment elsewhere, should this be 
necessary. The total anticipated property acquisition is 2.84 acres for Alternative 9A and 0.35 
acres for Alternative 9B. 


The Build Alternatives would be located on or just beyond the existing right-of-way. Therefore, 
the Proposed Project will not substantially change current land uses within the study area and 
would not result in a significant adverse impact to land use. 


MDOT and Amtrak are not subject to local zoning regulations and no zoning designations are 
mapped on the existing rail right-of-way through the study area. The properties that would be 
acquired for each of the Build Alternatives have designated zoning under the City of Havre de 
Grace or the Town of Perryville that would be removed from the affected portions of the 
property where the land acquisitions are required. This would not result in a significant adverse 
impact on zoning on the project site or in the study area. Alternative 9A would require the 
acquisition of a narrow strip of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. Measures 
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to minimize the impact to this community facility have been identified, in cooperation with the 
Harford County Public Schools (HCPS). The Proposed Project would be compatible and 
consistent with current policies that govern the project site and study area. Overall, there would 
be no long-term significant adverse impacts to land use, zoning, public policy, or community 
facilities from the Proposed Project. 


F. SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE 


The socioeconomic conditions analysis uses the guidance set forth in the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR §§ 1500-1508). 
Alternative 9A would require the full acquisition of one commercial use associated with the 
National Tire & Glass Sales Inc., in Havre de Grace. The owners of this property would be fully 
compensated and the business would be provided relocation assistance to facilitate their 
reestablishment elsewhere. Since the business would be relocated, it is not expected that any jobs 
will be lost as a result of Alternative 9A. Based on the design to date, no other commercial or 
residential properties will be fully displaced within the study area by either Alternative 9A or 
Alternative 9B. The Build Alternatives would not affect the population or housing supply of the 
area and would not spur rapid development. Overall, the Proposed Project would not adversely 
affect socioeconomic conditions, employment, or community cohesion. 


The environmental justice analysis for the Proposed Project follows the guidance and 
methodologies recommended in the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Final Order on 
Environmental Justice (updated May 2, 2012), Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Circular 
4703.1 Environmental Justice Policy Guidance For Federal Transit Administration Recipients, 
and principles set forth in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI). Existing 
population, employment, age, gender, income, and racial and ethnic characteristics were 
compiled for Harford and Cecil counties as a whole, as well as within the City of Havre de 
Grace and Town of Perryville limits. The predominant race within Harford County, Cecil 
County, the City of Havre de Grace, the Town of Perryville, and the project study area is White. 
The study area is 75.3 percent White and 24.8 percent minority, of which the largest portion is 
Black or African American (17.4 percent).The study area median household income is $63,790, 
which is similar to the median household income of Cecil County, the City of Havre de Grace, 
and the Town of Perryville, but lower than the State of Maryland and Harford County. Based on 
the analysis described in Chapter 5, “Socioeconomic Conditions and Environmental Justice”, the 
Proposed Project would not result in any disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority 
or low-income populations. 


G. PARKS, TRAILS, AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B both require the permanent use of the entire 0.26-acre, 
Amtrak-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park as well as the acquisition of 0.01 acre 
of the City-owned portion of the park. Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B will both construct a 
new bridge that will cross above the park on an elevated structure that will require the 
modification of the existing lease agreement and the modification of the park infrastructure. This 
will prohibit public access within the Amtrak right-of-way and require the taking of the boat 
ramp area and a portion of the pier located at Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park. 
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Alternative 9A requires the acquisition of 1.5 acres of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
athletic fields immediately adjacent to the existing rail right-of-way. Alternative 9A will result in 
minor reconfigurations of the existing and proposed ballfields on the Harford County School 
property. Alternative 9A will also result in permanent changes to the athletic track just behind 
the starting block and require that the high jump facility and associated equipment shed be 
relocated on the site. The project includes provisions for measures minimizing the effects on the 
Havre de Grace Middle/High School. 


Several local bicycle and pedestrian trails exist within the study area. The Proposed Project 
would not alter or adversely affect the trail routes. Several historic trails highlighting sites of 
historic importance are also within the study area, including the Maryland Civil War Trail, the 
Mason Dixon Trail, the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail, Washington- 
Rochambeau Revolutionary Route National Historic Trail, and the Star-Spangled Banner 
National Historic Trail. Measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse impacts to historic 
and archaeological resources important to the themes of these trails have been identified and will 
be further developed in coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust and Section 106 
consulting parties. The Proposed Project would not affect public use, enjoyment, or educational 
value of the trails within the study area. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to trails or 
greenways would result from the Proposed Project. Overall, the Proposed Project would not 
have a significant adverse impact on parks, trails, or recreational resources. 


H. VISUAL RESOURCES 


The proposed design for the two new bridges will be traditional in character to allow greater 
views under the bridge and to minimize or avoid the adverse visual effect on resources. To 
further minimize visual adverse effects, any new physical structures that could adversely affect 
views of concern would be designed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties. In addition, to minimize the visual adverse effects due 
to the alterations to eight historic undergrade bridges, including four bridges within the Havre de 
Grace Historic District, any bridge extensions would be designed using a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of the existing stone. To minimize 
the visual adverse effect to the historic Rodgers Tavern from the widening of the bridge 
approach and the need to construct a retaining wall to run along the embankment, the Project 
Team will work with the community to determine the appropriate aesthetically-pleasing 
treatment. With the proposed measures to minimize adverse effects, there would be no potential 
for significant adverse impacts on visual resources with the Proposed Project, under Alternative 
9A or Alternative 9B. 


I. CULTURAL RESOURCES 


Current and previous studies identified 13 historic resources within the Area of Potential Effect 
(APE), including three historic districts containing numerous contributing resources. The Build 
Alternatives (both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B) would result in an adverse effect on: 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and bridge overpasses; Havre de Grace Historic District; Rogers 
Tavern; and Perryville Railroad Station. Measures were developed to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate these adverse effects. A Phase IA Archaeological Study for the Proposed Project has 
identified archaeologically sensitive areas in the APE. Additional archaeological studies will be 
conducted to identify and evaluate archaeological resources that may be affected by the 
Proposed Project. Measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate effects on any significant 
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archaeological resources will be developed in accordance with the draft Programmatic 
Agreement (PA) (see Appendix D, “Cultural Resources”). With these measures in place, there 
would be no potential for a significant adverse impact on cultural resources with the Proposed 
Project, under Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. 


J. DRAFT SECTION 4(F) EVALUATION 


A draft Section 4(f) Evaluation is included in this EA, pursuant to the requirements of Section 
4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966.' Based on this Evaluation, 
there are no feasible and prudent alternatives that would avoid use of all Section 4(f) properties. 
Therefore, the Evaluation includes a determination of which of the alternatives using a Section 
4(f) property will result in the least overall harm in light of the statute’s preservation purposes, 
and identifies appropriate measures to minimize harm. Alternative 9A and 9B would result in the 
“use” of the following three Section 4(f) properties: 


e The removal of the existing NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and alteration of 
eight of its nine associated rail undergrade bridges; 


e The removal of the Perry Interlocking Tower and the alteration of the Access Road 
Undergrade Bridge 59.39 (also known as the Perryville Train Station Undergrade Bridge), 
which are contributing elements of the NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station; 


e The acquisition of a small amount of property within the NR-listed Havre de Grace Historic 
District and visual and aesthetic effects on the Historic District; 


In addition, FRA intends to determine that Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would result in the 
de minimis use of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park (acquisition of a narrow strip of the park 
owned by City of Havre de Grace). For Alternative 9A only, the Proposed Project would require 
the acquisition of a part of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. FRA intends 
to determine that the uses would be de minimis, based on coordination with property owners. 
FRA will base the final de minimis impact determinations after providing an opportunity for 
public review. Measures to minimize harm will be implemented. 


K. SECTION 6(F) 


Harford County Department of Parks and Recreation has confirmed that the Havre de Grace 
Middle School and Havre de Grace High School received Land and Water Conservation Fund 
(LWCF) monies for development, thereby making them Section 6(f) resources. Properties that 
received LWCF Act funding, referred to as Section 6(f) resources, are evaluated within a 1,000- 
foot buffer study area surrounding the existing rail right-of-way, with the Proposed Project. This 
Evaluation prepared as part of this EA satisfies the requirements of the LWCF Act (16 U.S.C. 
4601-4 through 11), which prescribe the conditions that must be satisfied for the use or transfer 
of parklands or open spaces that have been improved with funds received through the LWCF. 


Alternative 9A would require the permanent acquisition of a small portion of the school’s 
athletic fields— approximately 1.6 acres of fee simple right-of-way. Alternative 9A would also 
require a 30-foot-wide maintenance easement for the Harford County Department of Public 
Works. Ten feet of that maintenance easement will be within the proposed acquisition. The 


' In 1983, Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act was codified as 49 USC §303(c), but this law is still commonly 
referred to as Section 4(f). 
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remaining 20 feet of the needed maintenance easement (1.13 acres) will be within the school 
property. The precise boundaries of Section 6(f) resources within the Havre de Grace Middle 
School-High School complex are the subject of ongoing discussions between National Parks 
Service (NPS), DNR, and Harford County. Through coordination with NPS and DNR, a draft 
LWCE boundary has been established for this EA. Based on this draft boundary, Alternative 9A 
would require approximately 0.55 acre of land for which LWCF monies were used. FRA and 
MDOT will continue to coordinate with HCPS to submit an application for land conversion to 
the NPS Regional Administrator through DNR. A suitable replacement property will be 
identified, in consultation with NPS, DNR and HCPS, once the project transitions into detailed 
design and as construction funds become available. For this Environmental Assessment, the 
Project Team identified three potential replacement sites. FRA and the MDOT have worked with 
HCPS to minimize and mitigate the impacts that would result from Alternative 9A. Alternative 
9B does not extend beyond the existing right-of-way at the Harford County School property, and 
therefore would not affect this Section 6(f) resource. 


With measures to minimize and mitigate the impacts to the school property and with suitable 
replacement land for the Section 6(f) area (to be further evaluated in the future), the Proposed 
Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on Section 6(f) resources. 


L. NATURAL RESOURCES 


Table ES-1 summarizes the total potential effects on natural resources from the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge Project. 


Table ES-1 
Effects on Natural Resources and Floodplains 


asa rs Alternative 
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Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 61 
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Submerged Aquatic 
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TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would affect Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of 
Statewide Importance. However, on February 8, 2016, the NRCS, using the Farmland 
Conversion Impact Rating Form (NRCS-CPA-106) for corridor type projects pursuant to FPPA, 
determined that the Proposed Project is not subject to the provisions of the Policy Act and 
therefore exempt. 


FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE USS. 


Based on the current design of the two Build Alternatives and current guidelines, an increase in 
the base flood elevation (greater than one foot) in the two regulated floodways is not anticipated. 
The two Build Alternatives would have relatively minor effects on wetlands and somewhat 
greater effects on streams. Impacts to wetlands, wetland buffers, and streams for each of the 
Build Alternatives are summarized in Table ES-1. Mitigation for floodplain impacts would be 
addressed in final project design and mitigation for wetlands/waterways impacts would be 
completed in accordance with United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Maryland 
Department of the Environment (MDE) recommendations. 


TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 


Neither of the Build Alternatives would affect areas known to support terrestrial state-listed 
threatened or endangered species or areas that are designated as a Wetland of Special State 
Concern (WSSC). Because the permanent impacts to forests would be relatively small and the 
absence of documented northern long-eared bat (NLEB) within the area, neither alternative 
would likely adversely affect the species. Other than transient species, no other federally 
proposed or listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur within the project area. 
No construction-related, short-term impacts to terrestrial federally or state-listed endangered or 
threatened species are anticipated. 


The two Build Alternatives would have minor permanent impacts to forest resources, primarily 
to narrow forest strips immediately adjacent to the existing tracks and over a mile east of the 
largest, contiguous forest area (summarized in Table ES-1). Mitigation would include 
reforestation and afforestation in accordance with a Forest Conservation Plan (FCP) approved by 
the Maryland Department of Natural Resources. 


Few wildlife impacts are anticipated, as both alternatives would be constructed immediately 
adjacent to the existing tracks and would only replace relatively thin and disturbed forest that 
likely only supports common resident species. These birds, small mammals and a few reptiles 
and amphibians would be displaced or minimally affected. 


The Proposed Project would cross a known historic waterfowl staging area within the 
Susquehanna River along the Cecil County side. Waterfowl would not be permanently affected 
by either Build Alternative, but may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. 


AQUATIC RESOURCES 


The two Build Alternatives would not affect groundwater and would only minimally change the 
hydrology through a shift in the arrangement of piers. Potential short-term and long-term 
impacts to water quality from construction would be minimized through strict adherence to an 
effective Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and implementation of stormwater best 
management practices (BMPs). Construction of the proposed temporary finger piers would 


ES-8 


Executive Summary 


eliminate the need for dredging and its resulting disturbance to river sediments. Impacts to 
aquatic resources for each of the Build Alternatives are summarized in Table ES-1. 


Both bridges would have a height-to-width ratio large enough to preclude significant shading 
effects. Shading from the relatively narrow temporary finger piers would also not have the 
potential to result in significant adverse effects to benthic organisms, but would result in adverse 
effects to submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) of approximately 0.61 acre. Mitigation for this 
temporal loss of SAV would include replanting the area at a 3:1 ratio. 


Following demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers, the river bottom would return to 
benthic habitat, thereby more than offsetting losses from the construction of the replacement 
bridges, and resulting in a potential net gain of populations of benthic organisms and their 
predators. 


Fish would likely avoid the area of activity during the drilling of the large-diameter piles for the 
replacement bridges piers. Should pile installation cause any fish to temporarily avoid the 
portion of the Susquehanna River in the vicinity of the activity, the extent of the area that would 
be affected at any one time would be negligible relative to the amount of suitable habitat that 
would remain available nearby, and no significant adverse effects to these individuals would be 
expected to occur. 


Impact pile driving for the finger piers would be attenuated by the use of wooden cushion blocks 
to levels where they are likely to be discountable according to the National Marine Fisheries 
Service (NMFS) assessment protocol. Potential impacts of possible demolition activities to 
remove existing bridge piers on the threatened and endangered Atlantic and short-nosed sturgeon 
would be minimized by implementing the protective measures such as bubble curtains. Any 
blasting activities would be scheduled to occur within a work window that corresponds to the 
time period of the year when sturgeon are least likely to occur in the project area. 


Threatened and endangered sea turtles and the freshwater logperch are not expected to occur in 
the project area, and no impacts are anticipated. DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service may require 
restrictions on construction projects in order to protect map turtles known to occur within the 
project area, including nesting surveys, in-stream time-of-year restrictions, and/or removal of 
turtles from the work zone. 


CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA 


Alternative 9A involves approximately 6.4 acres of the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, defined 
by state statute as “all land within 1,000 feet of Maryland’s tidal waters and tidal wetlands.” 
Alternative 9B affects approximately 6.1 acres of Critical Area. 


Permanent impacts to the Critical Area are expected to result from earth disturbance, removal of 
vegetation, placement of fill, and increased impervious area. Coordination with the Critical Area 
Commission would continue during the design phase of the Proposed Project. 


COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 


The Susquehanna Rail Bridge is located in the state-designated Coastal Zone, but the Proposed 
Project will be designed in a manner consistent with the Maryland Coastal Zone Plan. 
Consistency review commences after the submittal of the MDE Joint Permit Application (JPA). 
The MDE permit authorization, received at subsequent phases of the Proposed Project, would 
constitute the federal consistency decision. 
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Overall, with the mitigation measures that will be implemented as part of the Proposed Project, 
there would be no potential for a significant adverse impact on natural resources. 


M. AIR QUALITY 


Regulations under the Clean Air Act (“conformity regulations”) require that federal agencies, 
when taking action to assist, fund, permit, or approve projects in areas with a non-attainment or 
maintenance status regarding any of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 
ensure that the projects conform to the applicable State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for 
attaining those standards, so as not to interfere with the state’s ability to attain and maintain the 
NAAQS. Cecil County and Harford County are within a nonattainment area for ozone. In 
addition, Harford County is within a maintenance area for PM). The total projected emissions 
in each Air Quality Control Region represent a small fraction of the de minimis levels defined in 
the conformity regulations. This demonstrates that the operation of the Build Alternatives 
(Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B) would not require a conformity determination and would 
not interfere with SIPs for attainment of the ozone NAAQS or maintenance of the PM, Overall, 
the Proposed Project would not substantially affect regional air quality. Emissions would 
increase as a result of increase in rail traffic and during construction. The Proposed Project 
would also reduce vehicle miles traveled (from cars and tracks) by improving passenger rail 
service and freight operations. The Proposed Project (both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B) 
would not interfere with SIPs for attainment of the ozone or maintenance of the PM,; NAAQS. 


At the local level, the maximum projected PM,5 (24-hour and annual average), PMjo (24-hour 
average), and annual average NO, concentrations with the No Action Alternative and with both 
Build Alternatives would be lower than the respective NAAQS. With the Build Alternatives 
local 1-hour average NO, concentrations could increase up to 8.6 percent near the proposed 
bridge. This increase may occur in areas where concentrations exceeding the NAAQS are also 
predicted to occur with the No Action Alternative. Overall, air quality with and without the 
Proposed Project is likely to be very similar. Considering the low probability of NAAQS 
exceedance, the small potential increment, and the limited area potentially affected, these 
conditions do not represent a significant adverse impact on air quality. 


N. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND CLIMATE CHANGE 


The Proposed Project would be consistent with state, regional, and federal policies for 
greenhouse gas emissions reduction. The Proposed Project would be designed to accommodate 
any reasonably foreseeable potential future changes in climate and sea levels, and would, 
therefore, be consistent with state and federal policies requiring climate change resiliency. 
Amtrak service is 33 percent more energy efficient per passenger-mile than average highway 
travel (nationwide), and is likely more efficient than that along the NEC where ridership is high. 
The Build Alternatives are a component of the larger sustained effort to enhance passenger rail 
and freight rail for the long term, benefitting air quality and reducing pollutant emissions overall. 


O. NOISE AND VIBRATION 


Based on the general noise analysis, conducted according to FTA and FRA guidance, there 
would be the potential for a moderate noise impact at five of the sensitive receptors analyzed. 
Incremental noise level changes would range from imperceptible to readily noticeable. However, 
considering the total noise levels with the Build Alternatives (which were in the range that is 
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typically considered acceptable for residential or open spaces use and comparable to existing 
levels in the area), the Project Team estimates low likelihood for these receptors to experience 
significant adverse impacts. 


The Build Alternatives would not have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts 
relating to airborne noise, vibration, or ground-borne noise at any of the analyzed receptor sites. 
These receptor sites represent the sites closest to the railway having the greatest potential to 
experience noise and vibration impacts as a result of the Build Alternatives. Therefore, the Build 
Alternatives would not result in significant adverse impacts related to noise or vibration. 


P. CONTAMINATED AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 


Construction of the Proposed Project (both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B) would involve 
demolition, relocation or other disturbance of existing structures and excavation, relocation and 
potentially off-site disposal of some existing soil. The exact extent of disturbance associated 
with the Proposed Project will not be determined until final engineering The Proposed Project 
would include appropriate health and safety and investigative/remedial measures. The need for 
additional investigation/remediation will be determined, in consultation with MDE, once the 
exact extent of disturbance is identified. 


The Proposed Project documents and construction specifications will address procedures for 
stockpiling, testing, loading, transporting (including truck routes), and properly disposing of all 
excavated materials requiring off-site disposal. Excavated materials will be characterized to 
classify the materials. Where dewatering is required, it is possible that the water will require 
treatment prior to its discharge to surface water or existing sewers. Prior to any such discharge, 
the water will be tested. 


With the implementation of these measures, no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous 
materials will result from the demolition and construction activities associated with the Proposed 
Project. 


In terms of daily operation with the proposed new bridge structures, the threat of hazardous 
material impacts and accidents diminishes with better designed infrastructure. Since the current 
bridge is functionally-obsolete and prone to maintenance issues, a new structure would 
significantly reduce the risk of mishandling contaminated and/or hazardous materials. 


Q. PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, AND SECURITY 


The Build Alternatives will not result in a significant adverse impact on air quality, noise, or 
hazardous materials and will not cause a significant adverse impact on public health. The 
Proposed Project would improve the reliability of traveling across the Susquehanna River and 
increase the safety of passengers and freight users traveling along the NEC. Due to the highly 
developed nature of the study area, many residences, schools, public parks, and other publicly- 
accessible venues are located near the rail right-of-way. FRA data show that 96 percent of rail- 
related fatalities, most of which are preventable, are the result of incidents at railway-highway 
crossings (locations where railroad tracks intersect with a roadway at the same elevation ) and by 
trespassers.' There are no at-grade crossings within the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project’s 
study area. Amtrak is a leader in the installation of Positive Train Control (PTC), a safety 


' https://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/Details/L17371. Accessed December 2, 2016. 
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technology designed to match train speed to track conditions for improved safety.' PTC provides 
an added layer of safety on top of the cab signal and Automatic Train Control safety systems 
already in place. In December 2015, Amtrak activated PTC on track between New York and 
Washington, DC, completing installation on most Amtrak-owned infrastructure on the NEC 
spine. The Proposed Project would improve the structural and operational reliability, increasing 
the safety of employees who work on and travel over the bridge. The Proposed Project would 
eliminate bridge malfunctions resulting from the opening of the existing movable span. Overall, 
the Proposed Project would not result in a significant adverse impact on public health, safety, or 
security. 


R. INDIRECT AND CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 


The Proposed Project would contribute both positively and negatively to the overall cumulative 
effects of past and future actions on each of the resources considered. While the Build 
Alternatives may result in minor amounts of conversion of land use and potential displacement 
of some commercial uses, existing land use policies and development regulations support the 
Proposed Project, which would provide a substantial improvement to an established, 
overburdened rail transportation corridor. The Proposed Project is anticipated to have an overall 
positive impact on the regional economy by improving railroad mobility and connectivity. 
Further positive cumulative effects include improvements to regional air quality and a reduction 
in highway and airport congestion and VMT due to improved rail service. Overall, the Proposed 
Project would not significantly contribute to significant adverse cumulative effects or result in 
significant adverse indirect effects. 


S. COORDINATION AND CONSULTATION 


The Project Team has undertaken public and community outreach efforts for the Proposed 
Project, along with federal, state, and local agency coordination. Numerous meetings informed 
the public, stakeholders and agencies about the Proposed Project milestones and sought public 
and agency input. The Project Team created a website for the Proposed Project: 
www.susrailbridge.com. Postcards, email blasts, press releases, and public meeting 
announcements have been sent prior to public outreach information sessions. * 


' https:/Awww.amtrak.com/national-facts. Accessed December 2, 2016. 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (also referred to herein as 
“the Proposed Project”). The EA is prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [USC] §4321 et seq.), the Council on Environmental 
Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] parts 
1500-1508), and FRA’s Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Federal 
Register [FR] 28545 [May 26, 1999] and 78 FR 2713 [January 14, 2013]). The EA also 
documents compliance with other applicable Federal environmental laws and regulations, 
including Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended (NHPA) (54 USC § 
306108) and the Clean Air Act (42 USC § 7401 et seq.). 


MDOT, project sponsor, is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between 
the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil 
County, Maryland to provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). In 
2011, FRA selected MDOT for a grant award of $22 million in federal funding available through 
the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program and the parties entered into a 
cooperative agreement for the NEPA and preliminary engineering phases of the Proposed 
Project. FRA and MDOT are the joint lead agencies and the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation (Amtrak), the bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and preliminary 
engineering designs and is acting in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


B. EXISTING CONDITIONS 


The existing two-track Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located on Amtrak’s NEC at Milepost (MP) 
60 (see Figure 1-1). This rail bridge is a critical link along the NEC, one of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s (USDOT) designated high-speed rail corridors. The NEC is the most heavily used 
passenger rail line in North America, both in terms of ridership and service frequency, and one of the 
most heavily traveled rail corridors in the world.'* The existing bridge is roughly 0.75 mile in length 
and is the longest bridge with a movable span on the NEC. It is a swing-span type bridge; the movable 
span opens by rotating horizontally using a center pivot mounted on a pier in the river (see Figure 1-2 
and Figure 1-3). The existing bridge allows for a 52-foot vertical clearance for marine traffic. The 
swing span must be opened to allow for taller marine traffic, which disrupts rail operations. Amtrak, 


' https://www.amtrak.com/ccurl/998/601/Amtrak-National-Fact-Sheet-FY2015.pdf, accessed April 22, 
2016. 

* Source: BGL Rail Associates, for the Amtrak Reform Council, “A Recommended Approach to 
Funding the Estimated Capital Investment Needs of the Northeast Corridor Rail 
Infrastructure,” April 2002. 
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the Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) use the bridge 
to carry intercity, commuter, and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. 


PROJECT SETTING 


The approaches to the existing rail bridge and the NEC right-of-way extend through the City of 
Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville. The Proposed Project is located between the “Oak” 
Interlocking at MP 63.5 south of Havre de Grace and the “Prince” Interlocking at MP 57.3 north 
of Perryville (see Figure 1-4). 


The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located within Maryland’s Chesapeake Bay 
watershed near the mouth of the Susquehanna River. The adjacent communities of Havre de 
Grace and Perryville are dominated by a mixture of dense, water-oriented residential and 
commercial zoning, including historic districts and recreational facilities. Additional railroad 
infrastructure also supports industrial properties in the vicinity. 


BRIDGE CHARACTERISTICS 


The Pennsylvania Railroad built the bridge in 1906 to replace an original 1860s parallel structure 
to the south. The remnant piers of the original 1860s bridge remain visible in the Susquehanna 
River above the water line. Several of these remnant piers were subject to extensive scour that 
have exposed the footings and piles. The remaining remnant piers show signs of steel plates, 
masonry, and concrete deterioration. Congress conveyed the existing bridge to Amtrak in 1976 
along with other NEC infrastructure elements. 


The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is approximately 4,154 feet long from abutment to 
abutment and comprises 18 spans, which are numbered from north to south. The movable swing span 
(Span No. 10) is approximately 280 feet long; see Figure 1-5 for visualization. The existing 1 10-year- 
old Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, despite major rehabilitation and repairs, continues to deteriorate, 
as evidenced by rust, ineffective bearings, cracks in steel members, and wear at pins and eyebars. 
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C. PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 


PROJECT PURPOSE 


The increasing age of the bridge, its structural condition, and its two tracks curtail speeds and 
capacity on the bridge. This inhibits the rail operators’ goals to provide reliable service, MDOT’s 
plans to increase MARC commuter rail service, and Amtrak’s plans to increase high-speed 
passenger rail service on the NEC. 


The bridge’s functionally obsolete design and age require major rehabilitation and repairs, 
which result in increasing maintenance costs and conflicts with the need to maintain 
continuous rail operations. The primary purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide 
continued rail connectivity along the NEC. The Proposed Project goals include: 


e Improving rail service reliability and safety; 
e Improving operational flexibility and accommodating reduced trip times; 


e Optimizing existing and planned infrastructure and accommodating future intercity 
passenger, high-speed rail, freight, and commuter rail; and 


e Maintaining adequate navigation? and improving safety along the Susquehanna River. 
g adeq g p g g q 


PROBLEMS WITH EXISTING BRIDGE 


Demand for rail service along the NEC is at record levels. This growth is due to population and 
employment growth in urban centers along the NEC, increasing delays in highway and air travel, 
and the growing convenience of intercity and local rail travel.* The NEC, however, cannot 
continue to accommodate rising demand with aging infrastructure that is highly constrained and 
in need of repair. The Proposed Project is critical to MDOT, Amtrak, and other NEC users. 


OBSOLETE DESIGN AND AGING INFRASTRUCTURE 


The existing bridge is 110 years old, beyond the 100-year design lifespan typical for steel 
railroad bridges. While it has undergone major rehabilitation and repairs (1960s, 1985, 1991, and 
most recently 1998), the bridge structure continues to deteriorate from age and use. Amtrak’s 
most recent bridge inspection in the summer of 2013 indicated that the bridge superstructure is 
in poor to fair structural condition. The 2013 inspection also determined that many of the 
structural bridge components are below the load ratings required by American Railway 
Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association (AREMA) and Amtrak criteria. 


The structural condition, coupled with the movable-span design, requires extensive effort to 
open the bridge for marine traffic. Each opening of the swing span requires approximately an 
hour and a crew of more than 30 workers which is far more labor-intensive and expensive than a 
modern day movable bridge. While the existing bridge is safe for current and near term 
operations, it is wearing out and approaching the end of its service life. Replacing aging movable 


> Adequate navigation can be maintained by increasing navigational clearances, as discussed in 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project Navigation Study, dated 
January 21, 2014, HNTB Corporation. 

* http://www.nec-commission.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/nece_cin_20130123.pdf, 
accessed April 22, 2016. 


1-3 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


bridges such as the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is one of Amtrak’s central strategies to 
improve the reliability and travel times on the NEC. 


SPEED AND CAPACITY CONSTRAINTS 


The existing two-track bridge creates service conflicts between Amtrak’s passenger service, 
MARC trains, and freight trains operated by NS. It also poses a capacity constraint on planned 
increases in service frequency by all three railroads. The segment of the NEC south of the bridge 
comprises three tracks and the segment north comprises four. The existing two-track bridge 
reduces the on-time performance for Amtrak, MARC trains, and NS traffic. The open deck 
construction limits the maximum authorized speed to 90 mph. Amtrak passenger trains can 
travel up to 135 mph on the adjacent NEC segments and have to slow down to cross the bridge. 
Freight trains crossing the bridge must travel at 30 mph or slower. 


The limited number of tracks across the bridge, combined with the variety of trains utilizing the 
bridge and the need for continual maintenance, results in tightly managed and restrictive 
operations, little flexibility in scheduling, and train delays. The existing bridge requires that the 
slow freight trains and the MARC commuter trains share track with higher-speed Amtrak trains, 
creating congestion conflicts. Because of the geometry of the freight alignment in the Perryville 
station area, both freight and commuter trains approach and leave the NEC at just 15 mph. 


NS attempts to operate its trains at night to minimize conflicts with passenger rail service, 
although daytime freight service is increasing as marine and refinery operators reduce terminal 
times for high-value cargo. When the southbound NEC track is in use by an intercity or 
commuter train approaching the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (in either direction), NS freight 
trains coming from the west must stop and wait for an appropriate window to enter the NEC. 
Similarly, NS trains coming from the south must wait their turn to cross the bridge occupying 
one of the main tracks. The resulting delays have impacts to the Port of Wilmington, the Port of 
Baltimore, and rail service destined for the Delmarva Peninsula. These delays create ripple 
effects in cargo shipments throughout the region and the nation. 


MAINTENANCE DIFFICULTIES 


Because of the frequency of train service on the bridge, few repairs and/or inspections can be 
made without disrupting rail operations. The bridge will require more scheduled and 
unscheduled maintenance as it continues to age. 


CONFLICTS WITH MARITIME USES 


Opening the existing bridge’s movable swing span for marine traffic causes train delays and 
takes large crews to operate. Each bridge opening introduces risks of significant train delays if a 
breakdown of the operating mechanisms were to occur. Amtrak performed a Navigation Study 
in 2013° and found that the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge opens approximately ten 
times per year to accommodate marine traffic. The Navigation Study concluded that the existing 
navigation channel (both height and width) addresses the needs of most mariners and vessels, 
but, while the existing horizontal clearance is sufficient, further widening of the horizontal 
clearance could increase sight distance, reduce vessel congestion, and aid tug boat and barge 


> Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project Navigation Study, dated 
January 21, 2014, HNTB Corporation. 
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navigation through the bridge opening, increasing safety and resilience against potential bridge 
and fender system strikes. 


EXISTING RAIL TRAFFIC 


As shown in Table 1-1, the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is used by Amtrak trains 
(approximately 89 trains per weekday), MARC commuter service (18 trains per weekday), and 
NS freight rail traffic (approximately eight trains per day, mostly at night). Amtrak routes 
utilizing the bridge include the Acela, Northeast Regional, and long-distance trains. 


REGIONAL PASSENGER RAIL 


Amtrak’s NEC is the busiest rail line in North America.®’ It includes a 457-mile rail 
transportation system extending from Boston's South Station to Washington D.C.'s Union 
Station. In 2011, USDOT designated the NEC as a high-speed rail corridor. Amtrak owns and 
operates over much the NEC, running regional service, long distance service, and high-speed 
Acela Express service along the line. In Fiscal Year 2013, Amtrak carried a record 11.4 million 
passengers on the NEC between Washington-New York-Boston. 


Table 1-1 
Existing Weekday Volumes Across the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 


Types of Service 


Northeast Regional and Long 
cS —— a7 
Amtrak 


Ac [Aca ti(‘sSsSCsSY 
SRC ee Speed [High-SpeedRail = sd 
MARC Commuter ssid Commuter 
NS Freight 


*“Peak” is defined as the weekday hour with the maximum train volume. For Amtrak, 
the daily peak occurs between 4:10 and 5:10 PM. For MARC the daily peak occurs 
5:40-6:40 AM . For freight, the timing of the peak hour varies but it generally occurs at 
night. 
Based on 2016 data, considered to be representative of the existing condition. 

Sources: Service volumes provided by Amtrak. 


Amtrak currently operates approximately 89 trains over the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge each 
weekday and nine trains during the peak hour period (4:10 PM to 5:10 PM weekdays). 
Approximately 17,900 Amtrak passengers travel over the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge each 
weekday. This volume has grown by 26 percent since 2003. 


6 https://www.amtrak.com/ccurl/998/601/Amtrak-National-Fact-Sheet-FY2015.pdf, accessed 
April 22, 2016. 

’ Source: BGL Rail Associates, for the Amtrak Reform Council, “A Recommended Approach to 
Funding the Estimated Capital Investment Needs of the Northeast Corridor Rail 
Infrastructure,” April 2002. 
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COMMUTER RAIL 


MARC is a 202-mile, 42-station, commuter rail system operating among multiple stations in 
Maryland, West Virginia, and the District of Columbia. MARC is managed by the Maryland 
Transit Administration (MTA), an agency within MDOT. The MARC Penn Line has the greatest 
ridership and runs from Union Station in Washington D.C., over the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge, to Perryville. MARC currently operates 18 trains over the bridge each weekday and 
three trains during the peak hour (5:40-6:40 AM weekdays). Limited weekend service is also 
provided. In 2015, the Penn Line averaged 23,430 riders daily.* 


FREIGHT RAIL 


Norfolk Southern operates between Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, and Baltimore, Maryland, using 
its “Port Road” route along the Susquehanna River to Perryville, and using trackage rights along 
the NEC between Perryville and Baltimore. The NS freight connection from the Port Road is 
critical to servicing the Port of Baltimore and is located within the existing bridge approach 
limits. 


The Port of Baltimore is the closest Atlantic port to major Midwestern population and 
manufacturing centers.’ During 2014, the port handled 29.5 million tons of foreign commerce 
(imports and exports), valued at $52.5 billion. '° 


The Port of Wilmington is becoming an increasingly major port and distribution center for liquid 
bulk petroleum products. Approximately eight trains per day cross the bridge moving between 
the Port Road and the Port of Baltimore. Commodities transported by these trains include coal, 
grain, autos, and intermodal container cargo.'! 


NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The Susquehanna River stretches for 444 miles from upstate New York through Pennsylvania to 
Maryland, where it drains into the Chesapeake Bay. In the vicinity of the project site, the river is 
technically navigable as far up as the Conowingo Hydroelectric Dam at approximately River 
Mile 9.9; however, parts of the river south of the dam are too shallow to navigate with larger 
vessels. 


The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located at Susquehanna River Mile 1.0. The 
movable swing span provides a 52-foot vertical clearance above mean high water (MHW) in the 
closed position and a 127-foot vertical clearance in the open position (limited by overhead 
electric transmission lines). The horizontal clearance for navigation consists of two 100-foot- 
wide channels. 


Three fixed-height Susquehanna River crossings are located to the north of the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge, between the bridge and the Conowingo Dam: 


* Maryland Open Data Portal, https://data.maryland.gov/Transportation/MTA-A verage- 
Weekday-Ridership-by-Month/ub96-xxqw/data, accessed October 27, 2016. 

* http://mpa.maryland.gov/content/port-information.php, accessed April 22, 2016. 

http://mpa.maryland. gov/misc/2014ForeignCommerceStatReport.pdf, accessed April 22, 2016. 

''Rail Projects Impacting the Delmarva, Presentation to the Delmarva Freight Summit, June 20, 
2012, Nicole Katsikides, Director, MDOT Office of Freight and Multimodalism. 
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e The Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, carrying U.S. Route 40, approximately 0.5 mile 
north of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. That bridge provides an 87-foot vertical 
clearance and a 320-foot horizontal clearance in the navigation channel. 


e The CSX Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, approximately 0.9 mile north of the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge. The CSX Bridge, which carries rail freight, provides an 85-foot vertical 
clearance and a 500-foot horizontal clearance. 


e The Millard E. Tydings Memorial Bridge, carrying Interstate 95, is located approximately 2 
miles north of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and provides a 90-foot vertical clearance 
and a horizontal clearance between 119 and 245 feet through its spans. 


D. MASTER PLAN CONSIDERATIONS 


A number of recent programs and planning studies outline and support the need for an upgraded 
and expanded railroad crossing over the Susquehanna River Rail. 


HIGH-SPEED INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL (HSIPR) PROGRAM 


FRA’s High-Speed Rail Strategic Plan (April 2009)'? documented the administration’s vision 
for establishing high-speed rail. Through this program, USDOT awarded a $22 million grant to 
the State of Maryland for preliminary engineering and environmental studies (of which this EA 
is a part) for the Proposed Project. 


NORTHEAST CORRIDOR 


The NEC, the most heavily traveled rail corridor in North America,'*"* is vital to the sustained 


economic growth of the region, which includes the economic and political centers of the United 
States. 


NORTHEAST CORRIDOR INFRASTRUCTURE MASTER PLAN 


The Northeast Corridor Infrastructure Master Plan (May 2010)’ identified a baseline of 
infrastructure improvements needed to provide expanded service and reliability to accommodate 
forecasted demand. It focused on increasing NEC capacity and reliability, including bridges with 
additional tracks and replacement of movable bridges with high-level fixed structures, where 
feasible, to eliminate the delays. This plan identifies the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
expansion as a critical priority. 


“https://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/Details/L02833, accessed April 22, 2016. 

: https://www.amtrak.com/ccurl/998/601/Amtrak-National-Fact-Sheet-FY2015.pdf, accessed 
April 22, 2016. 

'4Source: BGL Rail Associates, for the Amtrak Reform Council, “A Recommended Approach to 
Funding the Estimated Capital Investment Needs of the Northeast Corridor Rail 
Infrastructure,” April 2002. 

'Shttp://www.amtrak.com/servlet/ContentServer?c=Page&pagename=am%2FLayout&p= 123760 
834501 8&cid=1241245669222, accessed April 22, 2016. 
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NORTHEAST CORRIDOR INFRASTRUCTURE AND OPERATIONS ADVISORY 
COMMISSION 


The Northeast Corridor Infrastructure and Operations Advisory Commission (the NEC 
Commission) , in its January 2013 report, Critical Infrastructure Needs on the Northeast 
Corridor identified 32 specific critical needs along the NEC to reduce delays, achieve a state of 
good repair, and build capacity for growth on the corridor.'® The report names the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge replacement as one of those critical needs. 


NEC FUTURE 


NEC FUTURE is a comprehensive planning effort to define, evaluate, and prioritize future 
investments in the 457-mile NEC from Union Station in Washington, D.C. to South Station in 
Boston.'’ NEC FUTURE represents a long-term vision and investment program for the NEC, as 
reflected in the Tier 1 Final Environmental Impact Statement (Tier 1 FEIS) and Service 
Development Plan. The Proposed Project is within the NEC FUTURE study area and is 
consistent with the service goals considered in the NEC FUTURE Tier 1 FEIS along this section 
of the NEC, so that it does not preclude improvements proposed as part of the NEC FUTURE 
Preferred Alternative. 


STATE OF MARYLAND 


The State of Maryland has identified the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project as one of its 
most critical rail infrastructure projects. It is critical not only to improving MARC commuter 
service, but also to optimizing freight and intercity passenger rail service and helping the broader 
Maryland economy. 


MARC GROWTH AND INVESTMENT PLAN 


The MARC Growth and Investment Plan discusses challenges to future MARC growth and the 
agency’s desired ability to expand service currently constrained by infrastructure and other 
operators.'*The plan’s long-term timeframe (2020-2029) includes construction of a new station 
at Elkton, MD; an upgrade at the Perryville Station to handle northbound trains; new stations in 
Baltimore; and a focus on improved service to/from Washington D.C. The plan’s future 
timeframe (2030-2050) discusses a new and expanded Susquehanna River crossing and 
mentions the addition of a fourth track between Baltimore’s Penn Station and Perryville as a key 
component to meet and anticipate demand. 


MARYLAND STATEWIDE FREIGHT PLAN 


The State of Maryland’s Freight Plan (2009) states that output among Maryland’s freight- 
intensive industries, is expected to grow by 120 percent statewide between 2000 and 2030. As a 
result, the tonnage of freight transported through Maryland is estimated to increase by 


'http://www.nec-commission.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/01/nece_cin_20130123.pdf, 
accessed on April 22, 2016. 

"http://www.necfuture.com/, accessed on April 22, 2016. 

'Shttp://mta.maryland.gov/sites/default/files/mgip update 2013-09-13.pdf, accessed April 22, 
2016. 
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approximately 105 percent by 2035, as compared with the 2006 tonnage.’” The plan identifies 
the replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge as a high-priority freight improvement 
project. In addition, the plan states that the State of Maryland must prepare for the expansion of 
East Coast ports (including the Port of Baltimore) as motivated by the expansion of the Panama 
Canal, which is being widened to allow for larger container ships. 


AMTRAK 


AMTRAK’S STATE OF GOOD REPAIR 


On April 15, 2009, Amtrak issued the Northeast Corridor State of Good Repair Spend Plan.”° 
Amtrak’s planned state of good repair projects include replacement of infrastructure elements 
such as: track, bridges, tunnels, overhead catenary wire, power supply systems, cable, 
transformers and converters, signals, communications and dispatching systems, stations, and 
facilities. This report references the need to repair the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and notes 
the need to expand two-track structures to accommodate projected growth. 


AMTRAK’S 2012 UPDATE REPORT 


Amtrak’s summary document, The Amtrak Vision for the Northeast Corridor, 2012 Update 
Report’! reaffirmed the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge as one of the critical components for 
improving NEC operations from Washington D.C. to Boston. The plan noted that the approach 
of the NEC Capital Investment Program going forward will be to integrate suites of state of good 
repair projects—designed to repair the network and increase reliability—with capacity 
enhancements that will allow next-generation initiatives such as high-speed rail service. 


FREIGHT RAIL 


Freight traffic volume is steady or gradually increasing for most commodities. NS’s only 
practical access to the Ports of Baltimore and Wilmington, as well as to the entire Delmarva 
Peninsula, is via its Port Road route to Perryville, Maryland, and then along the NEC. For Class 
I railroads, like NS, the boom in petroleum bulk shipping is replacing shrinking commodity 
markets such as coal. 


The Proposed Project is consistent with FRA, State of Maryland and Amtrak plans and high- 
speed rail program criteria. Elements to accommodate improved freight service and MARC 
commuter service are integral, and the Proposed Project could also improve the navigation 
channel for marine users. The Proposed Project is intended to maintain connectivity along the 
NEC and to provide future improvements to capacity, trip time, and safety for commuter, 
freight, and intercity passenger rail services on the NEC consistent with FRA, State, and Amtrak 
plans. ca 


“http://www.mdot.maryland.gov/Office_of Planning and Capital Programming/Freight Planning/D 
ocuments/ Freight Plan_Final.pdf, accessed April 22, 2016. 

“Oh ttp://www.amtrak.com/servlet/ContentServer?c=Page&pagename=am%2F Layout&p=1237608345 
018& cid=1241245669222, accessed April 22, 2016. 

*Thttp://www.amtrak.com/ccurl/453/325/Amtrak-V ision-for-the-Northeast-Corridor.pdf, 
accessed on April 22, 2016. 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter reviews the alternatives development and screening process, describes the No 
Action Alternative and the Build Alternatives retained for detailed study, and identifies the 
Preferred Alternative. The estimated project costs and a list of potential permits and approvals 
required to build the Proposed Project are also provided. 


The Proposed Project is located between Philadelphia and Washington D.C. along the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation’s (Amtrak) Northeast Corridor (NEC). The direction on the rail 
line from Philadelphia to Washington D.C. is south. Therefore, unless otherwise noted in this 
Environmental Assessment (EA), north is towards Philadelphia, south is towards Washington 
D.C., east is downstream or towards the Chesapeake Bay, and west is upstream or towards the 
Conowingo Dam. Proposed Project construction is scheduled to commence in 2020. Year 2025 
is analyzed as the Proposed Project build year (the year when the Proposed Project elements are 
scheduled to be fully connected to the NEC). For long-term planning this EA also considers a 
2040 analysis year. This EA is based on conceptual engineering alignments. The disclosure of 
effects is based on the design information available at the time of conceptual design completion. 
The engineering design has since progressed and further refinements and changes will continue 
to be made. While the Project Team assessed reasonable worst-case effects that are anticipated 
for the Proposed Project based on the conceptual design, it is possible that future design changes 
could lead to adverse effects that are not known at this time. If as a result of design changes the 
Project Team identifies the potential for additional or greater adverse effects in the future, the 
Project Team will prepare a follow up targeted environmental review. 


B. ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING 


The Project Team developed a rigorous alternatives development and screening process for the 
Proposed Project. This process considered both alignment alternatives as well as bridge type 
alternatives. Appendix A, “Alternatives Screening Report and Bridge Types,” includes a 
detailed report describing alternatives development; input solicited from the public, agencies, 
and other stakeholders; and the methodology used to screen alternatives and selected those 
retained for detailed study. The section below presents a summary of that process. 


DEVELOPMENT OF ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 


The Project Team (including FRA and MDOT) identified design factors to be incorporated into 
the conceptual alternatives. These design factors, which were considered independently and 
collectively: 


e Geometry—any feasible conceptual alternative must consider the existing geometry of the 
NEC. Existing alignments of commuter and freight facilities were also considered including 
use of Norfolk Southern Railway’s (NS) Port Road route and service to/from the Perryville 
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Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC) Station. Furthermore, Amtrak has standard 
plans and specifications that provide detailed geometry requirements for tracks carrying 
Amtrak passenger service. These standards are required to meet federal regulations, assure 
passenger comfort, and provide a safe, maintainable design. 


e Design Speed—A critical element of the project’s Purpose and Need is to reduce trip times 
and optimize infrastructure to accommodate future high-speed rail operations along the 
NEC. This approach is consistent with the congressional mandate placed on Amtrak to 
reduce travel times along the NEC and the desire to identify 160 miles per hour (mph) as the 
maximum authorized speed, wherever feasible. Feasible conceptual alternatives must 
provide at least two tracks for high-speed rail service, and at least one track primarily for 
freight and commuter rail service (supporting speeds of up to 90 mph). 


e Bridge Spacing—Maintaining continuous rail service during construction cannot preclude 
navigation for extended periods of time. Increasing the distance between bridges more than 
necessary would result in greater property acquisitions. For those conceptual alternatives 
involving two bridges across the Susquehanna River, a phased construction of the bridges 
will generally be required to maintain continuous rail traffic across the river (i.e. two bridges 
will not be built simultaneously nor could the existing bridge be removed from service until 
a replacement bridge has been constructed). 


e Navigational Clearances—A temporary winter closure of the existing movable span may be 
necessary during the construction period. This closure will temporarily restrict navigation of 
high-mast vessels during the winter months, which is the time of the year with the least 
navigation activity. A navigation study’ for the project determined that a vertical clearance 
of 60 feet above the mean high water (MHW) elevation for any new river span is the optimal 
balance between the needs of mariners and of the passenger and freight rail providers. The 
navigation study also determined that while the existing horizontal clearance (two 100-foot- 
wide channels) is sufficient, further widening of the horizontal clearance could increase sight 
distance, reduce vessel congestion, and aid tug boat and barge navigation through the bridge 
opening, increasing safety and resilience against potential bridge and fender system strikes. 


e Grades—Amtrak's standards generally permit up to a 1.5 percent compensated grade on 
mainline tracks. This grade is consistent with industry standards for maximum grades on 
freight and passenger mainline track. However, the existing grades on NS's Port Road and 
Amtrak's NEC are less than this maximum, ranging from 0.14 percent to 0.24 percent for the 
NS Port Road route and between 0.3 percent and 0.68 percent north and south of the bridge. 
The conceptual designs considered the existing maximum effective or ruling grade for the 
route. In coordination with NS, the Project Team determined that, for this project with 
current and anticipated freight train usage, a 0.65 percent maximum grade is appropriate for 
tracks primarily dedicated to freight operation. 


e Relationships to Other Projects—The Project Team designed all conceptual alternatives so 
as not to preclude adjacent and related planned transportation projects. Such projects include 
freight rail improvements (e.g., the Chesapeake Connector Project), Maryland Transit 
Administration’s (MTA) MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility and Penn Line extension, 
the Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) NEC FUTURE, regional bicycle and 
pedestrian trails, and others. 


' Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project Navigation Study, dated 
January 21, 2014, HNTB Corporation. 
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Using the design factors described above, the Project Team identified 18 conceptual alternatives. 
The approximate locations of each of the 18 conceptual alternatives are shown in Figure 2-1. A 
brief description of each of the conceptual alternatives is detailed in Table 2-1. 


Table 2-1 
Description of 18 Conceptual Alternatives 


Alternative Alternative Description* 


e New high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge; second bridge in 
place of existing bridge 

e Up to 4 tracks total; max speed of 140 mph 

e Similar to 1A but closer to existing bridge, requiring temporary closure of 
swing span 

e Upto 4 tracks total; max speed of 140 mph 

e New high-speed 2-track bridge to the west of existing bridge; second bridge in 
place of existing bridge 

e Flyover structure in Perryville 

e Up to four tracks total; max speed of 135 mph 

e Similar to 2A but closer to existing bridge; requiring temporary closure of 
swing span 

e Upto 4 tracks total; max speed of 135 mph 

e New curved high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge; second bridge 
in place of existing bridge 

e Upto 4 tracks total; max speed of 160 mph 

e Similar to 3A but closer to existing bridge, requiring temporary closure of 
swing span 

e Up to four tracks total; max speed of 160 mph 
e New high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge; second bridge in 
place of existing bridge 
e Requires reconstruction of Lewis Lane overpass 
e Up to 4 tracks total; max speed of 160 mph 
e Similar to 4A but closer to existing bridge, requiring temporary closure of 
swing span 
e Up to four tracks total; max speed of 160 mph 
4E 


e Upto 4 tracks total; max speed of 135 mph 
e New high-speed 3-track bridge to the east of existing bridge 
e Requires reconstruction of Lewis Lane overpass and temporary closure of 


swing span 
e 3 tracks total; max speed of 160 mph 


e Similar to 4D but with reduced speed 
e Requires temporary closure of swing span 
e 3 tracks total; max speed of 135 mph 


2 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
4 
4 
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Table 2-1 (cont’d) 
Description of 18 Conceptual Alternatives 


Alternative Alternative Description* 


e New high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge; second bridge in 
place of existing bridge 

e Substantial curve to avoid right-of-way impacts 

e Upto 4 tracks total; max speed of 130 mph 


e New high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge; second bridge in 
place of existing bridge 
e Elevated through Havre de Grace; extensive, complicated double decker 
structure 
e Requires temporary closure of swing span during winter season 
e Upto 4 tracks total; max speed of 160 mph 
e New high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge; second bridge in 
place of existing bridge 
e Significant curvature to avoid Perryville substation 
e Upto 4 tracks total; max speed of 160 mph 
rr 
e Upto 4 tracks total; max speed of 120 mph 
pe e New high-speed 3-track bridge to the east of existing bridge 


e Requires temporary closure of swing span 
e 3 tracks total; max speed of 120 mph 


5 
7 
8A 
8B 

e New 90-mph bridge to the west of existing bridge; high-speed 2-track bridge in 
place of existing bridge 
9A e Requires reconstruction of Lewis Lane Bridge and temporary closure of swing 


span 
e 4 tracks total; max speed of 160 mph 


e New 90-mph bridge to the west of existing bridge; high-speed 2-track bridge in 
place of existing bridge 
e Requires reconstruction temporary closure of swing span 


e 4 tracks total; max speed of 150 mph 


The Project Team also considered: 


e Rehabilitating the existing bridge without modifying the track alignments; 
e Converting the swing bridge into a lift bridge during rehabilitation; and 
e Rehabilitating the existing bridge for non-rail use. 


After the Project Team developed the 18 conceptual alternatives and the Rehabilitation 
Alternative (“Rehab”), it identified three additional conceptual alternatives (“CE”) and 
considered two alternatives suggested by the public (“P”’) and a value engineering alternative 
(“VE”). These additional alternatives are described in Table 2-2. 
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Table 2-2 
Description of Additional Alternatives 


Alternative Alternative Description 


e Construction of two 1-track bridges on either side of the existing 
CEl1 bridge 
e A third bridge replacing the existing bridge 


CE? e Utilization of an abandoned grade-separated crossing, located north 
of the existing bridge 


CE3 e Construction of a 3-track high speed bridge, located west of the 
existing bridge 


Pl e Construction of an underground tunnel for high speed rail 
e Alternative suggested by a member of the public 
e Rerouting the NEC to join the existing CSX bridge, located to the 


north of the existing Amtrak bridge 
e Alternative suggested by a member of the public 


e Two 2-track bridges on either side of the existing bridge 
VE ‘ : : 
e Developed during the value engineering study 


In all, the Project Team developed 25 alternatives throughout the course of the alternatives 
development process. 


ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES SCREENING PROCESS 


As detailed in Appendix A, the Project Team used a two-step screening process to evaluate 
these 25 alternatives. The first step entailed a “fatal flaw screening” and the second step entailed 
a “detailed screening.” Throughout the screening process, the Project Team considered input 
provided through public outreach efforts, coordination with local officials, Section 106 
consulting party meetings, interagency review meetings, and other stakeholder meetings. 


The fatal flaw screening evaluated the 25 alternatives based on their ability to satisfy the 
following criteria. These criteria were developed from the Project’s Purpose and Need Statement 
and through coordination at Interagency Review Meetings (IRM). 

e Rail connectivity; 

e Navigational requirements; 

e Logical termini; 

e Feasibility and constructability; and 

e Avoidance of critical property impacts. 

As shown in Table 2-3 (and discussed further in Appendix A), the fatal flaw screening 


eliminated the Rehab alternative and nine of the 18 conceptual alternatives. Of the six other 
alternatives (CE, P, and VE), the VE conceptual alternative passed the fatal flaw screening. 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Table 2-3 
Fatal Flaw Screening of Conceptual Alternatives 
Fatal Flaw Screening Criteria 


Avoids 
Critical 
Rail Navigational | Logical} Feasibility and | Property| or 
Fail 
Fai 


cenario | Connectivity | Requirements |Termini| C 


No 
No 
No 
No 
No 


The Project Team based the second step of the screening process on a more detailed evaluation 
of each of the 10 remaining alternatives. The detailed screening considered each alternative’s 
impacts to environmental resources — human and natural — as well as each alternative’s ability to 
meet the project’s operational and engineering goals. Concurrent to conceptual engineering, the 
Project Team inventoried environmental resources in the study area, and factored that 
information into the detailed screening. Property impacts were further evaluated beyond the 
critical property assessment used in the fatal flaw screening, as discussed in Appendix A. The 
Project Team considered input received during public and agency meetings during the screening 
process. Each conceptual alternative’s ability to meet the following goals and objectives of the 
Proposed Project were compared and contrasted: 


e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 
- Ability to eliminate operational disruptions and delays; 
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- Ability to connect to NS wye and provide grades acceptable for freight operations; 
- Ability to provide adequate number of bridge structures; 
e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 
- Ability to reduce operational conflicts; 
- Ability to eliminate or reduce speed restrictions for intercity trains; 
- Ability to provide flexibility for operational and maintenance work windows; 


e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, 
intercity, and high-speed rail operations; 


- Ability to eliminate two-track section in this portion of the NEC; 
- Ability to not preclude future high-speed rail; 
- Ability to minimize impacts to Perry Electrical Substation; 
- Ability to allow for potential shared corridor with bike/pedestrian path; 
e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River; 
- Ability to provide suitable vertical and horizontal clearance; 


- Construction-period effects to navigation (i.e. whether the alternative requires temporary 
winter closure of movable span). 


As described above, a total of 10 conceptual alternatives proceeded to detailed screening: 
Alternatives 1B, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, 8A, 8B, 9A, 9B, and VE. All required decommissioning and 
removing the existing bridge. Among the 10 remaining conceptual alternatives, the maximum 
achievable speed ranges from a low of 120 mph (which does not meet the design criterion) to a 
high of 160 mph (which meets the design criterion). Every option includes either three or four 
tracks. A detailed Alternatives Comparison Matrix evaluating all human environmental 
considerations, natural environmental considerations, and operational and engineering 
considerations for each of the 10 conceptual alternatives is presented in Figure 2-2. 


Based on the detailed screening, the Project Team retained Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B 
for detailed study in the EA. The primary reasons for selecting Alternatives 9A and 9B for 
detailed study included: maximum authorized speed, potential property impacts, and the total 
number of tracks across the river. Based on current operational information, the Project Team 
deemed a four-track river crossing (or a three-track river crossing with the potential for the 
addition of a fourth track) superior to a three-track river crossing. Additionally, a maximum 
authorized speed of 160 mph is needed to optimize the NEC as a high-speed rail corridor. The 
Project Team determined that Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B best meet the goals and 
objectives of the project, while minimizing environmental and property impacts. The rationale 
for eliminating each of the other alternatives, as well as the interagency and public consultation 
process used during the alternatives screening process is detailed in Appendix A. 


BRIDGE TYPE ALTERNATIVES 


Independent of the alignment alternative screening process and selection of alternatives for 
detailed study, the Project Team reviewed four bridge types for the project. The bridge types are 
independent from the two-step screening process, since any of the bridge types could be feasible 
with the alternative alignments under consideration. 
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Alternatives Comparison Matrix - Operational and Engineering Considerations 
| EVALUATIONCRITERIA__|_Units__|_ Alternative 1B | Alternative 4B | Alternative 4C_| Alternative 4D | Alternative 4E | Alternative 8A_| Alternative 8B _| Alternative9A | Alternative9B | VE 


Improve rail service reliability and safety 


——__.__.- Sas —— and or reduced _—— times 


Reduces operational conflicts Excellent Excellent Excellent Excellent Excellent Excellent Excellent 


Eliimlnats-0F reduces exipting peed , Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates "Reduces Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates 
restrictions for intercity trains Level at which 
Provides flexibility for operational and alterntaive meets Very Good Very Good Very Good ood Very Good — Good Very Good Very Good Very Good 
maintenance work windows criteria | 
during Construction | hae SS. | 30C 500d Good | 


Optimize Sno and planned infrastructure 


Eliminates two-track section in this portion # of tracks 
of NEC and meets corridor wide provided by 4 tracks 4 tracks 4 tracks 4 tracks 4 tracks 4 tracks 4 tracks 
improvement needs along NEC alternative 
Meets future planned 160 mph corridor- Y/N - Maximum 
wide improvement without future speed allowable speed Yes - 160 mph Yes - 160 mph Yes - 160 mph No - 150 mph 
restrictions for intercity trains (mph) 


Impacts to Perry Electrical Substation _| Level of impact_| | Major Me Major Major [Major [Major Minor Minor Major 


jor 
Allows shared corridor with Bike/Ped path | Whether 
a ae e alternative Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude 
(feasibility evaluation in progress) aie 


Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River 


Provides sultable'vertcaliclsarance (at Inest Yes - 60' Yes - 60' Yes - 60' Yes - 60' Yes - 60' Yes - 60' Yes - 60' Yes - 60' Yes - 60' Yes - 60' 
60' Y/N - Clearance 
Ree ee mee ne) ec ene Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + 
Requires tamporary Winter clasure of Y/N Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
movable span? 


Impact to Lafayette 

Senior Housing Higher property and 

‘ 2 Facility; offers low Undesirable Undesirable natural 
Senior Housing : : : : 
Facility: provides maximum maximum maximum environmental 
Facility maximum irae ee eat authorized speed authorized speed authorized speed impacts, but lower 
authorized speed y and three tracks speed than 9B 
only 


Connects to NS wye and provides grades 
acceptable for freight operations 


Number of | Number of bridge structures | structures 


Lower maximum 
allowable spaed Impact to Lafayette 


than 9B with Impact to Lafayette | Senior Housing 


Elimination Rationale Senior Housing Facility and low 
comparable 


environmental 
impacts 


Impact to Lafayette 
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| | First Tier of Impacts Second Tier of Impacts [| Third Tier of Impacts 


Figure 2-2 
Detailed Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix 
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GIRDER APPROACH / ARCH MAIN SPAN 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 19 in-water piers. 
The proposed west bridge also would have 19 in-water piers. Sixteen piers would be removed 
from the existing bridge and 11 remnant piers (from the prior 1860s bridge) would be removed 
for a net gain of 11 piers. The girder approach / arch main span bridge design is based on typical 
170-foot approach spans. As part of the ongoing design effort, longer spans are under 
consideration. 


DELTA FRAME APPROACH / ARCH MAIN SPAN 


This bridge design type consists of a network tied arch over the navigable channel with delta 
frames for the approach spans. Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would 
have a total of 13 in-water piers. The proposed west bridge would have 13 in-water piers. 
Sixteen piers would be removed from the existing bridge and 11 remnant piers would be 
removed for a net reduction of one pier. The delta frame approach / arch main span bridge 
design is generally based on 200-foot approach spans. Approach spans ranging from 230 to 260 
feet were also considered. 


TRUSS APPROACH / TRUSS MAIN SPAN 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 13 in-water piers. 
The proposed west bridge would have 13 in-water piers. Sixteen piers would be removed from 
the existing bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed for a net reduction of one pier. The 
truss approach / truss main span bridge design is generally based on 260-foot approach spans. 


GIRDER APPROACH / TRUSS MAIN SPAN 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 19 in-water piers. 
The proposed west bridge would have 19 in-water piers. Sixteen piers would be removed from 
the existing bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed for a net gain of 11 piers. The girder 
approach / truss main span bridge design is based on typical 170-foot approach spans. 


SELECTED BRIDGE TYPE 


FRA and MDOT have selected the girder approach / arch main span bridge type for the 
Proposed Project. The Project Team based this selection on an array of factors, including: 
environmental resources considerations; engineering and operational factors; agency feedback; 
and public and mariner input. At various public outreach information sessions, the girder 
approach / arch main span bridge design received the most support. The top factors of public 
preference, based on input received, are the overall look, cost minimization, and opening up 
views to the Susquehanna River. The bridge design types also were presented to various federal 
and state agencies, and evaluated for their potential to affect various environmental resources— 
including surface water, submerged aquatic vegetation, and historic resources. Overall, the 
girder approach / arch main span bridge design is more favorable than the other bridge design 
types with respect to environmental resources. From an engineering and operations perspective, 
the girder approach / arch main span bridge design is superior in terms of ease of maintenance 
for approach spans, structural redundancy for approach space, ease of construction, trespasser 
resistance from water and land, side-span navigation clearance, and estimated cost. For a 
detailed discussion of the bridge type screening process, see “Bridge Design Selection Memo” in 
Appendix A. 
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C. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would remain in service 
as-is, with no intervention besides minimal repairs and continuation of the current maintenance 
regime. The No Action Alternative will not include any changes to the existing track 
configuration. Service over the bridge would worsen in the future under the No Action 
Alternative. The bridge would continue to age, problems would occur more frequently, and the 
bridge would remain as a bottleneck. The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline scenario 
against which potential project impacts are measured. The No Action Alternative includes major 
planned transportation projects within the study area that are expected to be completed by 2025, 
which is the Proposed Project build year. Such projects include the following: 


e Amtrak State of Good Repair and Service Improvements: The No Action Alternative 
would include elements of Amtrak’s State of Good Repair program, which involves 
investments along the NEC to maintain a state of good repair, address deferred maintenance 
projects, and replace infrastructure that has reached the end of its useful life. 


e MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility: The MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility 
would entail construction of a new operation, maintenance, and storage facility located on a 
115-acre site in Perryville, adjacent to the NEC. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
issued a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) to conclude the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) review but MTA lacks funding for final design, right of way acquisition 
or construction. For the analysis of the Proposed Project, it was assumed that by the MARC 
Northeast Maintenance Facility would be constructed and operational by 2040, the Proposed 
Project long-term analysis year. 


D. BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


Based on the detailed screening, the Project Team retained Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B 
for detailed study. Both would improve rail service and reliability, improve operational 
flexibility, accommodate reduced trip times, optimize existing and planned infrastructure, 
maintain adequate navigation, and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. These Build 
Alternatives vary slightly by alignment and by maximum achievable speed. The Build 
Alternatives would construct two new high-level fixed bridges. These Build Alternatives could 
accommodate a four-track scenario or a three-track scenario with an option of a future fourth 
track expansion. For purposes of a conservative environmental review, the EA analyzes the 
potential environmental impacts of a full four-track river crossing. 


ALTERNATIVE 9A 


Alternative 9A would construct a new two-track 90 mph bridge* to the west of the existing 
bridge and a second new two-track 160 mph bridge on the existing bridge alignment (see 
Appendix B, “Engineering Alignments”). The bridge to the west of the existing bridge would be 
constructed first. Under normal operations, this bridge would be used primarily by MARC 
commuter rail and NS freight rail service. 


* Accommodating speeds of up to 100 mph on this bridge is under consideration as part of the 
ongoing design effort. 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Once the new bridge to the west is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of service, 
demolished, and replaced. A new high-speed passenger rail bridge would be built in the center of 
the right-of-way of the existing bridge alignment. The Alternative 9A design would lessen the 
curve in Havre de Grace, allow for 160 mph speeds, and require property acquisitions (see 
Chapter 4, “Land Use and Community Facilities”). Since the west bridge will be built first, 
freight, MARC and Amtrak operations can be maintained throughout construction of both 
bridges. As shown in Appendix B, “Engineering Alignments” the south wye track (connecting 
the NS Port Road to the NEC in Perryville) would be realigned to accommodate the revised 
configuration of Perry Interlocking. Although this alternative is based on a four track scenario, it 
could accommodate a three-track scenario with an option of a future fourth track expansion. 


Alternative 9A would modify Perry Electrical Substation but a substantial reconfiguration is not 
required. This alternative would also demolish the remnants of the former Havre de Grace train 
station and require shifting of the Perry Interlocking Tower. The Proposed Project would extend 
the Havre de Grace abutment south towards Freedom Lane. A summary of all affected existing 
infrastructure is provided in Table 2-4. Alternative 9A has an estimated 5-year construction 
period and an estimated construction cost of $930 million (2015 dollars), based on the 
construction of the girder approach / arch main span bridge type. 


PROFILE CHANGES 


For Alternative 9A the rail bridge structures would extend across the Susquehanna River and 
Union Avenue in Havre de Grace and Avenue A in Perryville. In Havre de Grace, the track 
would be supported on an embankment with a retaining wall. On the east side, a retaining wall 
would extend from Union Avenue to a point between Juniata Street and Lewis Lane. On the 
west side, the retaining wall would extend from Union Avenue to Juniata Street. South of the 
Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields to Oak Interlocking, the track would remain 
in its existing roadbed at grade, except near Lewis Run to maintain an existing Amtrak access 
road west of the tracks. In Perryville, the track would be supported by an embankment with a 
retaining wall, extending roughly from Avenue A to Mill Creek on the east side and from 
Avenue A to the existing south access road on the west side. North of these limits to Prince 
Interlocking, the track would remain in its existing roadbed at grade. The track would also 
remain at grade along the south wye track. 


The proposed profile will raise the elevation of the tracks between Perryville Station and Adams 
Street in Havre de Grace. The approximate limits of the raises in elevation (i.e., the increase in 
track height from existing elevation to proposed) are as follows: 

e Access Road Undergrade (UG) 59.52 in Perryville - 1 foot 

e North Abutment, Susquehanna River Rail Bridge in Perryville - 2.5 feet 

e Navigation Channel of the Susquehanna River - 14 feet 

e South Abutment in Havre de Grace - 6 feet 

e Stokes Street in Havre de Grace - 3 feet 


e Adams Street in Havre de Grace - 2 feet 
Alternative 9A provides a vertical clearance of 60 feet above MHW at the channel span. Both the east 
and west bridges would be approximately 38 feet wide with a top-of-rail elevation of 72 feet above 


MHW. The top of the proposed arch structure spanning the navigation channel would be approximately 
152 feet above MHW. The top of the transmission lines would be 190 feet above MHW. 
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APPROACH STRUCTURES 


There are three existing undergrade structures (located below the railroad) located on the 
Perryville approach that will require modification to accommodate the proposed track 
alignments. There are seven undergrade structures and one overhead structure between the 
Susquehanna River and Grace Interlocking in Havre de Grace that will require modifications to 
accommodate the proposed track alignments (including reconstruction of the Lewis Lane 
Bridge). The improvements to Grace Interlocking require Track 4 to shift six feet west, resulting 
in permanent disturbances extending 35 feet from the existing Track 4. This will require 
extending the culvert at the Lily and Lewis Run crossings. The required modifications to these 
structures are shown in Table 2-4. Alternative 9A requires long sections of track to be built 
away from the existing corridor on fill. Retaining walls are recommended in order to minimize 
right-of-way acquisition. 


Table 2-4 
Summary of Affected Existing Infrastructure 


Relocate signal bungalow "59.0" in Perryville 
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ALTERNATIVE 9B 


The main difference between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B occurs in Havre de Grace along 
the east side of the corridor from Lewis Lane to the Susquehanna River. Alternative 9B lessens 
the curve in Havre de Grace and would limit the speed to a maximum of 150 mph. This lower 
speed, as compared to Alternative 9A, reduces the amount of property acquisitions required, 
including at the T&D Enterprise parcels and the avoidance of the Havre de Grace Middle/High 
School athletic fields (see Chapter 4, “Land Use and Community Facilities”, Chapter 9, “Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation”, and Chapter 10, “Section 6(f) Evaluation”). Reconstruction of the 
Lewis Lane Bridge would not be required. Alternative 9B has an estimated 5-year construction 
period and an estimated construction cost of $890 million (2015 dollars) based on the 
construction of the girder approach / arch main span bridge type. 


Alternative 9B is very similar to Alternative 9A. Like Alternative 9A, Alternative 9B would 
result in a new two-track 90 mph bridge west of the existing bridge and a second new two-track 
bridge replacing the existing bridge. Alternative 9B would also realign the south wye track and 
modify Perry Electrical Substation, while maintaining freight, MARC, and Amtrak operations 
throughout construction. Alternative 9B would result in identical profile changes to the rail 
bridge structures as Alternative 9A, including a vertical clearance of 60 feet above MHW at the 
channel span. In addition, all impacts to the approach structures located in Perryville are the 
same for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. A summary of all affected existing infrastructure is 
provided in Table 2-4. 


ADDITIONAL PROJECT ELEMENTS 


In addition to the new bridges and their approaches, the Proposed Project would require 
modifications to various railroad components—including communication systems, signal 
systems, traction power, catenary, and rail interlockings. While this type of work would be the 
same for either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B, a brief description is provided below. 


RAIL SYSTEMS 


Communications System 


Continuity of the Open Transport Network (OTN) system must be maintained during all phases 
of construction. It is a communication system that can connect the stations, the control centers, 
trackside equipment, signal boxes, and other rail infrastructure. New signal houses and block 
points will be interfaced via local fiber cable and connected to the OTN for communications to 
Centralized Electrification and Traffic Control (CETC). 


Signal System 


The signal system design will be based on the new track configuration. New Grace Interlocking 
will be constructed to extend the length of the interlocking south. A new signal system will be 
installed at Grace, Perry and Prince Interlockings. New signal houses will be installed at Grace 
Interlocking between Perry and Prince Interlockings. 


Traction Power 


Amtrak’s Perry Electrical Substation is located adjacent to the existing right-of-way. Alternative 
9A and Alternative 9B would require minimal modifications to Perry Electrical Substation, 
within the existing substation footprint. Retaining wall construction immediately adjacent to the 
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transmission tower on the west side of the tracks is under consideration to potentially avoid the 
relocation of the transmission tower. 


Overhead Contact System 


Tracks 2 and 3 within the project’s limits will be upgraded to an auto-tensioned style catenary. 
The proposed auto-tensioned catenary will be designed to support the new track speeds in 
accordance with Amtrak and American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way 
Association (AREMA) standards. New catenary structures, wires and power sectionalization 
configurations will be proposed for Grace, Perry and Prince Interlockings based on the track 
options and staging plans. 


IMPACTS TO INTERLOCKINGS 


Prince Interlocking 


Prince Interlocking is located at MP 57.3, north of the existing bridge. The limits of Prince 
Interlocking will not change with Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. Within Prince Interlocking, 
an existing 45 mph track switch will be removed and replaced with an 80 mph track switch. A 
second 45 mph track switch will be removed from service. 


Perry Interlocking 


Perry Interlocking is located at MP 59.5, south of Prince Interlocking, but north of the existing 
bridge. Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B require raising the grade of the tracks at Perry 
Interlocking. In addition, they require a reconfigured layout to support the bridge alignments and 
operational requirements. The portion of Perry Interlocking that leads to the NS Port Road 
Branch will have the north and south track switches upgraded from 40 mph to 45 mph. 


Grace Interlocking 


Grace Interlocking is located at MP 61.5, south of the existing bridge and south of the curve in 
Havre de Grace. Modifications to the curve in Havre de Grace are required to support speed 
improvements. The spirals of the curve in Havre de Grace extend into the existing turnouts at 
Grace Interlocking. Grace Interlocking will be substantially modified with either Alternative 9A 
or Alternative 9B. The southern limits will be extended and the three existing 80 mph track 
switches will be removed and replaced with seven 80 mph track switches. Changes to Grace 
Interlocking will require extending the culvert at the Lily and Lewis Run crossings. 


Oak Interlocking 


Oak Interlocking is currently located at MP 63.5. No changes to Oak Interlocking are anticipated 
with either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. 


E. REQUIRED APPROVALS 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would potentially require a number of federal, state, and 
local permits and approvals (see Table 2-5). In addition to these permits, the project must 
comply with numerous laws, including those regarding worker and public safety, use of parkland 
and historic resources, and endangered and protected species. 
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Table 2-5 
List of Potential Federal, State, and Local Permits and Approvals 


Permits/Approval Responsible Agency 


Section 106 


Section 7 
Consultation 


Section 4(f) 


Section 6(f) 


Section 404 Permit 
Section 10 Permit 


Section 9 Permit 


Hazards to Navigation 
Assessment 
Nontidal Wetlands and 
Waterways Permit, 
Water Quality 
Certification, 
Construction within a 
100-year floodplain 
Water Appropriations 
Permit 


Tidal Wetland License 


Maryland 
Reforestation 
Law/Forest 
Conservation Act 
compliance 


Federal Railroad Administration, 
Advisory Council on Historic | Consultation pursuant to National 
Preservation, Maryland Historical | Historic Preservation Act 
Trust 
National Marine Fisheries 
Service/US Fish and Wildlife 
Service 
U.S. Department of Interior 
(USDOD) (potentially including 
concurrence from local entities) 


Impacts to federally-listed rare, 
threatened, or endangered species 


Consultation for Section 4(f) Evaluation 


Consultation for Section 6(f) Evaluation 
for impacts to properties purchased or 
developed with Land and Water 
Conservation Funding (LWCF) 


into the waters of the U.S. 
waters 


USDOI 


United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE 


USACE 


United States Coast Guard (USCG) inc cen ore badge 


USCG Obstructions in navigable waters 


Discharge of dredged or fill material 
into waters of the U.S., wetlands, and 
100-year floodplains 


Maryland Department of the 
Environment (MDE) 


Dewatering of surface and groundwater 
during construction 

Filling of open water and vegetated 
wetlands and construction of piers and 
associated structures 


MDE 


MDE/Board of Public Works 


Maryland Department of Natural 


Resources (DNR) Impacts to forested areas 
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Table 2-5 (cont’d) 
List of Potential Federal, State, and Local Permits and Approvals 
State-Listed Rare, 
Threatened, and 
Endangered Species 


Impacts to rare, threatened, or 
endangered species 


Inclusion of appropriate drainage 
structures and/or Environmental Site 
Design (ESD) techniques to manage 
stormwater runoff 


Erosion & Sediment Applicable erosion and sediment control 
Control Approval practices during construction 


Stormwater 
Management 
Approval 


Impacts within the Critical Areas 

Critical Area Commission for the [resulting from earth disturbance, 
Chesapeake Bay removal of vegetation, placement of fill, 

and impervious area 

Coordination on the protection and 
Maryland Heritage enhancement of natural resources and 

Areas Authority, Maryland Department of Planning, |sites, structures, districts, or landscapes 

Lower Susquehanna | Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) |which are deemed to be of historic, 
Heritage Greenway archeological, or architectural 
significance. 


Note: Other permits may be required. 


Maryland Critical 
Area Commission 
Approval 


F. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 


In selecting the Preferred Alternative, FRA and MDOT compared the two Build Alternatives and 
the No Action Alternative for the ability of each alternative to meet the project’s purpose and 
need and goals and objectives. Since the Build Alternatives were developed in consideration of 
these goals and objectives, there are few differences among the Build Alternatives; however, a 
key operational consideration is the Proposed Project’s ability to optimize existing and planned 
infrastructure by providing for a maximum authorized train speed of 160 mph, while taking both 
benefits and potential impacts into consideration. As described above, Amtrak developed the 
NEC Master Plan with planned speed increases up to a maximum authorized speed of 160 mph 
for this location along the NEC. Amtrak’s NEC Master Plan is consistent with the congressional 
mandate placed on Amtrak to reduce travel times along the NEC. In addition, USDOT has 
developed a way to value time travel saving, based on minutes saved per passenger by value of 
travel time savings per hour. 


As discussed above, Alternative 9A would allow for a maximum speed of 160 mph, while 
Alternative 9B would limit the speed to a maximum of 150 mph. Therefore, Alternative 9A is 
consistent with operational goals and with broader plans along the NEC. In addition, Alternative 
9A would reduce travel times, which would in turn lead to associated cost savings. Although 
Alternative 9A would result in a minimal increase in impacts (e.g., a commercial displacement, 
Havre de Grace Middle/High School impact and floodplain, streams, wetland, forest, and 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area impacts) as compared to Alternative 9B, these additional impacts 
can be mitigated and potentially reduced during final design. Additionally, one of the anticipated 
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benefits of a reliable high-speed passenger rail system would be a reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions associated with vehicular travel and roadway congestion. FRA has therefore selected 
Alternative 9A as the Preferred Alternative. ca 


Chapter 3: Transportation 


A. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 


This chapter assesses the potential benefits and impacts of the Proposed Project on transportation 
conditions in the project area compared with the No Action Alternative. This transportation 
analysis also includes a discussion of the current and future regional transportation 
infrastructure, including intercity rail (Northeast Regional, long distance, Acela, and future high- 
speed rail), commuter rail, bus service, freight service, navigable waters, and the roadway 
system. For planning purposes and in anticipation of future increased capacity along the NEC, 
the passenger rail analysis (including intercity and commuter rail) assumes implementation of 
the Preferred Alternative from the NEC FUTURE Tier I Final EIS in the 2040 Build condition." 
The Proposed Project would be consistent with the service goals considered in the NEC 
FUTURE Tier 1 FEIS Preferred Alternative along this section of the NEC. It is important to note 
that the analysis is based on rail traffic volumes that would not result solely from the Proposed 
Project, but represent the sum of proposed enhancements all along the Northeast Corridor (NEC) 
that enable the service levels assumed by NEC FUTURE. The Federal Railroad Administration’s 
(FRA) Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Federal Register [FR] 28545 
[May 26, 1999]) states that a transportation assessment should consider all modes of 
transportation, including bicycle and pedestrian modes. The non-motorized transportation 
network in the study area, consisting of trails and greenways, is discussed in Chapter 6, “Parks 
and Recreational Resources.” Construction period impacts to transportation in the project area 
and overall region are documented in Chapter 19, “Construction Effects.” As discussed in 
Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates two Build 
Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was selected as the Preferred 
Alternative. 


B. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


INTERCITY RAIL 


The NEC is the most heavily used passenger rail line in North America, both in terms of ridership 
and service frequency, and one of the most frequently traveled rail corridors in the world.** The 
NEC is a 457-mile rail transportation system extending from Boston's South Station to 


' FRA, NEC FUTURE Tier I Final EIS, December 2016. NEC FUTURE is not an approved 
project as of this writing. 

2 https://www.amtrak.com/ccurl/998/601/Amtrak-National-Fact-Sheet-FY2015.pdf, accessed 
April 22, 2016. 

> Source: BGL Rail Associates, for the Amtrak Reform Council, “A Recommended Approach to 
Funding the Estimated Capital Investment Needs of the Northeast Corridor Rail 
Infrastructure,” April 2002. 
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Washington D.C.'s Union Station. In 2011, the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
designated the NEC as a high-speed rail corridor. 


As stated in Chapter 1, “Purpose and Need,” the NEC is a key component of the Northeast 
region's transportation system. It is vital to the sustained economic growth of the region, which 
includes the economic and political centers of the United States—Boston, New York, 
Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Washington, D.C.—all of which are connected by the NEC. 
Increasing congestion and capacity constraints on the region’s interstate highways affect 
commuters, intercity travelers, and the delivery of goods to and from the region, resulting in the 
growing popularity of rail as an attractive mode of passenger and freight transportation. 


Table 3-1 presents existing train traffic over the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


Table 3-1 
Existing Volumes Across the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (Average 
Weekday) 


as Utilization (2015) 
Types of Service | Daily | 


: <etes Regional and Long Distance 
eee 
MARC Commuter a een ee 
NS Freight 5 at 


* “Peak” is defined as 4:10-5:10 PM weekdays for ae and 5:40-6:40 
AM and 6:20-7:20 PM weekdays for MARC. For freight, the timing of the 
peak hour varies but it generally occurs at night. 


Based on 2016 data, considered to be representative of the existing condition. 
Service volumes provided by Amtrak. 


FREIGHT SERVICE 


Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) operates freight service throughout the eastern United States 
and has rights to run freight trains along the NEC in the study area, including over the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. NS operates approximately eight trains per day across the 
bridge moving between the NS Port Road Branch‘ and the Port of Baltimore. Approximately six 
NS trains per day do not cross bridge, instead traveling north between the NS Port Road Branch 
and the Port of Wilmington. In addition, CSX Corporation (CSX) operates freight service on a 
separate structure, the CSX Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, approximately 0.9 mile northwest 
of the Amtrak Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. CSX has rights to use the Amtrak Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge in the event of failure or closure of its own structure. See Figure 1-4 for a map 
of rail and other transportation routes in the project area. Freight operations across the Amtrak 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge are currently limited to 30 miles per hour (mph). 


“The NS Port Road Branch connects with the Amtrak NEC via a “WYE” connection at Perry 
interlocking, just north of the Susquehanna River Bridge. This connection allows freight to 
move between the Harrisburg, Pennsylvania area and locations north and south of Perryville. 
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PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 


COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE 


As stated in Chapter 1, “Purpose and Need,” Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC) is a 
202-mile, 42-station commuter rail system. MARC rail service connects Cecil County, MD; 
Baltimore, MD; Washington D.C.; Brunswick, MD; Frederick, MD; and Martinsburg, WV. The 
Penn Line has the greatest ridership of MARC’s three lines (average weekday ridership of 
23,430 in 2015) and runs from Washington Union Station over the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge to Perryville, MD. MARC currently operates 18 trains over the bridge each weekday, 
including three trains during the peak hour. There is currently no weekend service to Perryville. 
MARC tickets are honored on certain Amtrak trains; however, only one daily Amtrak train 
services Perryville MARC Station. 


BUS SERVICE 


Bus service in the study area consists of local transit services provided by Harford County, MD 
and Cecil County and a commuter bus line to Baltimore provided by the Maryland Transit 
Administration (MTA). Harford County Transit provides service to and within Havre de Grace 
and serves Perryville. Cecil County provides a “Perryville Connection” bus which provides 
service within Perryville and connects to the nearby towns of North East and Elkton. There is 
also a countywide door-to-door transit service, the C.T. Cruiser, which is available to all 
residents and must be scheduled in advance.’ Commuter bus service from Havre de Grace into 
Downtown Baltimore is provided by MTA via its Route 420.° 


TRANSPORTATION FOR THE ELDERLY AND DISABLED 


FRA’s Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts require that an environmental 
analysis assess impacts on transportation and general mobility of the elderly and disabled. In the 
study area, transportation options for the disabled are provided by Harford and Cecil Counties.'” 
Both counties provide curb-to-curb paratransit services by appointment. Additionally, the 
“Perryville Connection” bus, discussed above, will deviate up to 0.75 mile for functionally 
disabled passengers.” The Perryville MARC Station is equipped with a wheelchair lift to ensure 
accessibility by disabled passengers. MARC and Amtrak trains are designed to accommodate 
most wheeled mobility devices in use today, as required by the Americans with Disabilities Act. 


NAVIGABLE WATERS 


The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located at Susquehanna River Mile 1.0. The 
movable swing span is located over the twin navigation channels and provides a 52-foot vertical 
clearance above mean high water (MHW) in the closed position and a 127-foot vertical 


Maryland Open Data Portal, https://data.maryland.gov/Transportation/MTA-Average- 
Weekday-Ridership-by-Month/ub96-xxqw/data, accessed 10/27/2016. 
° Harford County Transit. http://www.harfordcountymd.gov/services/transportation/, accessed 
12/22/2014. 
’ Cecil County Community Transit. http://www.ccgov.org/dept_aging/communitytransit.cfm, 
accessed 12/22/2014. 
* MTA Commuter Bus. http://mta.maryland.gov/commuter-bus, accessed 12/22/2014. 
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clearance in the open position, limited by overhead electric transmission lines. The horizontal 
clearance is 100 feet in each of the two navigation channels. 


In the vicinity of the project site, the Susquehanna River is technically navigable up to the 
Conowingo Hydroelectric Dam, at approximately River Mile 9.9; however, parts of the river 
south of the dam are too shallow to navigate with larger vessels, with depths of less than 10 feet 
north of Port Deposit (approximately River Mile 5.0).’ Table 3-2 lists those bridges that cross 
the navigable portion of the Susquehanna River. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge typically 
opens fewer than 10 times per year to accommodate marine traffic requiring vertical clearance 
greater than 52 feet. 


Table 3-2 
Susquehanna River Bridges South of the Conowingo Dam 


Location Vertical Clearance 
(Miles from Horizontal 
Mouth of 
Bridge Name River) g 
Susquehanna River Swing Rail 
Rail Bridge : Bridge 
Fixed Auto 
Bridge 
(Rt. 40) 


Thomas J. Hatem 
Memorial Bridge 


Millard E. Tydings Fixed Auto 
Memorial Bridge : Bridge 119-245 
(1-95) 

Sources: National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). Chart 12274: Head 
of Chesapeake Bay [map]. “Office of Coast Survey.” Last updated November 
2014. http://www.charts.noaa.gov/OnLineViewer/12274.shtml (accessed 
February 4, 2015). 
HNTB Corporation. Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion 
Project Navigation Study, dated January 21, 2014. 


To assess current navigation conditions in this stretch of the Susquehanna River, Amtrak 
conducted a Navigation Study in 2013.'° The study focused on vessels greater than 50 feet in 
height. The required vertical clearance for a marine vessel depends upon the size and weight of 
the vessel and the tide conditions. Commercial vessels typically require the most vertical 
clearance when traveling empty at high tide, and the least vertical clearance when traveling fully 
loaded at low tide. Currently, in accordance with federal law (33 CFR 117.575), Amtrak opens 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge on signal if notice is provided at least 24 hours in advance. 


» NOAA Office of Coast Survey, Navigational Chart 12274. 

http://www.charts.noaa.gov/OnLine Viewer/12274.shtml, accessed 3/8/2016. 

'°Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project Navigation Study, dated 
January 21, 2014, HNTB Corporation. 
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In practice, local marinas and commercial users provide up to several days’ notice to Amtrak 
when the need arises for a navigation span opening. 


Coordination with U.S. Coast Guard, as a Cooperating Agency, has been ongoing, as detailed in 
Chapter 20, “Coordination and Consultation” and in Appendix H, “Public Involvement and 
Agency Correspondence.” The Coast Guard has been involved in the approval of every project 
milestone, and has provided input for the Navigation Study. The Navigation Study determined 
that many of the bridge openings are related to transporting barge cranes for rehabilitation of the 
existing upstream structures. Some of the bridge openings are for recreational boating. Most tall 
vessels (greater than 50 feet in height) in the study area are docked at downstream marinas 
during the boating season. Many of the upstream marine facilities are not limited by the existing 
bridge’s vertical clearance since they: (1) are winter storage facilities that request a group bridge 
opening once per season; (2) do not store boats taller than can be accommodated by the existing 
vertical clearance; or (3) are exclusively boat launches and are limited by upland road and bridge 
clearances. The Navigation Study identified one vessel, the skipjack Martha Lewis, which is 
currently undergoing a restoration and is expected to be 65 feet in height upon completion; 
however, this vessel rarely travels upstream. The Navigation Study concluded that the existing 
navigation channels (both height and width) address the needs of most mariners and vessels. 


REGIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 


As shown in Table 3-2, two regional highways cross over the Susquehanna River in the vicinity 
of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The Pulaski Highway (U.S. Route 40) traverses the 
recently renovated Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, located 0.5 miles from the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge. The John F. Kennedy Memorial Highway (I-95) utilizes the Millard E. 
Tydings Memorial Bridge, located 2.0 miles north of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The 
two highways run roughly parallel to each other and to the Chesapeake Bay shoreline between 
Baltimore and Wilmington, with I-95 providing limited-access highway service, and U.S. Route 
40 providing local service to towns along the corridor. See Figure 1-4 for a map of regional 
highways and other transportation routes in the project area. 


LOCAL ROADWAYS 


Several existing local roads cross the NEC within the study area, representing a mix of 
ownership between the State Highway Administration (SHA), the counties, the municipalities, 
and other public owners (see Figure 3-1 for a map of these road crossings). In Havre de Grace, 
Lewis Lane (local/Harford County) and Post Road/Revolution Street (SHA) pass over the NEC, 
while N. Juniata Street, N. Adams Street, Centennial Lane, N. Stokes Street, N. Freedom Lane 
(all local/Harford County roads), and N. Union Avenue (SHA) cross underneath the NEC. In 
Perryville, Avenue A!! (part of the Perry Point Veterans Administration [VA] Medical Center) 
and two Amtrak access roads cross beneath the NEC.’ Broad Street (SHA) crosses below the 
north and south wye tracks, which connect the NEC to the NS Port Road Branch. Ikea Road 
(SHA) crosses over the NEC in Perryville, as do several roadways which are not publicly 
accessible, including the three Amtrak-owned former Philadelphia, Wilmington and Baltimore 


''Avenue A becomes Broad Street/Route 7 directly beneath the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
overpass. 

"Final Feasibility Report: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. Prepared by HNTB 
Corporation for Amtrak, January 30, 2015. 


Meadowvale 
Manor 


Susquehanna River 


Havre 
cde Grace 


O Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses 


1. Lewis Run Undergrade Culvert 61.72 

2. Lewis Lane Overhead Bridge 61.35 

3. Lily Run Undergrade Culvert 60.85 

4. North Juniata Street Undergrade Bridge 60.77 
5. North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge 60.69 


6. Centennial Lane Undergrade Culvert 60.61 
7. North Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge 60.56 
8. North Freedom Lane Undergrade Culvert 60.51 
g. Amtrak access road Undergrade 59.52 
10. Broad Street Undergrade Bridge - 

South Wye Track 


11. Perryville Train Station Overpass 

(Amtrak Access Road Undergrade 59.39) 
12. Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge 59.00 
13. Coudon Road South Overhead Bridge 58.34 
14. Coudon Road North Overhead Bridge 57.85 
15. Chesapeake View Road Overhead Bridge 57.60 


ae 
Perry 
Point 


Data Sources 


Sources: Esri, HERE, DeLorme, USGS, Intermap, 
INCREMENT P, NRCan, Esri Japan, METI, Esri China 
(Hong Kong), Esri Korea, Esri (Thailand), MapmyIndia, 
NGCC, © OpenStreetMap contributors, and the GIS 
User Community 
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Rail Bridge Project 


Figure 3-1 
Undergrade and Overhead 
Bridges in the Project Area 
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Railroad (PW&B) overpasses. One of the PW&B bridges (at Chesapeake View Road) is used by 
golf carts on the Furnace Bay Golf Course, while the other two (at Coudon Road North and 
Coudon Road South) are disused.'° 


C. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” the No Action Alternative assumes the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge will remain in service as-is, with no intervention besides 
minimal repairs and continuation of the current maintenance regime. Service over the bridge is 
already speed-restricted to 90 mph due to the age and deteriorated condition of the bridge, and 
would continue to worsen in the future under the No Action Alternative, potentially requiring 
stricter speed and weight restrictions that will further impact the movement of passengers and 
freight. Cost associated with bridge maintenance would continue to increase over time. The 
bridge would continue to age, problems would occur more frequently, and the bridge would 
remain as a bottleneck; it would eventually need to be taken out of service. Without the bridge, 
local, regional and national rail networks would be disrupted with resultant detrimental effects 
on the economic activity. 


A number of transportation projects are planned within the study area and would be developed 
by 2040 under the No Action Alternative. These projects are described in Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” and they include Amtrak’s ongoing state of good repair work and service 
improvements; components of MTA’s MARC Growth and Investment Plan; and MTA’s MARC 
Northeast Maintenance Facility. The MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility would entail 
construction of a new operation, maintenance, and storage facility located on a 115-acre site in 
Perryville, adjacent to the NEC. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) issued a Finding of 
No Significant Impact to conclude the NEPA review for this project, but MTA currently lacks 
funding for final design, right of way acquisition or construction. This EA nevertheless assumes 
that the project would be completed by 2040. Projects that would be developed after 2040 are 
discussed in Chapter 18, “Indirect and Cumulative Effects.” Table 3-3 summarizes the expected 
train traffic across the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge in 2040. 


In 2040 with the No Action Alternative, a new high-speed rail category replaces today’s Acela 
service, filling a similar role but with faster speeds and various other enhancements. MARC 
plans to phase out electric locomotives and move to an all-diesel fleet. Currently, 10 out of 18 
daily MARC trains across the bridge are electric. The overall number of MARC trains crossing 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with the No Action Alternative is projected to decrease to 14 
by 2040, assuming the implementation of the MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility. The 
Maintenance Facility project will eliminate the need to run deadhead trains north over the bridge 
in the morning and south over the bridge in the evening. 


This Environmental Assessment (EA) assumes that freight rail traffic across the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge will increase modestly as a result of additional rail traffic to and from several 
regional refineries that are expanding their operations. NS does not have any plans in place to 
increase traffic; rather, the expectation of increased traffic is an assumption based on a generally 
accepted 1.5 percent annual rate of typical growth in freight rail. Approximately 10 freight trains 


"National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultation for MARC Maintenance and 
Layover Facility, Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland Cultural Resources Management Report: 
Above-Ground Historic Properties.” Prepared by URS Corporation for MTA, February 2014. 
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per day will cross the bridge en route to Baltimore. The EA further assumes that traffic on local 
and regional roadways and highways, as well as bus and paratransit ridership will increase 
naturally due to growth in the regional population. Under the No Action Alternative, 
navigational traffic near the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is expected to remain steady. 


Table 3-3 
Projected 2040 Volumes Across the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Without the Proposed Project (Average Weekday) 


pee ected Utilization (2040) 
Types of Service 


Ail iaictoty Northeast Regional and Long Distance eee oe 


High-Speed Rail 


=e | 
MARC emma $$] os 


* “Peak” is defined as 4:10-5:10 PM weekdays for Amtrak, and 5:40-6:40 
AM and 6:20-7:20 PM weekdays for MARC. For freight, the timing of the 
peak hour varies but it generally occurs at night. 

Service volumes provided by Amtrak, MDOT and FRA, November 2015. 


D. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


This section discusses the potential impacts to transportation from the Proposed Project. The 
Proposed Project would enhance the reliability of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and 
thereby provide benefits to Amtrak service, MARC service, freight operations and marine 
traffic. Table 3-4 summarizes the expected train traffic across the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge in 2040. As noted earlier in this chapter, rail traffic volumes presented here do not result 
solely from the Proposed Project, but represent the sum of proposed enhancements all along the 
NEC which enable the service levels assumed by the NEC FUTURE Preferred Alternative. '* 


INTERCITY RAIL 


The Proposed Project will cause no adverse impacts to intercity rail operations, and, in fact, 
could offer benefits to rail passengers. The Proposed Project involves construction of two fixed 
(non-movable) replacement bridges that would be used for rail service. Design speeds over the 
new bridges would be 90 mph on the new west bridge (Alternatives 9A and Alternative 9B), and 
either up to 160 mph (Alternative 9A) or 150 mph (Alternative 9B) on the new high-speed 
bridge, which would be built on the approximate alignment of the existing bridge. As design 
progresses, speeds up to 100 mph could be provided on the new west bridge. The Proposed 
Project would eliminate bridge malfunctions resulting from the opening of the existing movable 
span. This would improve the reliability of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and increase 
speed and capacity over the river. The Proposed Project would remove the bottleneck caused by 
the existing bridge and would reduce unscheduled train delays, thereby improving service. FRA 


'4 NEC FUTURE forecasts are being used as a reasonable assumption but do not represent an 
approved project, nor are these numbers included in the No Action Alternative. 


3-7 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


expects traffic across the river to increase by 2040, including the addition of high-speed rail and 
a new metropolitan service (envisioned as an intermediate-level service between high-speed rail 
and existing Northeast Regional service), as shown in Table 3-4. Projections indicate more than 
double the total number of peak period trips over the No Action Alternative, from 102 trips 
without the Proposed Project, to 222 trips with the Proposed Project. 


Table 3-4 

Projected 2040 Volumes Across the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
With the Proposed Project and Enhancements 

Along the NEC (Average Weekday) 


caer ected Utilization (2040) 
—sipes of Service | Daily | 


Highspeed Rall | 
[Metropolitan Service | 92 


NS Freight 
278 


* “Peak” is defined as 4:10-5:10 PM weekdays for Amtrak. For MARC the 
daily peak occurs 5:40-6:40 AM. For freight, the timing of the peak hour 
varies but it generally occurs at night. 


Service volumes provided by Amtrak, MDOT and FRA, November 2015. 


FREIGHT SERVICE 


Improved reliability, speed, and capacity afforded by the Proposed Project would result in an 
overall benefit to freight service, with no adverse impacts projected. Future projections with the 
Proposed Project indicate an approximate daily increase of two freight trains over the No Action 
Alternative; both additional trains would traverse the bridge moving between the NS Port Road 
Branch and Baltimore. The Proposed Project would eliminate bridge malfunctions resulting 
from the opening of the existing movable span. This would improve the reliability of the bridge 
and increase speed and capacity, resulting in a long-term benefit to freight rail service. 
Connections between the NEC and NS Port Road Branch would remain via the wye track, which 
would be slightly realigned. 


The Proposed Project has been designed so as not to preclude construction of the proposed 
Chesapeake Connector project on the eastern edge of the project limits, which would alleviate a 
freight rail bottleneck by adding a third track between Perryville and North East, MD. 


PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 


COMMUTER RAIL SERVICE 


No adverse impacts to commuter rail operations would result from the Proposed Project. The 
Proposed Project would improve the reliability of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and 
increase speed and capacity, thereby improving the reliability of MARC service to Perryville. 
MARC is studying the extension of service northward beyond Perryville for eventual 
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connections to Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority (SEPTA) service, 
presumably at the current SEPTA terminus in Newark, Delaware.'° This EA assumes that such 
extensions would not occur until after the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. With the 
extension in place, service would likely increase to 44 daily MARC trains across the river by 
2040. The Project Team will coordinate the final design and construction of the Proposed Project 
with the MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility project, located on the eastern edge of the 
project limits. 


BUS SERVICE 


As described below under “Local Roadways,” there would be no adverse impacts to the local 
street network upon which bus service relies. Additionally, the Proposed Project would not 
affect any bus depots or stations. Therefore, no impacts to bus service would result from 
operation of the Proposed Project. 


TRANSPORTATION FOR THE ELDERLY AND DISABLED 


No impacts to paratransit service would result from operation of the Proposed Project. As 
described below under “Local Roadways,” there would be no adverse impacts to the local street 
network upon which paratransit service relies. Additionally, the Proposed Project would not 
affect any depots where paratransit vehicles are stored or maintained. 


NAVIGABLE WATERS 


No significant adverse impacts to navigation would result from the Proposed Project. Under 
either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B, the Proposed Project would provide a 60-foot vertical 
clearance and, at minimum, a 230-foot horizontal clearance. This would provide sufficient 
vertical clearance while widening the horizontal clearance. A wider horizontal clearance would 
improve safety by reducing the potential for conflicts between the rail bridge and marine traffic. 
The Proposed Project would also eliminate the need for bridge openings and closings by 
replacing the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge as two high-level fixed bridges. This would 
constitute an improvement to navigation along this segment of the Susquehanna River. 


The Navigation Study described earlier in this chapter recommended that bridge design consider 
a 60-foot vertical clearance. While a 60-foot clearance may limit taller vessels, such as the 
aforementioned skipjack Martha Lewis (expected to be 65 feet in height upon completion), from 
traveling upstream of the bridge, it would allow for the bridge to be designed at a lower grade 
that would not affect freight rail operations, since heavy freight trains typically require lower 
grades. Furthermore, conceptual design has indicated that a 60-foot clearance would help reduce 
the need for right-of-way acquisitions and other potential community impacts as compared with 
bridge designs providing a higher vertical clearance. 


The Navigation Study also determined that, while the existing horizontal clearance is sufficient, 
further widening of the horizontal clearance could increase sight distance, reduce vessel 
congestion, and aid tug boat and barge navigation through the bridge opening, increasing safety 
and resilience against potential bridge and fender system strikes by boats. The conditions of the 
USCG bridge permit, when received, will finalize the legal navigation clearances for a new or 
reconstructed bridge. 


' “MARC Growth and Investment Plan Update 2013-2050”, dated September 9, 2013, MTA. 
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REGIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 


Impacts to the regional highway system from the Proposed Project would be largely beneficial, 
with no adverse impacts projected. The Proposed Project has the potential to reduce future 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) regionally when compared with the No Action Alternative. This is 
described further in Chapter 18, “Indirect and Cumulative Effects.” This VMT reduction would 
constitute a benefit to regional highways, which would experience lower congestion levels as a 
result of reduced VMT, as well as less wear and tear on road surfaces. 


LOCAL ROADWAYS 


TRAFFIC 


While the Proposed Project does not include any additional service to or from Perryville station, 
FRA and MDOT anticipate there being additional MARC service to Perryville as a result of a 
number of proposed enhancements along the NEC. The combined effect of these various 
improvements would be to more than triple service from 14 daily trains under the No Action 
Alternative to 44 daily trains in the 2040 Build Condition. The potential for additional MARC 
service is further discussed in Chapter 18, “Indirect and Cumulative Effects.” While on a 
regional level, VMT would decrease as a result of the Proposed Project as described in the 
previous paragraph, the increased MARC service would likely result in additional traffic on 
local roadways in Perryville due to the presence of additional MARC commuters traveling to 
and from the station. A future environmental review for the extension of MARC service 
northward beyond Perryville would analyze any such traffic increases. 


DIRECT ROADWAY IMPACTS 


Alternative 9A would require a slight realignment of Warren Street between N. Adams Street 
and N. Stokes Street in Havre de Grace. In Perryville, a slight realignment of Avenue A may be 
necessary under Alternatives 9A and Alternative 9B to accommodate the enlarged bridge 
abutment. These minor roadway realignments would not have any permanent adverse impacts on 
local roadway traffic. As described in Chapter 17, “Construction Effects,” a construction access 
plan would be put in place to ensure that there would be no adverse impacts to local roadways 
during construction. 


With Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, seven bridges where local roadways cross beneath the 
NEC would require modification (see Figure 3-1). The existing crossings at N. Juniata Street, N. 
Adams Street, Centennial Lane, N. Stokes Street, and Freedom Lane in Havre de Grace, and the 
Amtrak access roads in Perryville would each need extending to accommodate the final track 
alignments. Extension of these crossings would not have any negative impacts on local roadway 
traffic. 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B could require changes to the PW&B overhead bridge at 
Chesapeake View Road and the unused PW&B overhead bridges at Coudon Road North and 
Coudon Road South to accommodate the new track profile and train clearance. For Alternative 
9A, the Lewis Lane overhead bridge will require significant reconstruction with a temporary 
detour during a portion of the project, similar to what was done during its last reconstruction. 
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LOCALLY SPONSORED ROADWAY PLANS 


As discussed in Chapter 21, “Public Participation and Agency Coordination,” the City of Havre 
de Grace has developed plans to redesign the downtown gateway area at the intersection of 
Otsego Street and N. Union Avenue, adjacent to the existing bridge abutment. The City has 
requested that the new Susquehanna River Rail Bridge abutment be located as far to the south as 
possible in order to accommodate these improvements and provide for a more open gateway to 
the downtown Havre de Grace commercial district. The Project Team designed the Proposed 
Project to accommodate these improvements, and the City of Havre de Grace will undertake any 
necessary traffic studies as part of the intersection improvement project. ca 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter inventories existing and future land uses within the study area and discusses 
potential long-term environmental impacts that could result from the implementation of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project as compared with the No Action Alternative. The 
Proposed Project is located primarily in the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. Resources were identified 
within the 1,000-foot buffer study area surrounding the current rail right-of-way, as depicted on 
Figure 4-1. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment 
(EA) evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. FRA selected 
Alternative 9A as the Preferred Alternative. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


REGULATORY CONTEXT 


Transportation projects often require property acquisition and relocation. A federally funded 
project must adhere to the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, as amended, as codified in Title 42, Section 4601 et seq. of the United 
States Code, and the applicable implementing regulations set forth in Title 49, Part 24 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (collectively, “the Uniform Act’) with regard to relocation services, 
moving payments, replacement housing payments, and other allowable payments related to 
commercial and residential moving costs and displacement. The Uniform Act protects the rights 
of owners and tenants of real property acquired to implement a project; the Act provides for fair 
uniform and equitable treatment of persons displaced from their homes, businesses, or farms by 
federal and federally assisted programs. It also recognizes that displacement of businesses often 
results in their closure, and aims to minimize the adverse impact of displacement to maintain the 
economic and social well-being of communities. The Uniform Act is designed to ensure that 
individuals do not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of programs and projects designed 
for the benefit of the public as a whole, and to minimize the hardship of displacement on such 
persons. 


In Maryland, project-required displacements and relocation must adhere to the Real Property 
Article of the Annotated Code of Maryland, Title 2, Section 2-112 and Titles 12, Subtitle 2, 
Sections 12-201 to 12-212, which govern relocation and assistance for displacements associated 
with state actions. 


METHODOLOGY AND BACKGROUND 


The Project Team identified land uses and community facilities within the study area using 
available planning documents, Geographic Information System mapping layers, Maryland 
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Department of Planning (MDP) land use mapping, site visits and coordination with the local 
jurisdictions. These are the reports used in the development of this chapter: 


e MDP Smart Growth http://www.mdp.state.md.us/OurWork/smartgrowth.shtml) 
e Harford County 2012 Master Plan and Land Use Element Plan 


e City of Havre de Grace Comprehensive Plan, March 2004 (and Municipal Growth Element 
and Water Resources Amendments, 2010) 


e Cecil County 2010 Comprehensive Plan 

e Town of Perryville 2010 Comprehensive Plan 

e Town of Perryville 2012 Transit-Oriented Development Plan 

e Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway (LSHG) 2000 Management Plan 


STATE OF MARYLAND 


SMART GROWTH INITIATIVE 


MDP emphasizes the importance of smart growth throughout the State. Smart growth has four 
overarching goals: (1) supporting development in areas where infrastructure already exists, (2) 
protecting valuable natural resources, (3) avoiding the high costs associated with building new 
infrastructure, and (4) providing a high quality of life. The 2009 Smart, Green, and Growing 
Legislation established 12 planning visions for sustainable growth in the State of Maryland. 
Through these goals and visions, MDP promotes high-density, mixed-use developments in areas 
that already have existing infrastructure to avoid urban sprawl into rural areas. Priority Funding 
Areas emphasize state funding for future growth in locations with existing infrastructure. The 
project study area is almost entirely within Priority Funding Areas (see Figure 4-2). MDP’s 
Smart Growth Initiative serves as guiding principles for local comprehensive plans. 


HARFORD COUNTY 


2012 MASTER PLAN AND LAND USE ELEMENT PLAN 


The Harford County 2012 Master Plan includes the Land Use Element Plan and a series of 
functional element plans. The Land Use Element Plan is the core of the document, since it 
provides primary direction for achieving its goal and guiding principles. The Land Use Element 
Plan stresses the importance of maintaining rural areas, while concentrating development within 
its designated growth areas, which is consistent with the State of Maryland’s Smart Growth 
Initiative. These designated growth areas generally contain the MD Route 24/924 corridors west 
to MD Route 23, U.S. 1 west of Bel Air, and the areas east of I-95 as well as designated rural 
villages, the Higher Education Conference Center at Higher Education Applied Technology 
(HEAT), Harford Community College and the municipalities of Bel Air, Aberdeen, and Havre 
de Grace. The master plan also incorporates Harford County’s “Visions,” which emphasize 
growth management, preservation, and sustainability. 


A component Transportation Element Plan details the relationship between land use and 
transportation decisions. The primary objective of this plan is to provide for the safe, efficient, 
and fiscally responsible movement of people and goods through a variety of travel choices that 
support environmental sustainability. The plan emphasizes establishing a multi-modal 
transportation system that will help improve the level of service on existing roadways and 
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emphasizes increasing transit, rail, and non-motorized transportation options. Pertaining to 
transit and commuter rail, the Transportation Element Plan aims to provide efficient and 
convenient transit and rail services that address local and regional needs. This includes the need 
to expand MARC services and facilities, and support the development of land use patterns that 
facilitate transit and rail use. 


HARFORDNEXT: A MASTER PLAN FOR THE NEXT GENERATION—DRAFT MAY 3, 2016 


The Department of Planning and Zoning has recently drafted HarfordNEXT: A Master Plan for 
the Next Generation to update and streamline the various elements of the 2012 Master Plan and 
Land Use Element Plan into one cohesive document. One of the key concepts that HarfordNEXT 
emphasizes is the importance of holistic transportation planning through promoting an efficient, 
multi-modal transportation system sensitive to community character. HarfordNEXT is 
supportive of investment in transit, rail, and freight facilities in order to remain competitive in 
the regional economy. Some of HarfordNEXT’s relevant goals for improving mobility and 
connectivity include reducing congestion on roadways, allowing for the efficient movement of 
freight and agriculture equipment, incorporating multimodal options and connectivity into new 
projects, and expanding commuter train and bus service along the Northeast Corridor (NEC) to 
help meet the demand projected by the MARC Growth and Investment Plan. 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE 


COMPREHENSIVE PLAN, THE CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE, MARCH 2004 (AND 
MUNICIPAL GROWTH ELEMENT AND WATER RESOURCES AMENDMENTS, 2010) 


The City of Havre de Grace 2004 Comprehensive Plan (including 2010 updates) emphasizes the 
need to retain the municipality’s historic and small-town feel, while maintaining 
interconnections between older and newer areas. Key revitalization areas noted in the plan 
include older neighborhoods, the downtown and waterfront, properties along U.S. 40 within the 
City limits, major street corridors within the City, and industrial areas. Revitalization of the 
waterfront includes plans to improve the connection of waterfront with the downtown area as 
well as the construction of a signature sidewalk along the waterfront connecting public 
attractions between Tydings Park and North Park. 


The transportation section of the comprehensive plan emphasizes the need to plan for safe, 
efficient, and convenient multi-modal transportation for existing and future needs of the 
community, while supporting compatible land uses within Havre de Grace. The transportation 
section discusses the existing street system, rail service (including the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation [Amtrak], MARC, and Norfolk Southern), bus service, bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities, aviation facilities, and water transport, and lists recommendations for each of these 
areas. 


Rail service recommendations include coordinating with MTA to publicize the availability of 
MARC commuter train service at the Aberdeen station, supporting the City of Aberdeen in 
strengthening the Aberdeen station as an Amtrak and MARC transit hub, and encouraging the 
use of multi-modal mass transit as opposed to commuting in individual automobiles. 
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CECIL COUNTY 


2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 


The Cecil County 2010 Comprehensive Plan highlights key growth and development issues that 
the county must address in the future, such as incentivizing high-density, mixed-use 
development within growth areas, while reducing pressures on rural areas; retaining the county’s 
rural character and supporting agricultural industry; promoting job creation, economic 
development, and tourism; and providing public services and facilities to support current and 
future community needs. In Cecil County, growth areas are generally in the center of the county, 
located along I-95 and U.S. 40, adjacent to the towns of Elkton, North East, and Perryville. In 
addition, the comprehensive plan also establishes goals to protect environmentally sensitive 
resources and encourage a multi-modal public transportation system that will create options for 
commuters and residents within the area. 


TOWN OF PERRYVILLE 


2010 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 


The Town of Perryville 2010 Comprehensive Plan promotes the consideration of Perryville as a 
growth center for Cecil County, the creation of an attractive and healthy community, and the 
protection of the natural environment. In addition, the comprehensive plan incorporates goals 
that include the preservation of land use character and environment with an increasing 
population, and the maintenance of transportation facilities as well as the promotion of all modes 
of transportation. The plan stresses the importance of promoting economic development, 
improving tourism, and revitalizing a downtown area inspired by its railroad history. Perryville 
contains four key revitalization areas: Rodgers Tavern—waterfront area; MARC station and 
trailer park area (an adjacent neighborhood of mobile structures); Town Hall and municipal area; 
and U.S. 40 corridor area. Three of the four revitalization areas are within the study area. The 
Rodgers Tavern waterfront area revitalization efforts propose connecting the Susquehanna 
River, historic Rodgers Tavern, a new open space park, and the old Muller-Thym Milk Plant 
with each other and the town. Plans near the MARC station and trailer park include converting 
the former adjacent trailer park into a mixed-use area that would provide housing and 
commercial areas. Plans near the Town Hall and the municipal area include demolishing the old 
town hall and replacing it with a new police and public safety building and Town Hall 
Community Center. The U.S. 40 corridor revitalization area is outside of the study area. 


2012 TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT PLAN 


The Town of Perryville 2012 Transit-Oriented Development Plan highlights the importance of 
transit-oriented development (TOD) in order to enhance the community character of the Town of 
Perryville, while promoting transit redevelopment. The TOD Plan focuses on three areas within 
the Town of Perryville: the downtown/Town Hall area, the Amtrak/MARC train station area, 
and the waterfront. Although there is no specific time frame for the implementation of the TOD 
Plan, several elements of the plan are currently being implemented, including the Elm Street 
Road and Storm Drain Reconstruction Project; improvement of a Cecil and Harford county bus 
link. 
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LOWER SUSQUEHANNA HERITAGE GREENWAY 


LOWER SUSQUEHANNA HERITAGE GREENWAY MANAGEMENT PLAN 


The Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway Management Plan is a blueprint for expansion of 
heritage tourism and greenway development. The Management Plan also provides an inventory 
of key heritage resources, including historical, architectural, cultural, archaeological, natural, and 
recreation resources. The key heritage resources within the Proposed Project study area are 
discussed throughout this Environmental Assessment. According to the Management Plan, rail 
connections in Perryville are a key to furthering the LSHG’s ability to attract hiking and 
bicycling visitors and other outdoor enthusiasts.’ MARC and Amtrak rail service are also listed 
as important “physical linkages” that support the growth of heritage tourism. 


C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


LAND USE 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE AND PORTIONS OF HARFORD COUNTY 


The southern half of the study area is located within the City of Havre de Grace and Harford 
County, at the mouth of the Susquehanna River on the Chesapeake Bay. The study area within 
the City of Havre de Grace and Harford County contains revitalization areas, newer developing 
areas, and growth areas. Within the revitalization areas of City of Havre de Grace, the waterfront 
area consists of approximately three and a half miles of shoreline with land uses including parks 
and recreational areas, marinas, historic buildings, businesses, and residential uses. South of the 
City’s shoreline and waterfront, and within the study area, is the downtown business district, 
which is the central hub of Havre de Grace. Land use in this downtown area consists 
predominately of commercial/retail shops, restaurants, financial institutions, and mixed-use 
residential/commercial properties. The Old Town portion of the City, which partially overlaps 
with the downtown business district, is where the majority of historic residences of the City are 
located. This area consists mostly of residential homes blended with commercial and 
institutional uses and community facilities. The newer portions of the study area within Havre de 
Grace are generally located at the southernmost limits, and include many recent residential areas 
and planned communities, as well as forested areas, parks, industrial, and commercial uses. 


TOWN OF PERRYVILLE AND PORTIONS OF CECIL COUNTY 


The study area south of the Susquehanna River includes the Town of Perryville and portions of 
Cecil County. Perryville city limits within the study area include areas along the shoreline of the 
Susquehanna and portions of the “downtown” or town center area. Within the study area, 
waterfront areas along the Susquehanna River include the historic Rodgers Tavern, open space 
uses (e.g., Lower Ferry Park and Pier), residential uses, and institutional uses. The town center 
of Perryville includes a mix of existing residential, commercial, parkland, and public facility 
uses. Other land uses on the outskirts of downtown include open space, industrial, and 
agricultural uses. Areas within the northernmost portion of the study area outside of the Town of 


' Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway Management Plan, 2000, 
http://www.hitourtrails.com/PDF/LSHG ManagementPlan 2009.pdf 
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Perryville in Cecil County are largely agricultural, open space, and forested areas interspersed 
with some industrial use. 


ZONING 


While Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and Amtrak are exempt from local 
regulations, including zoning, each locality in the study area maintains and enforces zoning 
codes and designations. More restrictive zoning protects agricultural, forested and environmental 
sensitive lands in the area. Study area zoning designations are listed in Table 4-1. 


Table 4-1 
Zoning Designations within the Study Area 


C— Commercial District ae eT) 


COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


Table 4-2 lists community facilities found within the study area boundary. Note that parks and 
recreational resources, as well as impacts to these resources, are discussed separately in Chapter 
6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources.” 
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Table 4-2 
Community Facilities within the Study Area 


| Community Facilities Tt 

Schools 

Religious Institutions 
vre de Grace El 


ch 
Suidy grea EINE EY SCvICE Harford County Department of Emergency Services 
Providers 
Community Recreation Centers Havre de Grace Activity Center (includes Boys & Girls Club of Havre 
de Grace) 
ks 


Government Buildings 


Susquehanna Hose Company Division 1 


Study Area Emergency Service 
Providers Cecil County Department of Emergency Services 


Health Care Facilities 
Government Buildings 


Perryville Wastewater Treatment Plant 
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D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would remain in service 
as in existing conditions, with no intervention besides minimal repairs and continuation of the 
current maintenance regime. The No Action Alternative will not include any changes to the 
existing track configuration. Service over the bridge would bridge is already speed-restricted to 
90 mph due to the age and deteriorated condition of the bridge, and would continue to worsen in 
the future and the bridge would continue to age, potentially requiring stricter speed and weight 
restrictions that will further impact the movement of passengers and freight. Cost associated with 
bridge maintenance would continue to increase over time. Maintenance problems would occur 
more frequently, and the bridge would remain as a bottleneck; it would eventually need to be 
taken out of service. Without the bridge, local, regional and national rail networks would be 
disrupted with resultant detrimental effects on the economic activity, including those in Havre de 
Grace and Perryville to some extent. The analysis measures the potential project impacts against 
the No Action Alternative, which is used as a baseline scenario. The following projects are 
expected to be completed by the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project build year of 2025, and 
are therefore included in the No Action Alternative. 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE 


e Proposed Havre de Grace Middle School/High School Replacement Project—Located 
immediately east of the Amtrak right-of-way on Lewis Lane, this planned project intends to 
replace the aging schools with a new facility that will serve grades six through 12. Harford 
County Board of Education has approved an architectural and engineering contract, 
initiating the design phases of the project.” 


e Proposed Waterfront Heritage Park—Havre de Grace has approved the purchase of 3.2 acres 
of property along Water Street, located approximately 150 feet from the closest Build 
Alternative right-of-way, as part of a proposed plan to develop a new park along the 
waterfront (see Figure 6-2).? Conceptual artist renderings show that plans for Waterfront 
Heritage Park include a plaza, kayak and boat launch, gateway to the Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National Historic Trail,* restrooms, amphitheater, lawn, benches, promenade, 
and fishing pier. 


e Residential Infill Projects—Various residential infill projects are being developed in Havre 
de Grace, including Otsego Street townhouses that are currently under construction and Ivy 
Hills townhouse development. Located along Legion Drive, Ivy Hills is expected to include 
approximately 43 townhomes once complete. ° 


e Bulle Rock—Bulle Rock is a large planned residential community within the City of Havre 
de Grace that is roughly located east of I-95 and west of the historic downtown of the City of 
Havre de Grace. The community also features a limited amount of commercial and retail as 


* Consultation letter from Department of Planning City of Havre de Grace, June 20, 2014. 

> “Havre de Grace Voters Approve Spending $1.1 Million to Buy Water Street Properties,” The 
Aegis, December 28, 2016, accessed December 28, 2016. 

* See Appendix D, “Cultural Resources,” for an analysis of the trail resources with respect to the 
Proposed Project. 

: Consultation letter from Department of Planning City of Havre de Grace, June 20, 2014. 
Ibid. 
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well as a golf course built in 1998, which has hosted LPGA events in the past. 1,000 homes 
currently exist at Bulle Rock with plans for the development of 1,000 more homes.’ 


TOWN OF PERRYVILLE 


E. 


MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility—The MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility would 
entail construction of a new operation, maintenance, and storage facility located on a 115- 
acre site in Perryville, adjacent to the NEC. The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
issued a Finding of No Significant Impact to conclude the NEPA review for this project, but 
MTA currently lacks funding for final design, right-of-way acquisition or construction. This 
EA nevertheless assumes that the project would be completed by 2040. 


Perryville Municipal Complex—Located behind the current Town Hall at 515 Broad Street, 
Perryville, plans for a new development will occur in three separate phases. Phase I is 
currently being designed and includes the construction of a new police department. Phase II 
will include the construction of a new town hall, while Phase HI consists of the construction 
of a new little league baseball field. Overall, the development will result in a new police 
department, town hall, mini-park, and little league field along with parking and improved 
pedestrian access. 


Lower Ferry Park and Pier—Located at Broad Street and Roundhouse Drive, Perryville, the 
plans for the park include the construction of a comfort station, a band shell, playground 
equipment, walking paths, landscaping, bio-retention areas, and some supportive parking.” 


631 Broad Street—This mixed-use residential building with commercial uses below, has 
conceptual plans for improvements that have been partially funded by the town’s 
Revitalization and Facade Grants. These improvements include the replacement of the roof, 
the installation of new lighting, the expansion of the outdoor dining area, and the potential to 
expand the surrounding pedestrian area.'° 


950 Principio Furnace Road—Located at the intersection of Principio Furnace Road and 
IKEA Way, plans have been submitted for the construction of a new warehouse.'! 


Town of Perryville Transit-Oriented Development—Several elements of the plan are being 
implemented, including the Elm Street Road and Storm Drain Reconstruction Project; 
improvement of the Teal Line Bus linking Cecil and Harford Counties; and new warning 
devices, crosswalks, and lighting projects. 


POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this EA evaluates two Build Alternatives: 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. 


7 “Bulle Rock,” http://www. lennar.com/New-Homes/Maryland/Baltimore/Havre-De- 
Grace/Bulle-Rock, accessed October 24, 2014. 

* Consultation letter from Town Commissioners of Perryville, June 30, 2014. 

° Consultation letter from Town Commissioners of Perryville, June 30, 2014. 

'° Tbid. 

"' Tbid. 
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PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS AND DISPLACEMENTS 


Either Build Alternative would require the acquisition of all or a portion of several properties 
located immediately adjacent to the existing right-of-way. Property acquisitions and 
displacements do not include properties that are encroaching upon Amtrak’s existing right-of- 
way. 


POSSIBLE PROPERTY AQUISITION 


The properties that may need to be acquired for the construction of the Build Alternatives are 
listed in Table 4-3 and shown in Figure 4-3. Property acquisitions and displacements have been 
determined based on conceptual engineering (see Appendix A, “Alternatives Screening Report 
and Bridge Types”). As shown in the table and the figure, most of the acquisition required would 
constitute only a small portion of each affected property. Alternative 9A would require an 
acquisition of 2.84 acres, and Alternative 9B an acquisition of 0.35 acre. These acquisitions 
include the area required for embankments, retaining walls, and a 10-foot extension of the right- 
of-way beyond the face of retaining wall (and beyond toe-of-slope). As project designs move 
forward, additional properties may need to be acquired. Such additional acquisitions would need 
to be considered in future environmental review. The Project Team will coordinate with the 
potentially affected property owners to ensure that the schedule for land acquisition is consistent 
with the overall project schedule. 


Table 4-3 
Potential Land Acquisitions by Build Alternative 
Acreage to be 
Acquired by 
Property Build 

Property Name / Lot Size Alternative 

Owner Map-Grid-Parcel Number (Acres) 
of Havre de Grace 


Board of Education Track and Athletic 
Harford County 0602-0000-0792 80/80A 
T&D Enterprises, 0601-0000-0591-635-1A 87 Private Commercial 
LLC Driveway 

Lafayette Limited Undeveloped Land— 
Mayor and City Jean S. Roberts 


Warren Street | | Public ROW 
Otsego Street | | Public ROW 
Properties in Town of Perryville 

Broad Street | | Public ROW 


Total Potential Property Acquisition 


Note: See Figure 4-3. 
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Figure 4-3 
Potential Property Impacts 
from Alternatives 9A and 9B 
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Since alternate access due to the loss of the driveway cannot be provided to this business, the acquisition would affect the not to scale 
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—— RAILROAD SOUTH TO BALTIMORE 


eloHaN 


NEW RIVER BRIDGE LIMITS 


1994) S INO ~ 


"qd 


RAILROAD NORTH TO WILMINGTON —— 
WewER FERRY PIER 


_ 


Mis} 
LOWER FERRY 
PARK 


PERRYVILLE. 
; SIA TION, 


PERRYVILLE 


a 


| 
PROPERTY IMPACTS FROM OPTIONS 9A AND 9B: TWO DOUBLE-TRACK BRIDGES 


EXISTING RIGHT—OF —WAY 


EXISTING RAILROAD LIMITS 


IMPACTS OUTSIDE AMTRAK RIGHT—OF—WAY 


Susquehanna River 
NEW RIVER BRIDGE LIMITS 
not to scale 


Rail Bridge Project 


Figure 4-3 
Potential Property Impacts 
from Alternatives 9A and 9B 


Chapter 4: Land Use and Community Facilities 


Alternative 9A 


The 2.84 acres needed under Alternative 9A includes portions of public school parcels, one 
private commercial driveway, one commercial parcel, one undeveloped parcel (zoned 
residential), one city park parcel, right-of-way of public streets in Havre de Grace, one 
residential parcel, and one public street right-of-way in Perryville. 


Alternative 9A would require the acquisition of a portion (1.50 acres or 2.6 percent) of the Havre 
de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields located along the eastern side of the right-of-way, 
south of Juniata Street. At its widest point, the proposed acquisition extends 35 feet outside 
Amtrak’s right-of-way. This width includes allowance for the track bed, overhead contact 
system structures, and a retaining wall. Alternative 9A may require an additional temporary 
construction easement to build the retaining wall. Alternative 9A would also require a 30-foot- 
wide maintenance easement for the Harford County Department of Public Works. Ten feet of 
that maintenance easement will be within the proposed acquisition. The remaining 20 feet of the 
needed maintenance easement (1.13 acres) will be within the school property. 


Alternative 9A would require the full acquisition of the private commercial driveway associated 
with the National Tire & Glass Sales Inc. (T&D Enterprises, LLC), in Havre de Grace as well as 
a portion of the commercial parcel itself. Since alternate access due to the loss of the driveway 
cannot be provided to the business, the acquisition would affect the business’s ability to function 
as it currently does; therefore, displacement of the entire commercial parcel would be required 
(0.50 acre associated with the commercial driveway and 0.64 acre associated with the 
commercial use). A narrow strip (0.05 acre or 12.6 percent) of undeveloped land along Warren 
Street in Havre de Grace that is zoned residential would need to be acquired. 


Approximately 0.26 acre of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park is owned by Amtrak and leased to 
the City of Have de Grace. The remainder of the park (0.61 acre) is owned by the City. Because 
Alternative 9A would construct a new bridge on an elevated structure above Jean S. Roberts 
Memorial Park, the existing lease agreement of the Amtrak-owned parcel and modification of 
the park infrastructure would likely need to be modified. Alternative 9A would require the 
acquisition of a narrow strip (0.01 acre or 2.26 percent) of the City-owned portion of Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park, which would no longer be publicly accessible. 


A small portion (0.10 acre) of the public street right-of-way associated with Warren Street would 
also need to be acquired. To address the City’s request to realign the intersection located at 
Otsego, Union, and Water Streets, the Proposed Project would extend the Havre de Grace 
abutment south towards Freedom Lane, which would require the acquisition of an additional 
portion of a public-street right-of-way along Otsego Street (0.004 acre). 


A small portion (0.008 acre or 5.2 percent) of a private residential property in Perryville would 
need to be acquired. This residential acquisition would result in permanent impacts to the 
vegetated embankment; it would not require demolition or full acquisition of the residence. A 
portion of Broad Street in Perryville would also need to be acquired (0.03 acre). 


In Perryville, the waterfront land at the existing bridge is owned by Amtrak, but leased to the 
Federal Government as part of the Veteran’s Administration (VA) hospital access road. 
Modifications to the existing easement would be required for the new Access Road in Perryville. 


Alternative 9B 


Alternative 9B would require the acquisition of approximately 0.35 acre, which include portions 
of one private commercial driveway, one commercial parcel, one city park parcel, one public 
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street right-of-way in Havre de Grace, one residential parcel, and one public street right-of-way 
in Perryville. 


Alternative 9B would require the acquisition of a portion (0.24 acre or 47.76 percent) of the 
private commercial driveway and 0.06 acre of the commercial use associated with the National 
Tire & Glass Sales Inc. (T&D Enterprises, LLC) in Havre de Grace; the private commercial 
driveway would be maintained and full acquisition of the property is not required. 


As with Alternative 9A, Alternative 9B would construct a new bridge above Jean S. Roberts 
Memorial Park on an elevated structure, which would likely require the modification of the 
existing lease agreement on the Amtrak-owned parcel and modification of the park 
infrastructure. Alternative 9B would construct a new bridge west of the existing bridge, 
requiring modifications to the existing easement for the new west bridge in Perryville and a 
retaining wall. Alternative 9B would require the acquisition of a narrow strip (0.01 acre) of the 
City-owned portion Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park, which would no longer be accessible to the 
public. 


To address the City’s request to realign the intersection located at Otsego, Union, and Water 
Streets, the Proposed Project would extend the Havre de Grace abutment south towards Freedom 
Lane, which would require the acquisition of an additional portion of a public-street right-of-way 
along Otsego Street (0.004 acre). 


A narrow strip (0.008 acre) of a private residential property adjacent to the railroad right-of-way 
along Broad Street in Perryville would need to be acquired. This acquisition would result in 
permanent impacts to the vegetated embankment; it would not require demolition or full 
acquisition of the residence. A small portion (0.03 acre) of the Broad Street public-street right- 
of-way would need to be acquired. 


Alternative 9B may require a temporary construction easement at the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School athletic fields to build a retaining wall. However, the Project Team will 
determine the need for this easement as project design develops. 


LAND USE 


Overall, the Build Alternatives would continue to use the NEC for transportation use. They 
would also require some widening of the right-of-way and construction of new bridges and other 
rail infrastructure. The land acquired for the Build Alternatives would be converted to 
transportation use, which would remain a compatible land use with the surrounding area. With 
the exception of the commercial property discussed above under Alternative 9A, any property 
acquisition that is required for either Build Alternative would not adversely affect the ability of 
remaining existing land uses to continue in their current use. Overall, the Build Alternatives 
would be located on or just beyond the existing right-of-way; therefore, the Build Alternatives 
are not expected to substantially change current land uses within the study area. 


ZONING 


As noted earlier, MDOT and Amtrak are not subject to local zoning regulations and no zoning 
designations are mapped on the existing rail right-of-way through the study area. The properties 
that would be acquired for each of the Build Alternatives have designated zoning under the City 
of Havre de Grace or the Town of Perryville that would be removed from the affected portions 
of the property where the land acquisitions are required. 


4-12 


Chapter 4: Land Use and Community Facilities 


PUBLIC POLICY 


The Build Alternatives would be consistent with local, regional, and statewide planning. The 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is generally consistent with Maryland’s Smart Growth Initiative, 
as the Proposed Project would improve mobility and minimize adverse land use impacts. As 
discussed above, the vast majority of the study area is within Priority Funding Areas (PFA). 
However, any proposed project with greater than five percent located outside of the PFA 
boundary requires a project exception from MDP. The Project Team met with the Smart Growth 
and Neighborhood Conservation Coordinating Committee on March 9, 2016. Based on this 
meeting, the Committee voted to approve this exception to the PFA requirements due to it being 
a growth-related project involving a commercial or industrial activity, which, due to its 
operational or physical characteristic, must be located away from development (per §5-7B- 
06(a)(ii1)3.). 


The Build Alternatives are also generally consistent with the Harford County 2012 Master Plan 
and Land Use Element Plan, the City of Havre de Grace 2004 Comprehensive Plan, the Cecil 
County 2010 Comprehensive Plan, the Town of Perryville 2010 Comprehensive Plan, the Town 
of Perryville 2012 Transit-Oriented Development Plan, and the 2000 Lower Susquehanna 
Heritage Greenway Management Plan through promoting environmental sustainability and 
providing a safe and efficient transportation system that will improve mobility for freight rail 
users, commuter rail users, and marine navigation as well as provide for future travel demand. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would be compatible and consistent with current policies that 
govern the project site and study area. 


COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


ALTERNATIVE 9A 


Alternative 9A would require the acquisition of a narrow strip of the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School athletic fields. The Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields are a 
part of a larger community facility complex, including the Havre de Grace Middle School, High 
School, track and athletic fields, and activity center. Impacts to this location are discussed in 
Chapter 6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources.” 


ALTERNATIVE 9B 


Alternative 9B would not require the acquisition of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
athletic fields and would not result in adverse effects on community facilities. 


F. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


PROPERTY ACQUISITIONS AND DISPLACEMENTS 


The Project Team has begun outreach to affected owners and businesses and will continue to 
coordinate with the affected property owners and tenants to avoid or minimize property 
acquisitions and displacements. The public, including property owners, has been provided 
opportunities to offer input on alignment of the Proposed Project through the Project’s extensive 
public involvement program. This participation led to the elimination of certain alignment 
alternatives that required greater property acquisition. Property acquisitions and displacements 
will adhere with the Uniform Act and all applicable Maryland State laws. Where full property 
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acquisition is required, Amtrak and MDOT will fairly compensate the owners of properties for 
the land acquired and will provide relocation assistance to businesses to facilitate their 
reestablishment elsewhere, should this be necessary. 


LAND USE, ZONING, PUBLIC POLICY, AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


The Project Team worked throughout the alternatives development process to address public 
input by refining the alignment alternatives. Alternatives 9A and Alternative 9B incorporate 
measures to minimize impacts to land use, zoning, public policy, and community facilities and 
generally follow the existing transportation corridor, thereby avoiding any substantial changes to 
existing land use. The Project Team will continue to ensure the Proposed Project’s compatibility 
with other planned developments and continue to coordinate with the communities and 
stakeholders to avoid or minimize negative land use effects. 


Overall, no long-term significant adverse impacts to land use, zoning, public policy, or 
community facilities are expected from the Proposed Project. ca 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter describes existing socioeconomic conditions within the study area for the Proposed 
Project and discusses potential environmental impacts that could result from the implementation 
of the Proposed Project as compared with the No Action Alternative. This chapter also includes 
an environmental justice analysis to identify and address any disproportionate and adverse 
impacts on minority or low-income populations that could result from the Proposed Project. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates 
two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. FRA selected Alternative 9A as the 
Preferred Alternative. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


REGULATORY CONTEXT 


Following the Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) procedures,’ environmental reviews 
consider a proposed project’s potential to impact the socioeconomic environment—including 
available jobs, community disruption or cohesion, demographic shifts, and the need for and 
availability of relocation housing. An environmental review also considers the potential impacts 
on existing businesses and local government services and revenues. 


METHODOLOGY 


This analysis uses the guidance set forth in the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations for implementing NEPA (40 CFR §§ 1500-1508). The Project Team collected 
socioeconomic data for Harford and Cecil counties as a whole, as well as within the City of 
Havre de Grace and Town of Perryville limits. More specific data for the analysis were collected 
within the project study area and census block group boundaries (see Figure 5-1). In addition to 
the master plans and comprehensive plans referenced in Chapter 4, “Land Use and Community 
Facilities,” the following data sources provided useful information in understanding existing 
conditions and likely trends: U.S. Census Bureau; American Community Survey (ACS) Data; 
Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation; and site visits. 


U.S. Census block group data (2010) were used. As outlined in Table 5-1, census block groups 
within or intersecting the 1,000 feet boundary on either side of the current rail right-of-way were 
included in this analysis. The census block groups that encompass the study area are listed in 


' FRA’s Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Federal Register [FR] 28545 [May 26, 
1999]). http://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/details/L02561, accessed September 2014. 


5-1 


"Study Area) ; , 
_ Block|Group/14 5 AL Re YArea 4 Block(Group)13) 
faaosaseeane  Block\Group 1. BlockiGroup\2) | (240150312023) 
: ne 4) (240253061001) em 


Block{Group9y be cp. — 
f Cree 


< 7 ; . q a } ae =e . 
AA \ Cee i pe. ; y_--_-Block’Group13. 
q ie - Z - s ? — Wy s Se ee = os 
2} ' p) oa Uw A le i, p = (240150312023) 
mi : ‘ : ? ~ J . : ww { 


(Group) 


Saree 


Study Area a 
ERIS: 
(240253062003) — 


[Study/Area} 
Block(Group\8) 


HARFORD CECIL 
COUNTRY. | COUNTY. 


Data Sources Susquehanna River 
>) 1,000 ft Study Area 


Rail Bridge Project 
Seen eomnsa Census Block Groups: g 


U.S. Census Bureau, TIGER Line Shapefiles, 2010 
Town Boundaries: Figure 5-1 
Maryland Department of Planning, 2006 


Census Block Groups 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Table 5-1 and depicted on Figure 5-1. These census block groups have been renamed with 
“Block Group” and a number for easier reference. 


Table 5-1 
Study Area Census Block Groups 


2010 Census Block Group 
Designation Study Area Reference Name 


Block Group 1 
Block Group 2 
Block Group 3 
Block Group 4 
Block Group 5 
Block Group 6 
Block Group 7 
Block Group 8 
Block Group 9 
Block Group 10 
Block Group 11 


ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 


REGULATORY CONTEXT 


In accordance with Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (February 11, 1994), this environmental 
justice analysis identifies and addresses any disproportionate and adverse impacts on minority or 
low-income populations that lie within the study area for the Proposed Project. Executive Order 
12898 also requires federal agencies to work to ensure greater public participation in the 
decision-making process. 


The environmental justice analysis for the Proposed Project follows the guidance and 
methodologies recommended in the U.S. Department of Transportation’s Final Order on 
Environmental Justice (updated May 2, 2012), Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) Circular 
4703.1 Environmental Justice Policy Guidance For Federal Transit Administration Recipients, 
and principles set forth in Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI). For context, CEQ’s 
Environmental Justice Guidance under the National Environmental Policy Act (December 1997) 
is described below. However, because FTA is a cooperating agency for the Proposed Project and 
FTA’s circular is more inclusive, this analysis of environmental justice has been prepared in 
accordance with FTA’s Circular 4703.1. 


USDOT?’S Final Order on Environmental Justice 


USDOT Order 5610.2(a) Final Order on Environmental Justice (May 2, 2012) establishes the 
procedures for USDOT to use in complying with Executive Order 12898. The order applies to 
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all of USDOT’s operating administrations, including FRA. Following the procedures set forth in 
Executive Order 12898, the consideration of environmental justice begins with a determination 
of whether the project will have an adverse impact on minority and low-income populations and 
whether that adverse impact will be disproportionately high. Disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on minority and low-income populations are adverse effects that are 
predominantly borne by a minority population and/or low-income population or that are 
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effects that will be suffered by 
the non-minority or non-low-income population. In making determinations regarding 
disproportionately high and adverse effects, the federal agency may take into account the 
mitigation and enhancement measures that it will implement and all offsetting benefits to the 
affected minority and low-income populations, as well as the design, comparative impacts, and 
relevant number of similar existing system elements in non-minority and non-low-income areas. 


Federal agencies must ensure that they only carry out a project having a disproportionately high 
and adverse effect on minority populations or low-income populations if (1) further mitigation 
measures or alternatives that will avoid or reduce the disproportionate effect are not practicable; 
and (2) a substantial need for the program, policy, or activity exists, based on the overall public 
interest, and alternatives that will have fewer adverse effects will either have other impacts that 
will be more severe, or will involve increased costs of extraordinary magnitude. 


CEQ Guidance 


CEQ, which has oversight of the federal government’s compliance with Executive Order 12898 
and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), developed guidance to assist federal 
agencies with their NEPA procedures so that environmental justice concerns are effectively 
identified and addressed. Federal agencies are permitted to supplement this guidance with more 
specific procedures tailored to their particular programs or activities, as USDOT has done. 


CEQ guidance establishes the following thresholds in identifying low-income and minority 
populations. Low-income populations in an affected area should be identified with the annual 
statistical poverty thresholds from the Bureau of the Census' Current Population Reports, Series 
P-60 on Income and Poverty. Minority populations should be identified where either: (a) the 
minority population of the affected area exceeds 50 percent or (b) the minority population 
percentage of the affected area is meaningfully greater than the minority population percentage 
in the general population or other appropriate unit of geographic analysis. Therefore, CEQ 
guidance limits the analysis of environmental justice to census blocks that exceed these 
thresholds. 


FTA Circular 4703.1 


On August 15, 2012, FTA released guidance in compliance with Executive 12898 and USDOT 
Order 5610.2(a) on how to fully engage environmental justice populations in the public 
transportation decision-making process; how to determine whether environmental justice 
populations would be subjected to disproportionately high and adverse human health or 
environmental effects as a result of a transportation plan, project, or activity; and how to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate these effects. 


Following FTA guidance, the consideration of environmental justice begins with obtaining an 
understanding of the socioeconomic conditions of the surrounding community and developing a 
public engagement plan that promotes meaningful public involvement with environmental 
justice populations throughout the NEPA process. Determinations of disproportionately high and 
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adverse effects include taking into consideration mitigation and enhancement measures that will 
be incorporated into the project. 


FTA guidance does not set thresholds to limit the analysis to populations that exceed a certain 
proportion. Instead, this guidance states, “Disproportionately high and adverse effects, not 
population size, are the bases for environmental justice. A very small minority or low-income 
population in the project, study, or planning area does not eliminate the possibility of a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on these populations.” Overall, under NEPA, the 
potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and/or low-income 
populations should be one of the factors the federal agency considers in making its finding on a 
project and issuing a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSJ) or a Record of Decision (ROD). 


METHODOLOGY 


As discussed above and shown in Table 5-1, the environmental justice analysis used the same 
study area as the socioeconomic analysis. Therefore, U.S. Census block groups within or 
intersecting the 1,000 feet boundary on either side of the current rail right-of-way were included 
in the environmental justice analysis. Using U.S. Census Bureau and ACS data, minority and 
low-income populations were identified for each census block group within the study area. 


The FTA guidance defines minority population as persons who are American Indian and Alaska 
Native, Asian, Black or African American, Hispanic or Latino, and Native Hawaiian and other 
Pacific Islander. 


FTA guidance defines “low income” as a person (of any race) whose household income (or in 
the case of a community or group, whose median household income) is at or below the U.S. 
Department of Health and Human Services (USDHHS) poverty guidelines. The 2016 USDHHS 
poverty threshold is $24,300 for a family of four. FTA also encourages the use of local poverty 
threshold or a percentage of median income for the area, provided that the threshold is at least as 
inclusive as the USDHHS poverty guidelines. Because USDHHS data is not available below the 
state level, this analysis uses instead the information on individuals in households below the 
poverty level as defined by the U.S. Census. The Project Team used the poverty rate in each 
census block group, as estimated in the 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year 
Estimates, to identify low-income populations. 


The Project Team examined the demographic information to determine how potential impacts 
and benefits to the total population would affect the environmental justice populations. Finally, 
the Project Team made a determination whether or not the project would have disproportionately 
high and adverse impacts on these populations in the study area. Based on FTA guidance, 
questions to consider when determining if disproportionately high and adverse impacts would 
occur include whether: 


e Adverse effects on environmental justice populations exceed those bore by non- 
environmental justice populations. 
e Cumulative or indirect effects would adversely affect an environmental justice population. 


e Mitigation and enhancement measures will be taken for environmental justice and non- 
environmental justice populations. 


e §6Off-setting benefits exist for environmental justice populations compared to non- 
environmental justice populations. 
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C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


POPULATION 


The Project Team analyzed population statistics for Harford County, Cecil County, the City of 
Havre de Grace, and the Town of Perryville. Table 5-2 shows current and projected population 
statistics. All four localities experienced an increase in population from 2000 to 2010. Based on 
U.S. Census data from 2000 and 2010, the populations of Harford County and Cecil County 
increased by 12 percent and 17.6 percent, respectively. In the same period, the population of the 
City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville increased by 14.3 percent and 18.8 percent, 
respectively. The Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) anticipates that these localities will 
increase in population from 2010 through 2020. As of January 2015, MDP predicts that between 
2010 and 2020, the population of Harford County will increase by 5.6 percent and the population 
of Cecil County will increase 7.4 percent.” 


Table 5-2 
Population Trends 


Predicted 
Change from} Projected change from 
Population |Population in| 2000 to 2010 |Population in} 2010 to 2020 
Location (in percent) (in percent) 


Harford County 218,590 244,826 258,650 5.6 


Cecil County 85,951 101,108 108,600 74 
City of Havre de Grace | __11,331 12,952 *N/A 
Town of Perryville 3,672 4,361 *N/A 


Sources: 2000 Census Profile; 2010 Census Profile; MDP Maryland State Data Center. 
*N/A = data not available 


Table 5-3 shows the data gathered for households and housing units in Harford County, Cecil 
County, the City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville. The number of total households 
increased between 2000 to 2010 by 13.2 percent in Harford County, 18.1 percent in Cecil 
County, 15.4 percent in the City of Havre de Grace and 22.1 percent in the Town of Perryville. 
Housing units also increased between 2000 to 2010, at a rate of 14.9 percent in Harford County, 
19.3 percent in Cecil County, 19.8 percent in the City of Havre de Grace and 30.0 percent in the 
Town of Perryville. 


° MDP Maryland State Data Center, http://www.mdp.state.md.us/msde/, accessed October 2016. 
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Table 5-3 
Household & Housing Unit Trends 


Percent Percent 

Change | Housing | Housing | Change 
Households | Households | from 2000 | Units in | Units in | from 2000 
Location in 2000 in 2010 to 2010 2000 2010 to 2010 


City of Havre de Grace 
Town of Perryville 


EMPLOYMENT CHARACTERISTICS 


According to 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, the national 
unemployment rate is 8.3 percent, while the State of Maryland is 7.4 percent. The 
unemployment rate for Harford County is below the national and State unemployment rates at 
6.4 percent. The unemployment rate in Cecil County (7.5 percent) is higher than the State 
unemployment rate, but lower than the national unemployment rate. The unemployment rate in 
Havre de Grace (9.8 percent) is above the national and State unemployment rates. The Town of 
Perryville, at 13.0 percent, has the highest unemployment rate of the four localities and is also 
above the national and State unemployment rates. 


Based on 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, primary occupations of 
residents in Harford County, Cecil County, City of Havre de Grace, and Perryville include 
educational services, healthcare and social assistance; retail trade; professional, scientific, 
management, and administrative and waste management services; manufacturing, construction; 
arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food services; and public 
administration. Educational services, health care and social assistance have the highest 
percentage of employees in the four localities. Major employers for Harford County and Cecil 
County are listed in Table 5-4. 


AGE AND GENDER DISTRIBUTION 


According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the percentage of the population over the age of 65 is 12.5 
percent in Harford County, 11.7 percent in Cecil County, 13.9 percent in the City of Havre de 
Grace, and 12.5 percent in the Town of Perryville. The study area totals for the 0 to 19, 20 to 44, 
and 45 to 64 age groups are very similar to the totals for the localities, however, the percentage 
for persons over the age of 65 (14.5 percent) is higher in the study area than in the four localities. 
According to 2010 U.S. Census data, the largest age group for Harford County and Cecil County 
is 20 to 44, while the largest age group for both the City of Havre de Grace and the Town of 
Perryville is 45 to 64. Males and females are fairly evenly distributed throughout the localities 
(Harford County, Cecil County, City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville) and the 
study area. 
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Table 5-4 
Major Employers 


Harford County Cecil County 
Union Hospital 
W.L. Gore and Associates 


Upper Chesapeake Health Systems Walmart 


Jacob’s Technolog Ikea Distribution Services 
Shoprite — Klein’s Tower Plaza Terumo Medical Corporation 


Sources: Maryland Department of Labor, Licensing and Regulation (DLLR); Hartford County 
Office of Business and Economic Development; Maryland Department of Business 
and Economic Development. 


RACIAL AND ETHNIC CHARACTERISTICS 


According to the 2010 U.S. Census, and outlined in Table 5-5, the predominant race within 
Harford County, Cecil County, the City of Havre de Grace, the Town of Perryville, and the study 
area is White. Harford County is 81.2 percent White and 18.8 percent minority. Of the minorities 
in Harford County, the largest portion of the population is Black or African American (12.7 
percent). Cecil County is 89.2 percent White, and 10.8 percent minority. Of the minorities in 
Cecil County, the largest portion of the population is Black or African American (6.2 percent). 
The City of Havre de Grace is 75.7 percent White, and 24.4 percent minority. Of the minorities 
within the City of Havre de Grace, the largest portion is Black or African American (16.8 
percent). The Town of Perryville is 84.6 percent White, and 15.4 percent minority. Of the 
minorities in the Town of Perryville, the largest portion is Black or African American (9.6 
percent). The study area is 75.3 percent White, and 24.8 percent minority, of which the largest 
portion is Black or African American (17.4 percent). 


Populations of Hispanic origin are outlined in Table 5-5. Harford County has a population of 
Hispanic origin of 8,613 persons or 3.5 percent. Cecil County has a population of Hispanic 
origin of 3,407 persons or 3.4 percent. The City of Havre de Grace has a population of Hispanic 
origin of 608 persons or 4.7 percent. The Town of Perryville has a population of Hispanic origin 
of 181 persons or 4.2 percent. The study area has a population of 608 persons of Hispanic Origin 
or 4.5 percent. 


Table 5-5 also outlines racial and ethnic characteristics for the census block groups. Most census 
block groups follow the same trend and racial distribution as the localities listed above. Two 
census block groups have a total minority population greater than 50 percent. Block Group | in 
Harford County has a total minority population of 55.6 percent and Block Group 4, also in 
Harford County, has a total minority population of 55.3 percent. Of the minorities in these two 
census block groups, Black or African American populations are the largest at 45.5 percent for 
Block Group 1| and 43.2 percent for Block Group 4. Block Group 4 is predominately contained 
within the study area boundaries, whereas Block Group 1 only has a small portion of population 
located within the boundaries, as highlighted on Figure 5-1. 
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Table 5-5 


Population, Race, and Ethnicity 


Native 
Black or American Hawaiian and 
African Indian and Other Pacific Total 
White American Alaska Native | Asian Islander Minority 
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Population 
of 
Hispanic 
Origin 
470,632 
8.2% 
8,613 
3.5% 
3,407 
3.4% 
608 
4.7% 
181 
4.2% 
20 
3.1% 
40 
5.3% 
105 
5.1% 
60 
10.2% 
49 
7.7% 
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Native 
Black or American Hawaiian and 
Location/ African Indian and Other Pacific 
Census Block White American Alaska Native i Islander 
Groups Total | Alone* Alone* Alone* Alone* 


Block Group 8 | 300 | | 
Harford County 400 


Table 5-5 (Cont’d) 
Population, Race, and Ethnicit 


* 
| 20 | 100 
a 
Harford County _|_ 1323 
a eS 
Harford County _|_1,065 
Block Group 11 1229 f _as7_[ S$ __| 4} “s__{ 7 _{ 9 _| 379 

Harford County _| 1,608 | 76.4% 16.0% 0.3% 2.9% | _0.3% 0.4% | 3.7% | 23.6% || 3.4% 
} Block Group 12 | ee St 
Cecil County | 1154 
GS ae 
Cecil County | 2,232 


STUDY AREA | as Pee eS 
TOTALS 13,645 
*Racial categories were aenned in aeconinice with the US. Census Bares Data includes Pipa and non- AeHiapanic populations. 
: 2010 Census Profile. 
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INCOME 


Based on 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, the median household 
income of Harford County is greater than the State of Maryland’s median household income of 
$74,551, while Cecil County, the City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville had lower 
median household incomes than the State (see Table 5-6). The study area median household 
income is $64,919, which is similar to the median household income of Cecil County, the City 
of Havre de Grace, and the Town of Perryville, but lower than the State of Maryland and 
Harford County. The study area census block groups have high and low outliers for median 
household income. Block Groups 7, 9, and 10 have median household incomes higher than 
$90,000, while Block Groups 3, 5, 8, and 12 all have median household incomes lower than 
$50,000. 
Table 5-6 
Median Household Income and Individuals Below Poverty Level 


ee 
Location/Census Block Group Income Poverty Level (“%) 


" All information presented in this table is from the 2011-2015 
American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; however, the 
median household income for Block Group 1 was not available in 
this dataset and instead the 2010-2014 American Community 5- 
Year Estimates was used. 

: 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates; 2010- 
2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 
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Based on 2011-2015 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, the poverty rate for each 
census block group has been identified (see Table 5-6). Harford County and the Town of 
Perryville have a lower poverty rate compared to the State of Maryland, while Cecil County, the 
City of Havre de Grace have higher poverty rates than the State. All census block groups have a 
poverty rate below 50 percent. Block Groups 7, 10, and 11 do not have individuals below the 
poverty rate. Block Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 have the highest poverty rates at 36.3 percent, 21.7 
percent, 20.2 percent, and 29.1 percent, respectively. The Lafayette Senior Housing Facility is 
located at 515 Warren Street in Block Group 3. The Lafayette Senior Housing Facility contains 
15 units of affordable housing to the elderly and accepts Section 8 vouchers, which are part of a 
federal government program to assist very low-income families, the elderly, and the disabled to 
afford decent, safe, and sanitary housing. 


D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would remain in service 
as in existing conditions, with no intervention besides minimal repairs and continuation of the 
current maintenance regime. The No Action Alternative will not include any changes to the 
existing track configuration. Service over the bridge would bridge is already speed-restricted to 
90 mph due to the age and deteriorated condition of the bridge, and would continue to worsen in 
the future and the bridge would continue to age, potentially requiring stricter speed and weight 
restrictions that will further impact the movement of passengers and freight. Cost associated with 
bridge maintenance would continue to increase over time. Maintenance problems would occur 
more frequently, and the bridge would remain as a bottleneck; it would eventually need to be 
taken out of service. Without the bridge, local, regional and national rail networks would be 
disrupted with resultant detrimental effects on the economic activity, including those in Havre de 
Grace and Perryville to some extent. Developments expected to be completed regardless of the 
Proposed Project, as described in Chapter 4, “Land Use and Community Facilities,” could 
possibly affect population, economic characteristics, age and gender distribution, racial and 
ethnic characteristics, and income of the surrounding area. 


E. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


The Proposed Project would ensure continued rail connectivity along the NEC, and would 
provide benefits to local and regional commuter and freight operations in terms of improved 
operational mobility and safety. 


SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


Alternative 9A would require the full acquisition of one commercial use associated with the 
National Tire & Glass Sales Inc., in Havre de Grace. The owners of this property would be fully 
compensated and the business would be provided relocation assistance to facilitate their 
reestablishment in another appropriate location. Since the business would be relocated, it is not 
expected that any jobs would be lost as a result of Alternative 9A. The Project Team will obtain 
additional information about this business as the project proceeds. Acquisition of any properties 
for the Build Alternatives would remove these property taxes from the tax roll. These 
acquisitions could affect the property taxes paid at each parcel, although since the amount of 
acquisition necessary would be small, this effect would not be substantial. 
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No other commercial or residential properties would be fully displaced within the study area by 
either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. Alternative 9B would require the acquisition of a 
portion of the private commercial driveway and of the commercial use associated with the 
National Tire & Glass Sales Inc. in Havre de Grace; however, the private commercial driveway 
would be maintained and full acquisition of the property is not required. The Build Alternatives 
would not affect the population or housing supply of the area and would not spur rapid 
population growth or development. There is no anticipated project-related effect on long-term 
population or workforce characteristics in Harford or Cecil County. Thus, the Proposed Project 
would not alter the demographic profile described above. Overall, the Proposed Project would 
improve conditions in the surrounding communities by ensuring improved mobility across the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge for freight rail, passenger rail, and marine users. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not adversely affect socioeconomic conditions, employment, or 
community cohesion. 


MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS 


As described in each respective chapter, no adverse impact would result from the Proposed 
Project with regards to transportation; parks, trails, and recreational resources; air quality; 
greenhouse gases; noise and vibration; public health; indirect and cumulative effects; and 
commitment of resources, and therefore would not have the potential to result in 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice populations. The remaining 
areas have the potential to result in an adverse effect and therefore have the potential to result in 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice populations within the 
study area. These technical areas have been described in more detail below. 


As described in Chapter 4, “Land Use and Community Facilities,” while the Proposed Project 
would not result in significant adverse impacts to land use, zoning and public policy, the 
Proposed Project would require property acquisitions associated with up to nine properties. The 
parks and public street right-of-ways that would be acquired by the Proposed Project are utilized 
by a broad spectrum of the study area population, regardless of race, ethnicity, or socioeconomic 
status and therefore these acquisitions would not disproportionately impact low-income and 
minority populations. As described above, Alternative 9A would require the full acquisition of 
one commercial use associated with the National Tire & Glass Sales Inc., in Havre de Grace. 
The owners of this property would be fully compensated and the business would be provided 
relocation assistance to facilitate their reestablishment in another appropriate location. 
Alternative 9B would require the acquisition of a portion of the private commercial driveway 
and of the commercial use associated with the National Tire & Glass Sales Inc. in Havre de 
Grace; the private commercial driveway would be maintained and full acquisition of the 
property is not required. Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would require the acquisition of a 
narrow strip of private residential property. All property acquisitions and displacements will 
adhere with the Uniform Act and all applicable Maryland State laws. Where full property 
acquisition is required, Amtrak and MDOT will fairly compensate the owners of properties for 
the land acquired and will provide relocation assistance to businesses to facilitate their 
reestablishment elsewhere, should this be necessary. As part of the project sponsors’ efforts to 
minimize impacts, the Project Team eliminated those alternatives that would require acquisition 
of the Lafayette Senior Housing Facility. Overall, property acquisitions associated with the 
Proposed Project would not disproportionately impact low-income and minority populations. 


As described in Chapter 7, “Visual Resources,” there is the potential for effects on the overall 
visual and aesthetic qualities of the study area depending on the viewer’s location. In addition, 


5-12 


Chapter 5: Socioeconomic Conditions 


the Project Team identified site specific visual effects for views from waterfront open space 
areas, the Havre de Grace Historic District, Rodgers Tavern, views of the Perryville Railroad 
Complex for rail passengers, and the undergrade bridges. However, the chapter describes several 
ways to avoid or minimize these effects. Since the potential for visual adverse effects are 
dispersed throughout the study area and some minimization or mitigation measures are possible, 
the visual effects associated with the Proposed Project would not disproportionately impact low- 
income and minority population. 


The Proposed Project has the potential to result in an adverse effect on four historic architectural 
resources—the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Overpasses, the Havre de Grace Historic 
District, Rodgers Tavern, and Perryville Railroad Station; however, as detailed in Chapter 8, 
“Historic Resources,” there are ways to avoid or minimize some of these effects. Because certain 
adverse effects cannot be totally avoided, FRA/MDOT has sought suggestions from the 
consulting parties and the public on potential ways to mitigate the adverse effects and these 
mitigation measures are detailed in the chapter. Overall, in addition to the consideration of 
possible minimization or mitigation measures, since these historic architectural resources do not 
primarily serve environmental justice populations (nor are they concentrated in low-income or 
minority neighborhoods), the historic effects associated with the Proposed Project would not 
disproportionately impact low-income and minority population. 


As described in Chapter 9, “Section 4(f) Resources,” the Proposed Project would result in the 
use of several Section 4(f) resources. Considering the measures to minimize harm and that these 
resources are utilized by a broad spectrum of the study area population, regardless of race, 
ethnicity, or socioeconomic status, the use of these Section 4(f) resources would not 
disproportionately impact low-income and minority populations. 


Similarly, as described in Chapter 10, “Section 6(f) Resources,” the Proposed Project would 
result in the use of a Section 6(f) resource—the Havre de Grave High School and Middle School 
Athletic Fields. Taking into account the measures to minimize harm and that this resource is 
utilized by a broad spectrum of the study area population, regardless of race, ethnicity, or 
socioeconomic status, the use of this Section 6(f) resource would not disproportionately impact 
low-income and minority populations. 


As described in more detail in Chapter 11, “Natural Resources,” the Proposed Project has the 
potential to result in impacts to floodplains, wetlands, streams, forest resources, Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area, aquatic biota, and submerged aquatic vegetation. Overall, impacts to these natural 
resources are dispersed throughout the study area and Amtrak and MDOT will undertake 
appropriate mitigation and minimization measures. Therefore, the natural resource impacts 
associated with the Proposed Project would not disproportionately impact low-income and 
minority population. 


As described in Chapter 15, “Contaminated and Hazardous Materials,” construction of the 
Proposed Project would involve demolition, relocation or other disturbance of existing structures 
and excavation, relocation and potentially off-site disposal of some existing soil. The presence of 
contaminated materials only presents a threat to human health if exposure to these materials 
occurs. To prevent such exposure pathways and doses during construction, the Proposed Project 
would include appropriate health and safety and investigative/remedial measures. With the 
implementation of these measures, no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials 
would result either during the demolition and construction activities associated with the 
Proposed Project or during operation of the Proposed Project and therefore the Proposed Project 
would not disproportionately impact low-income and minority population. 
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As described in Chapter 17, “Construction,” construction of the Proposed Project may have 
effects on bus service, mariners, adjacent historic resources, and air quality. However, the effects 
on bus service and mariners would be temporary. In addition, efforts would be made to 
undertake a large portion of the required construction activities outside of the recreational 
boating season, during the winter months, which would further reduce impacts to navigation. In 
order to avoid accidental damage to adjacent historic resources as a result of construction 
activities associated with the Proposed Project, a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) would be 
developed in consultation with SHPO for all historic properties that may be subject to 
inadvertent damage resulting from construction activities. The potential for adverse air quality 
impacts during construction of the Build Alternatives would be reduced to the extent practicable 
using the strategies listed in the chapter that would be specified in construction contracts. 
Therefore, construction effects would be temporary and have been minimized to the extent 
practicable. In addition, construction would occur along the entire study area corridor and the 
adverse effects on environmental justice populations would not exceed those borne by non- 
environmental justice populations. 


Overall, the Proposed Project would not result in any disproportionately high and adverse effects 
on minority or low-income populations. 


F. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


The Project Team has worked diligently to avoid and minimize property acquisition and 
displacement throughout the environmental review process. The Project Team eliminated 
conceptual alternatives requiring greater property acquisitions during the alternatives screening 
process, as discussed in Appendix A, “Alternatives Screening Report and Bridge Types.” 


MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS 


As explained above, the Proposed Project would not result in any disproportionately high and 
adverse effects on minority and low-income populations. Therefore, no mitigation for 
environmental justice impacts is required. 


G. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 


Executive Order 12898 requires federal agencies to work to ensure greater public participation in 
the decision-making process. FTA guidance suggests that public engagement should be designed 
to eliminate barriers to meaningful participation by all members of the community. Similarly, 
the USDOT’s Final Order on Environmental Justice indicates that project sponsors should seek 
public involvement opportunities, including soliciting input from affected minority and low- 
income populations in considering alternatives. 


The Project Team has engaged in a robust public and community outreach effort as part of the 
Proposed Project. As described in Chapter 20, “Coordination and Consultation,” FRA and 
MDOT prepared an Agency Coordination and Public Involvement Plan during the early phases 
of the Proposed Project. Numerous public meetings have been held throughout the 
environmental process at project milestones. Throughout the alternatives decision-making 
process and environmental review process, the Project Team encouraged environmental justice 
communities to attend and participate in public outreach information sessions. The Project Team 
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made concerted efforts to engage potential minority and low-income populations, including 
performing targeted outreach and posting of information regarding public meetings in local 
businesses and community centers. To solicit participation from minority populations, the 
Project Team posted extra invitations to these public meetings in community facilities within 
census blocks of concern (in addition to direct mailings and email blasts). Public meeting 
invitations were partially translated into Spanish and translation services were offered. * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter inventories existing and recreational areas within or intersecting a 1,000-foot 
boundary on any side of the current rail right-of-way, as depicted on Figure 6-1, and discusses 
proposed parks, trails, and recreational spaces in the area and analyzes potential environmental 
impacts that could result from the implementation of the Proposed Project as compared with the 
No Action Alternative. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental 
Assessment (EA) evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. FRA has 
selected Alternative 9A as the Preferred Alternative. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


REGULATORY CONTEXT 


Publicly owned parks and recreational facilities may be subject to Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966 (23 United States Code [USC] § 138 and 
49 USC § 303), which requires that the proposed use of land from a publicly owned public park, 
recreation area, wildlife and/or waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic or archaeological 
site, as part of a federally funded or approved transportation project, is permissible only if: (1) 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use and (2) the project includes all planning to 
minimize harm; or (3) if the use is a de minimis. The full Section 4(f) evaluation is in Chapter 9, 
“Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.” 


Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (16 USC § 460) requires that the 
Secretary of the U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOJ) approve any conversion of lands 
purchased or developed with assistance under this Act to a use other than public, outdoor 
recreation use. Any park or recreational resource that received grants from the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund (LWCF) is considered a Section 6(f) resource. Furthermore, some parks and 
recreational facilities have been funded through the Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) Program Open Space (POS). Additional information regarding LWCF and POS can be 
found in Chapter 10, “Section 6(f) Evaluation.” 


METHODOLOGY AND BACKGROUND 


The Project Team obtained information regarding parks, recreational areas, greenways, and trails 
from the following sources: 


e Geographic information System (GIS) data 

e Field visits 

e Harford County 2012 Master Plan and Land Use Element Plan 
e Harford County 2013 Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan 
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e City of Havre de Grace Comprehensive Plan, March 2004 (and Municipal Growth Element 
and Water Resources Amendments, 2010) 


e Harford County 2013 Land Preservation, Parks, and Recreation Plan 
e Cecil County 2010 Comprehensive Plan 

e Cecil County Bicycle Master Plan (2012) 

e Cecil County 2005 Land Preservation, Parks, and Recreation Plan 

e Cecil County 2011 Land Preservation, Parks and Recreation Plan 

e Town of Perryville 2010 Comprehensive Plan 

e Town of Perryville Annual Report for 2013 

e Perryville Greenway Plan (2012) 

e National Parks Service (http://www.nps.gov/) 

e Maryland Department of Natural Resources (http://www.dnr.state.md.us/) 
e Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway (http://www.hitourtrails.com/) 


e Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway Management Plan (2000), 
(http://www.hitourtrails.com/PDF/LSHG ManagementPlan_2009.pdf) 


e Coordination with local governments, non-profit organizations, and other stakeholders. 


For each park affected by the Proposed Project, the Project Team calculated the acreage of 
potential impact and considered the type and extent of recreational activities impacted. 


C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


In addition to the parks and other recreational resources described in this section, the 
Susquehanna River is also used as a recreational resource. Several private marinas and municipal 
boat ramps (such as the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and Havre de Grace Marina) are located 
near the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and recreational boaters navigate around and 
through the study area. 


EXISTING PARKS AND RECREATIONAL AREAS 


Each locality (Harford County, the City of Havre de Grace, Cecil County, and the Town of 
Perryville) offers extensive recreational programs within the study area through its respective 
parks and recreation departments. Programs range from youth sports programs such as soccer, 
tennis, basketball, lacrosse, youth football, dance, gymnastics, to adult aerobics and activities for 
seniors. 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE AND HARFORD COUNTY 


Seven publicly accessible outdoor parks and recreational resources exist within the 1,000-foot 
study area in Havre de Grace (see Table 6-1 and Figure 6-1). The approximately 0.87-acre Jean 
S. Roberts Memorial Park lies to the west of the existing railroad right-of-way, off Otsego Street 
and along the Susquehanna River. The park comprises a parking lot a fishing pier, a picnicking 
area, a kayak launch, and a boat launch. Havre de Grace owns approximately 0.61 acre and the 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) owns 0.26 acre, which Amtrak leases to the 
City of Havre de Grace. Somerset Manor, a residential development located at 101 Stansbury 
Court, approximately 100 feet from the closest Build Alternative right-of-way, includes a 1.0- 
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acre of recreational space with a playground and basketball court. This space is also owned by 
the City of Havre de Grace. 


Table 6-1 
Havre de Grace Parks and Recreational Resources within 1,000-Foot Study Area 


ee ee ee ee 
Park Location Acres | Ownership Amenities Funding 
Battery Village Parking on street, 
Park Village Dr. 2.0 | Havre de Grace] basketball court, 
(Bradford Green) playground 

Einlon Ave: Parking and waterfront 
David Craig Park |btwn Otsego St.}| 1.5 |Havre de Grace]. 

and Warren St. ieee 


Havre De Grace ao Teehe Lins Board of Harris Stadium, Multi-use 
Middle/High 700 Concise. Education __| fields, baseball/softball 
School Athletic ne , Harford diamonds, and tennis 
Fields” see County courts 

Picnicking, parking, 
fishing pier, kayak and 


boat launch 


Jean S. Roberts Otsego St. and Amtrak / Havre 
Memorial Park’ Water St. : de Grace 


Board of 
Plementa ah aioe Education | Ball fields, activity fields, 
ry ; Harford and playgrounds 
School County 


101 ere Parking, playground, 


Mansion house, meadow 

areas, farm fields, fishing, 
401 Oakington Harford vineyards, field for radio 
Rd. County controlled aircraft, and 

exhibit area for agricultural 

education 
N/A = No LWCF or POS funding identified for subject parkland. 
Deed is not available for Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park. 
According to consultation with the Havre de Grace High School, the athletic fields are 
open to the public outside of school hours, unless reserved for a special event. 
City of Havre de Grace Comprehensive Plan, March 2004 (and Municipal Growth Element 
and Water Resources Amendments, 2010); Harford County 2013 Land Preservation, Parks, 
and Recreation Plan; Harford County Government Parks and Recreation website; 
Maryland Department of Assessments and Taxation, Real Property Search website. 


Roye-Williams 


Swan Harbor Farm 


David Craig Park is located east of the existing Northeast Corridor (NEC). This park is owned 
by the City of Havre de Grace and provides 1.5 acres of open space with waterfront views. 
According to property deeds, the City of Havre de Grace received funding from Maryland’s POS 
for David Craig Park. 


The Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields, owned by the Board of Education, offer 
more than 57.6 acres of recreational space with multi-use fields, baseball and softball diamonds, 
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and tennis courts.' Improvements to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields were 
undertaken utilizing Section 6(f) Land and Water Conservation Act funds (see Chapter 10, 
“Section 6(f) Evaluation’’). 


Battery Village Park, owned by the City of Havre de Grace, is part of the Battery 
Village/Bradford Green low-income housing community, and offers basketball courts and a 
playground. 


The largest recreational resource partially within the study area, Swan Harbor Farm, is owned by 
Harford County and offers more than 500 acres of recreational space with farm fields, vineyards, 
fishing, and educational exhibits. Harford County received POS monies in 1994 to purchase 
Swan Harbor Farm.” 


Another recreational space in Harford County is the Roye-Williams Elementary School, a 
portion of which is within the study area, and which is owned by the Harford County Board of 
Education. The school features approximately 28 acres of recreational space, including activity 
fields and playgrounds, when school is not in session. 


In addition to these publicly accessible outdoor park and recreational resources identified in 
Table 6-1, the Havre de Grace Activity Center provides 5.8 acres of indoor recreational space 
including an indoor gymnasium, basketball court, and bocce court. 


Finally, Stancil Field Park, a private recreational resource owned by Have de Grace Little 
League Inc. and approximately 50 feet from the closest Build Alternative right-of-way, 
comprises 15 acres with baseball and softball fields. 


TOWN OF PERRYVILLE AND CECIL COUNTY 


Several parks and recreational resources exist within the 1,000-foot study area in the Town of 
Perryville (see Table 6-2 and Figure 6-1). All parks within this portion of the study area are 
owned by the Town of Perryville. These include Trego Field/Perryville Mini-Park, which is 
located off of Broad Street west of the existing NEC and adjacent to the NS Port Road. Trego 
Field/Perryville Mini-Park provides approximately 3.8 acres of recreational space with amenities 
such as a baseball field, basketball courts, playground, pavilion, and picnic area. 


A portion of the Perryville Community Park is also located within the study area, east of the 
existing NEC. Perryville Community Park offers 168.5 acres of recreational space with baseball 
fields, soccer fields, lacrosse fields, tennis courts, a playground, fishing pier, and a kayak 
launch.’ The portion of Perryville Community Park located within the study area comprises open 
space and the access road to the main park. 


Lower Ferry Park and Pier consists of the area on Broad Street and Roundhouse Drive, and 
provides approximately 1.84 acres of open space.’ The Town of Perryville received funding 
from DNR, Maryland’s POS, and Maryland Heritage Areas grants for Lower Ferry Park.” 


' According to consultation with the Havre de Grace High School, the athletic fields are open to 
the public outside of school hours, unless reserved for a special event. 

* http:/Awww.swanharborfarm.org/History.html, accessed September 23, 2014. 

? Consultation letter from Town Commissioners of Perryville, June 25, 2015. 

* Consultation letter from Town Commissioners of Perryville, June 25, 2015 indicated Lower 
Ferry Park consists of Town Map 801, 0834 Lots 1, 3, 5, and 7. 

> Consultation letter from Town Commissioners of Perryville, June 25, 2015 
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Table 6-2 
Perryville Parks and Recreational Resources within 1,000-Foot Study Area 


LWCEF/POS 
Park Location Acres | Ownership Amenities Funding 
Lower Ferry Park | Broad St. and P : Waterfront views, pier, and 
Roundhouse Dr. Eooyealle benches Be 


Preserved lands in addition 
: to baseball fields, pavilion, 
soon Tape 168.5* | Perryville |restrooms, playing courts, 
fields, fishing pier, kayak 
launch, playground 


: Little league baseball field, 
Trego Field/ find Gesketoall 
Perryville Mini- apenas 3.8 Perryville dene alee ‘ 
Park Hall off Broad St. : playground equipment, and 
pavilion and picnic area 


N/A = No LWCF or POS funding identified for subject parkland. 

* Based on consultation letter from Town Commissioners of Perryville, June 25, 2015. 
Perryville 2010 Comprehensive Plan; Town of Perryville Annual Report for 2013; Cecil 
County 2005 Land Preservation, Parks, and Recreation Plan; Cecil County 2011 Land 
Preservation, Parks, and Recreation Plan; Maryland Department of Assessments and 
Taxation, Real Property Search website. 


TRAILS AND GREENWAYS 


Several local bicycle and pedestrian trails exist within the study area. These include the Old 
Town Loop, Old Town/New Town Trail, and the waterfront walkway in Havre de Grace. Old 
Town Loop crosses the NEC twice in Havre de Grace at N. Union Avenue and N. Juniata Street. 
The Old Town/New Town Trail in Havre de Grace is collocated with the East Coast Greenway 
from Juniata Street to MD 155. The waterfront walkway connects North Park to the Tyding’s 
Park and Promenade in Havre de Grace. The waterfront walkway is a part of the Heritage 
Corridor Plan, which has been implemented for the past 20 years. The walkway is bisected by 
the NEC at N. Union Avenue.° 


The Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway (LSHG) passes through the City of Havre de Grace 
and the Town of Perryville as well as other riverfront areas of Harford and Cecil Counties. The 
non-profit organization aims to stimulate local economic activity by developing a link between 
natural, historic, and cultural resources within the Lower Susquehanna Region. The LSHG is 
part of a statewide system of heritage areas; it is planned to eventually comprise a 40-mile 
network of trails along both shores of the Susquehanna River below from the Conowingo Dam 
to the river’s mouth. Approximately two-thirds of the network is complete. The LSHG crosses 
the NEC twice in Havre de Grace, via N. Union Avenue and at N. Juniata Street. The LSHG also 
crosses the NEC in Perryville, via Broad Street. 


The East Coast Greenway (ECG) is a planned 3,000-mile, continuous cyclist and pedestrian trail 
that would stretch from Maine to Florida and connect 25 major cities along the East Coast. The 
ECG is being planned and promoted by the East Coast Greenway Alliance, a non-profit 


° Consultation letter from Department of Planning City of Havre de Grace, June 20, 2014. 
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organization with individual state chapters. Overall, 27 percent of the ECG is complete on trails 
with 73 percent on interim on-road sections. In Maryland, the ECG runs for 166 miles, 32 
percent of which are completed off-road trails.’ Currently, a gap area exists within the ECG trail 
network between the Baltimore area and Newark, Delaware. Within the study area, the ECG 
suggests an on-road route, which crosses the NEC twice in Havre de Grace at N. Union Avenue 
and Lewis Lane. As of July 1, 2016 cyclists are permitted to use the U.S. 40 Hatem Bridge to 
provide connectivity between Havre de Grace and Perryville. 


Several historic trails highlighting sites of historic importance also exist within the study area; 
however, public easements or rights-of-way do not exist for these trails. Nonetheless, it is 
important to note that the Maryland Civil War Trail, the Mason Dixon Trail, the Captain John 
Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail, Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route 
National Historic Trail, and the Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail each run through 
portions of the study area, by way of water or auto-routes, and highlight important historic sites, 
including Rodgers Tavern on Broad Street in Perryville.® 


D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge will remain in service 
as-is, with no intervention beside minimal repairs and continuation of the current maintenance 
regime. Service over the bridge would continue to worsen in the future under the No Action 
Alternative. The No Action Alternative as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts of 
the Proposed Project are measured. The following parks and recreational projects are expected to 
be completed within the study area before the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project build year, 
and are therefore included in the No Action Alternative. 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE 


Havre de Grace plans to complete their Waterfront Heritage Park along the Susquehanna River, 
west of the existing NEC by 2020.’ Havre de Grace recently approved the purchase of four 
properties, totaling 3.2 acres, as part of a proposed plan to develop the park along the water.'° 
Conceptual artist renderings show plans for a plaza, kayak and boat launch, the gateway to the 
Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail, an amphitheater, lawn, benches, 
promenade, and fishing pier. 


The City of Havre de Grace also intends to improve David Craig Park by adding a fishing pier 
and pavilion along its waterfront by 2018.'! 


7 “Maryland.” East Coast Greenway. http://www.greenway.org/explore-by-state/md. 

* See Appendix D, “Cultural Resources,” for an analysis of the trail resources with respect to the 
Proposed Project and the draft Programmatic Agreement, which includes a commitment to 
further consider National Historic Trails in the future. 

* Consultation letter from Department of Planning City of Havre de Grace, June 20, 2014. 

'<Havre de Grace Voters Approve Spending $1.1 Million to Buy Water Street Properties,” The 
Aegis, December 28, 2016, accessed December 28, 2016. 

"Harford County 2013 Land Preservation, Parks, and Recreation Plan. 
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TOWN OF PERRYVILLE 


The Town of Perryville plans to improve Lower Ferry Park to host town events. Future plans for 
Lower Ferry Park include the construction of a comfort station, a band shell, picnic area, 
playground equipment, walking paths, landscaping, bio-retention areas, paths lined with 
vegetation, and some supportive parking. The comfort station at Lower Ferry Park was awarded 
a Maryland Heritage Areas Grant. 


Perryville also plans to create a new Municipal Complex at 515 Broad Street, located to the 
north of the north wye track. The approximately 5.5-acre complex will include a police station, a 
new Town Hall, a new little league baseball field and improved pedestrian access.’ 


TRAILS AND GREENWAYS 


Traversing both Harford and Cecil Counties, the September 11th Memorial Trail is a planned 
1,100-mile cyclist and pedestrian trail proposed by the September 11th Trail Alliance. The trail 
would link the World Trade Center in New York, the Pentagon in Washington D.C., and the 
Flight 93 Memorial in Shanksville, Pennsylvania. The exact route of the trail and its year of 
completion are yet to be determined; however, within the study area, the trail is expected to 
overlap with the East Coast Greenway." 


Development of the waterfront walkway in Havre de Grace, ECG, LSHG, and September 11 
Memorial Trail are expected, with additional trail segments being identified and developed. The 
waterfront walkway in Havre de Grace is intended to be continuously developed as new projects 
and public park improvements occur. Trail development is constrained in the study area by the 
lack of access points across the Susquehanna River, as the only river crossing on the lower 
Susquehanna that permits bicycle or pedestrian access is at the Conowingo Dam Route 1 
crossing. The Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge was recently open to bicyclists in the Summer 
of 2016, although some safety concerns remain because the bridge does not have shoulders. This 
bridge does not permit pedestrians.'* There are no other known planned improvements to 
pedestrian and bicycle facilities in the Proposed Project study area by the analysis year. 


HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE SCHOOL/HIGH SCHOOL 


Harford County Public Schools (HCPS) is replacing the Havre de Grace Middle School and 
High School (see Figure 6-1). The proposed facility is currently in the final design phase. 
HCPS’s proposed designs require modifications to the existing ball fields. The proposed HCPS 
enhancements will not require any modifications to the existing track and field facility. 
According to school representatives, HCPS is currently awaiting construction funding from the 
Harford County School Board to move forward with the project. 


"Consultation letter from Town Commissioners of Perryville, June 30, 2014. 

September 11th National Memorial Trail Alliance. http://911memorialtrail.org/?page_id=5, 
accessed September 2014. 

“Maryland Transportation Authority, “Hatem Bridge (US 40) Bicycle Access.” 
http://www.mdta.maryland.gov/Toll_Facilities/Hatem_Bike_Access.html#FAQ13, accessed 
January 2017. 
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E. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


The Proposed Project would be designed so as not to preclude a future bicycle and pedestrian 
crossing over the river. The Proposed Project would not alter or adversely affect the trail routes. 
Each National Historic Trail includes important historic resources within the study area that 
FRA and MDOT evaluated as part of Chapter 7, “Visual and Aesthetic Conditions” and Chapter 
8, “Cultural Resources.” Measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse impacts to 
historic and archaeological resources have been identified and will be further developed in 
coordination with the Maryland Historical Trust and Section 106 consulting parties. The 
Proposed Project would not affect public use, enjoyment, or educational value of the trails within 
the study area. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to trails or greenways would result 
from the Proposed Project. 


ALTERNATIVE 9A 


Alternative 9A would require expansion of the existing rail right-of-way. This would involve the 
acquisition and conversion of narrow areas of park and recreational resources. Alternative 9A 
would require the permanent acquisition of small portions of two recreational resources (Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park and the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields) immediately 
adjacent to the existing right-of-way (see Table 4-3). Short-term effects on any park and 
recreational resources are discussed in Chapter 17, “Construction Effects.” Long-term effects on 
specific parks and recreational resources would be as follows: 


e Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park: Alternative 9A would require the permanent use of the 
entire 0.26-acre, Amtrak-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park as well as the 
acquisition of 0.01 acre of the City-owned portion of the park. Alternative 9A constructs a 
new bridge that would cross above the park on an elevated structure that would require the 
modification of the existing lease agreement and the modification of park infrastructure. 
This would prohibit public access within the Amtrak right-of-way and would require the 
taking of the boat ramp area and a portion of the pier located at the park. According to public 
records, Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park has not received funding from the LWCF and is 
therefore not a Section 6(f) resource. The part of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park beyond 
Amtrak’s existing right-of-way is considered a Section 4(f) resource and is discussed in 
Chapter 9, “Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.” 


e Havre de Grace Middle School/High School Track and Athletic Fields: Alternative 9A 
would require the acquisition of a strip of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic 
fields immediately adjacent to the existing rail right-of-way. This acquisition would total 
approximately 1.5 acres. Since improvements to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
athletic fields were undertaken utilizing Section 6(f) LWCA funds, Section 6(f) applicability 
is discussed in Chapter 10, “Section 6(f) Evaluation.” Section 4(f) applicability is discussed 
in Chapter 9, “Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation.” Alternative 9A has the potential to result in 
minor reconfigurations of the existing and proposed ballfields on the Harford County School 
property. Alternative 9A would also result in permanent impacts to the existing pole 
vault/high jump, long jump and 110-meter hurdle runout area at the existing track and field 
facility. A storage shed would also be impacted. Overall, Alternative 9A would physically 
impact this recreational resource and would require mitigation. 
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ALTERNATIVE 9B 


Alternative 9B would also require expansion of the existing rail right-of-way. This would 
involve the acquisition and conversion of a narrow area of park. As with Alternative 9A, 
Alternative 9B would require the same permanent acquisition of a narrow strip of land 
associated with Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park immediately adjacent to the existing right-of- 
way. Alternative 9B would not impact or require any modifications to the Havre de Grace 
Middle School/High School athletic fields. 


F. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


The Project Team made efforts to minimize the impacts to parks, recreational lands, and open 
space resources and to this end have eliminated several alignments based on greater impacts to 
parks and recreational resources (see Appendix A, “Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
and Bridge Types”). The Project Team is currently coordinating with agencies that have 
jurisdiction over any affected parks (HCPS and City of Havre de Grace) to develop appropriate 
minimization and mitigation strategies. 


As described in Chapter 9, “Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation,” FRA proposes to determine that the 
use of the City-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park is de minimis. FRA and MDOT 
will work with the City of Havre de Grace to identify appropriate mitigation measures and to 
ensure that a replacement for the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park boat ramp is provided in a 
suitable location. 


In addition, as described in more detail in Chapter 9, “Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation,” based on 
the analysis of the potential impacts to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School Athletic Fields 
and collaboration with the school board, minimization and mitigation include: 


e Amtrak would build the railroad on an elevated structure over the 110-meter hurdle runout 
area. During construction the runout would be reduced to 8.5 meters but after construction 
would be rebuilt to its current 11.5-meter length. 


e Relocate pole vault, high jump, long jump and storage shed. 


e The Project would reimburse Harford County Public Schools for the agreed upon additional 
design cost. 


e To the extent practical, construction would be scheduled to minimize disruption to the track 
and field facilities. 

e The baseball field would be redesigned by shifting home plate three feet away from the 
railroad and rotating the field 2.5 degrees counter clockwise. 


e Design consultant working on the baseball fields would redesign the field to provide 
adequate clear area around Amtrak’s proposed retaining wall. 


e The Project would reimburse Harford County Public Schools for the agreed upon additional 
design cost of the baseball fields. 


e Amtrak would provide conduit and embedded inserts for installation of a future score board 
by Harford County Public Schools. 


e Amtrak would install a protective netting to shield the railroad from foul balls. 


e The water main would be relocated in a casing, allowing future replacement to be done 
without affecting the athletic facilities. 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Based on the analysis of the potential impacts to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
Athletic Fields and the minimization and mitigation measures, FRA proposes to make a de 
minimis finding for the use of the facility. Coordination is ongoing. ca 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter assesses the potential effects of the Proposed Project on the visual character and 
aesthetic conditions of the surrounding area as compared with the No Action Alternative. This 
chapter serves as a summary of the more detailed analysis presented in Appendix C, “Visual 
and Aesthetic Conditions.” The study area for visual resources extends approximately 600 feet 
north and south of the project site along an approximately six-mile length of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC) (see Figure 1 of Appendix C). In addition, to account for more distant views of 
the project site along the Harford and Cecil County waterfronts, the study area extends 
approximately one half-mile north and south near the waterfront, utilizing the Thomas J. Hatem 
Memorial Bridge that carries the Pulaski Highway (Route 40) over the Susquehanna River as the 
northern boundary (see Figure 2, Photo Key and Figure 3, Photo 1 of Appendix C). As 
discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates 
two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was selected as the 
Preferred Alternative. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


This assessment has been prepared in accordance with Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) guidelines for visual analyses, including Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment 
of Highway Projects Documents (2013), Environmental Impact Statement Visual Impact 
Discussion (undated), and Guidance Material on the Preparation of Visual Impact Assessments 
(1986). 


To prepare this analysis and determine potential effects, the Project Team collected information 
through field visits and identified visually sensitive locations, viewer groups, and duration of 
views. In addition, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA)/Maryland Department of 
Transportation (MDOT) requested input through public outreach information sessions and 
dedicated meetings of Section 106 consulting parties. The information received at those 
meetings as well as any written comments received have been taken into consideration in this 
aesthetics analysis as well as in the Proposed Project’s design process. 


C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


EXISTING VISUAL CHARACTER 


The project site consists of a portion of the National Railroad Passenger Corporation’s (Amtrak) 
NEC, a two-track rail line oriented roughly northeast-southwest' across the Susquehanna River. 


' Unlike Chapter 2, which refers to locations in the study area according to “railroad north” and 
“railroad south,” this analysis uses compass north and south when referring to direction. 
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The tracks run at-grade and on an embankment in Havre de Grace and Perryville and cross the 
Susquehanna River on the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Prominent visual features in the 
study area include the City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville, the Susquehanna 
River, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, the mouth of 
the Chesapeake Bay, and the southern tip of Garrett Island, which is part of the Blackwater 
National Wildlife Refuge, as well as historic resources within Cecil and Harford Counties. 


The study area is characterized by a mix of relatively rural agricultural areas; low-rise, medium- 
density waterfront areas; some suburban development; and light industrial, hotel, and 
commercial uses along major transportation corridors. The portion of the study area northwest of 
the NEC in Perryville is characterized by low-rise, urban development consisting of residential, 
commercial, institutional, and park uses. Development located directly on the Perryville 
waterfront in this area consists mainly of low-rise condominiums with private marinas on the 
river. 


The Perry Point Veterans Administration (VA) Medical Center, evaluated as eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places (NR), is located south of the NEC along the 
waterfront in Cecil County, and consists of large open spaces and residences of primarily two- to 
two-and-a-half stories in the study area. At the southern end of the complex is the NR-listed 
Perry Point Mansion House and Mill. The portion of the study area in Havre de Grace consists 
mainly of low-rise, medium-density urban development including residential, commercial, 
institutional, and park uses. Development located directly on the waterfront consists primarily of 
commercial and light industrial uses, marinas, undeveloped lots, and parks. Portions of Havre de 
Grace further west include athletic fields, such as Stancil Field Park located at the southwest 
comer of Old Post Road and Old Bay Lane, and some suburban development. 


The entire visual resources study area is within the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 
(LSHG), which was designated by the Maryland Heritage Areas Authority as a Certified 
Heritage Area in 1997 through its Maryland Heritage Preservation and Tourism Areas 
Development Program. As identified in the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 
Management Plan (May 2000), the visual character of the LSHG includes natural resources such 
as parks and waterfront areas; the Susquehanna River, Chesapeake Bay, and Garrett Island; rail 
infrastructure and multiple bridges crossing the Susquehanna River; open space; numerous 
pedestrian, bicycle, and historic trails; and man-made or cultural resources, including historic 
structures, districts, and archaeological sites. 


VISUALLY SENSITIVE RESOURCES WITHIN THE LOWER SUSQUEHANNA 
HERITAGE GREENWAY (LSHG) 


FHWA’s Guidance Material on the Preparation of Visual Impact Assessments defines visual 
resources as those physical features that make up the visible landscape, including land, water, 
vegetation, and man-made elements to which viewers attach visual value. Visually sensitive 
resources may include historic buildings, open spaces such as parks and landscaped plazas, and 
views to natural resources such as water features and natural vegetation. The LSHG includes 
natural resources and open space, trails, and man-made resources, each of which is listed below 
and described in more detail in Appendix C. 


NATURAL RESOURCES/OPEN SPACE 


The most prominent natural resource features in the study area are the water-related resources, 
including the Susquehanna River, the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, and the southern tip of 
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Garrett Island, which is part of the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. These features are of 
extremely high value in terms of the area’s visual and aesthetic qualities. In addition, there are 
several public parks and areas of open space located along the waterfront in the visual study area 
(see Chapter 6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources” for a more detailed description of 
parks in the study area). These areas are important for facilitating views to the river and its 
natural features. Prominent waterfront parks include: Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park; David R. 
Craig Park; McLhinney Park; and Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park. 


Additional parks and areas of open space are located within the study area, but are far enough 
removed from the river that they do not contain important views to the river and its natural 
features. These open space areas include the Roye-Williams Elementary School, the Havre de 
Grace Middle/High School Athletic Fields, Battery Village Park, Swan Harbor Farm, and 
Somerset Manor, and in Perryville Trego Field/Perryville Mini-Park and Perryville Community 
Park. 


TRAILS 


The LSHG contains a portion of or all of the following trails, which serve to thematically link 
historic sites and/or open space areas, or provide recreational paths: the East Coast Greenway; 
Mason-Dixon Trail; Maryland Civil War Western Shore Baltimore Trail; Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National Historic Trail; Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route; Star- 
Spangled Banner National Historic Trail; Old Town Loop; Old Town/New Town Trail; and the 
Havre de Grace Waterfront Walkway.” 


MAN-MADE ELEMENTS 


Historic resources in the study area, which are further described in Chapter 8, “Cultural 
Resources,” are the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and nine related undergrade 
bridges; the Havre de Grace Historic District; the Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and 
Tidewater Canal—South Lock #1 and Toll House; Rodgers Tavern; the Perry Point Mansion 
House and Mill; the Perryville Railroad Station complex; the Perry Point Veterans 
Administration Medical Center Historic District; the Perryville United Methodist Church; and 
the Perryville Presbyterian Church. In addition to these formally identified historic resources, 
there is another man-made feature of visual prominence: the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge. 


VIEWER GROUPS AND VIEW DURATIONS 


Viewer groups are groups of people who are visually affected by a project in a similar way. 
Viewer groups in the area consist of pedestrians/bicyclists, motorists, rail passengers, and 
boaters. These viewer groups may be divided into two categories: those that have views of 
visually sensitive resources and those that have views from those resources. Pedestrians and 
bicyclists generally have longer view durations than motorists and rail passengers as they are not 
traveling at high speeds. 


* See Appendix D, “Cultural Resources” for an analysis of the Captain John Smith Chesapeake 
National Historic Trail resources with respect to the Proposed Project and the draft 
Programmatic Agreement, which includes a commitment to further consider National Historic 
Trails in the future. 
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PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS 


The majority of the pedestrian and bicyclist traffic in the study area occurs in the streets and 
waterfront parks in the Havre de Grace Historic District, as well as the waterfront areas near 
Rodgers Tavern in Perryville, and the Perry Point VA Medical Center (including the Perry Point 
Mansion and Mill) in Cecil County. View of pedestrians and bicyclists in the four waterfront 
parks in the Havre de Grace Historic District can be characterized as long, clear views of 
visually contributing elements of the LSHG, including waterfront areas in Perryville and Cecil 
County, the Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay, Garrett Island, the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge, and the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge. 


MOTORISTS 


Motorists travel on multiple roadways that pass through the study area. Major roads in the study 
area include the Pulaski Highway (Route 40) and Route 7. A dense network of secondary and 
tertiary roads is located in the Havre de Grace portion of the study area. The network of roads in 
Perryville is less dense, and roads in the Cecil County portion of the study area south of the 
project site are primarily tertiary roads. Motorists traveling on Route 40 have a view of the 
Susquehanna River, Garrett Island, and the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge as they cross the 
Susquehanna River on the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge; however, the speed of traffic on 
this bridge limits the amount of time motorists have for observation. In other areas, like the 
Perry Point VA Medical Center, motorists travel more slowly along tertiary roads and enjoy 
longer views of river-related features of the LSHG. In other areas, for example along Broad 
Street in Perryville, motorists have views of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and other 
historic sites. Views are somewhat obstructed north of the project site in Perryville and in Havre 
de Grace. Views of river-related visually contributing elements of the LSHG are possible in 
Havre de Grace at Water Street north of the project site, North Union Avenue south of the 
project site, and east from North Adams and Otsego Streets in the study area north of the project 
site. In addition, the bridge abutment, four of the undergrade bridges, and the Havre de Grace 
Historic District are visible to motorists in Havre de Grace driving along the tertiary streets in 
close proximity to the bridge. Specific views are described in more detail in Appendix C. 


RAIL PASSENGERS 


Amtrak and Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC) rail passengers traveling on the NEC 
through the study area are afforded brief but clear views of some of the elements that contribute 
to the visual character of the LSHG, including buildings within the Havre de Grace Historic 
District. As passengers travel on the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, they have expansive views 
south towards the Susquehanna River, Chesapeake Bay, and the Havre de Grace and Cecil 
County waterfronts. To the north, rail passengers have clear views of the Susquehanna River, 
Garrett Island, the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, and waterfront areas in Havre de Grace 
and Perryville. Rail passengers are afforded a brief view of Rodgers Tavern. Because the 
Perryville Railroad Station is a MARC station, the passengers have longer views of the station 
when the train stops to drop off and pick up commuters, as well as a limited side view of the 
Perry Interlocking Tower. Similarly, MARC rail passengers using the station to board or exit a 
train are afforded views of all sides of the station, a historic structure constructed of brick and 
exhibiting Colonial Revival features such as its large round-arched windows. 
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BOATERS 


The Susquehanna River is used by commercial boats, as well as by recreational vessels. Marinas 
and boat launches are located in waterfront locations and provide long, clear views of the river- 
related features of the LSHG, including waterfront areas in Perryville and Cecil County, the 
Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay, Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater 
Canal—South Lock #1 and Toll House, Garrett Island, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and 
the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge. 


Boaters traveling on the Susquehanna River in the study area have long, expansive views of the 
LSHG, including the river itself, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, buildings on the waterfront 
in the Havre de Grace Historic District, and waterfront areas in Perryville and Cecil County. The 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge’s large triangular truss components and large stone piers are 
prominent visual features for boaters traveling under the bridge. Boaters can see Rodgers 
Tavern, although views are somewhat obscured by intervening vegetation. Other historic 
structures located further inland are not visible to boaters on the Susquehanna River in the study 
area. 


D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” under the No Action Alternative, the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge will remain in service, with continued frequent maintenance 
issues and minimal repairs. The planned development projects discussed in the Chapter 4, “Land 
Use and Community Facilities,” consist primarily of residential and mixed-use infill projects in 
Havre de Grace and Perryville. Other projects include a proposed Waterfront Heritage Park in 
Havre de Grace along Water Street, the Havre de Grace Middle School/High School 
Replacement Project, and the Lower Ferry Park in Perryville at Broad Street and Roundhouse 
Drive. Additionally, MARC has planned a Northeast Maintenance Facility’ in the study area, for 
maintenance and storage on a 115-acre site in Perryville adjacent to the NEC. 


The residential infill projects in the Havre de Grace Historic District require review and approval 
from the Havre de Grace Historic Preservation Commission; therefore, it is anticipated that these 
projects would be in keeping with the overall visual and aesthetic character of the district. It is 
also anticipated that the creation of the Waterfront Heritage Park in Havre de Grace and the 
Lower Ferry Park in Perryville would create publicly accessible open spaces with views of the 
study area. The projects in the No Action Alternative are not anticipated to result in substantial 
changes to visually sensitive resources. 


E. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


The Proposed Project’s visual effects on the LSHG were evaluated from two perspectives: 


e Overall “big picture” effects, looking at the area as a whole, both in close proximity to the 
bridge and further removed; and 


e Site-specific effects, relating to a view to/from a visually sensitive resource. 


* hnttp://mta.maryland.gov/marc-maintenance-facility, accessed December 31, 2015. 
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OVERALL VISUAL CHARACTER 


The three main factors considered in assessing the Proposed Project’s visual effects on the 
overall visual character were proximity of the viewer to the bridge, the proposed change from 
one bridge to two bridges, and the proposed new bridge design, including style, materials, pier 
design, and height. From locations in close proximity to the bridge, defined as either beneath the 
bridge or within 600 feet of the bridge, there would be an adverse visual effect on the overall 
viewshed, especially due to the change from one bridge to two bridges. From locations further 
north and south of the bridge, the visual effect would be minimized by the fact that the two 
bridges would be adjacent to each other in an area that visually consists of numerous bridge 
crossings. Looking from many locations within the LSHG, the two adjacent bridges would be 
consistent with the area’s current overall visual character. 


The proposed bridge design incorporates a central arch, a girder deck, and “keyhole” arch piers, 
all elements that would have been found in traditional bridge design, and would therefore be 
compatible with the area’s overall visual character. Although the pier material will change from 
the existing stone to concrete, this element will be counterbalanced by the fact that the approach 
spans, which are the portions of the bridge on either side of the bridge’s central feature, and the 
bridge piers will be more streamlined and attenuated than the existing bridge deck and stone 
piers; therefore, it is anticipated that views through and under the proposed bridge would be 
more readily available. In addition, the proposed height of the new bridges, which would be a 
maximum increase of 14 feet at the river’s navigational channel, would not have an adverse 
effect on the area’s visual character when looking at the overall area, which contains several 
other bridges that are higher in elevation. 


Pedestrians/bicyclists would have the longest duration of views and there would be an adverse 
visual effect on their views from either underneath the bridge or in close proximity to the bridge, 
due to the increased mass from one bridge to two bridges. From points further removed from the 
Proposed Project, the overall character of the LSHG would not be adversely affected as long as 
the two new bridges use a design for the bridges and piers that is traditional and allows greater 
views under the bridges. 


The views to visual resources that motorists experience are generally of short duration, due to 
the relatively high speeds at which they tend to travel through the study area. There would be an 
adverse visual effect on motorists’ views from either underneath the bridge or in close proximity 
to the bridge. However, motorists traveling on Route 40 across the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial 
Bridge currently experience brief but expansive views of the LSHG. When looking south from 
the bridge, the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is a visible but relatively distant element 
of the LSHG view corridor. Because the alignment, height, and dimensions of the bridges 
proposed in either Build Alternative would not differ substantially from the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, views to the LSHG would not substantially change, and the 
change in design of the new bridges, including the use of concrete for the new bridge piers, 
would be minimally perceptible. 


Rail passengers traveling on the NEC would not be able to see both of the proposed bridges at 
the same time; however, views of the LSHG would be altered by the introduction of the 
additional bridge. This change would be a significant change, but would not be adverse because 
the view would be compatible with the area’s multiple bridge crossings. This assessment is 
conditioned on the two new bridges using a traditional design for the bridges and piers. 


7-6 


Chapter 7: Visual and Aesthetic Conditions 


Commercial and recreational boaters on the Susquehanna River have long, expansive views of 
the LSHG. The replacement of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with the two bridges 
proposed with Alternatives 9A and/or Alternative 9B would somewhat alter views from the 
boaters’ perspective. However, because the alignment, height, and dimensions of the bridges 
proposed in either Build Alternative would not differ substantially from the existing bridge, the 
Proposed Project would not block views of the LSHG; expansive views north and south of the 
Susquehanna River, Chesapeake Bay, and the Havre de Grace and Cecil County waterfronts 
would still be afforded from the boaters’ perspective. 


Thus, for all user groups, the effects on the overall visual and aesthetic qualities of the study area 
depend greatly on the viewer’s location, with a visual adverse effect being from underneath the 
bridge or in close proximity to it. The fact that the proposed design for the two new bridges 
would be traditional in character and would allow greater views under the bridge would serve to 
minimize the adverse visual effect on resources within close proximity to the bridges and avoid 
an adverse effect from resources further removed. 


SITE-SPECIFIC EFFECTS 
The list below contains discussion of specific sites assessed to have significant visual impacts: 


e Pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorist views from waterfront open space areas (i.e., McLhinney 
Park and Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park in the Havre de Grace Historic District, viewing 
areas behind Rodgers Tavern, and waterfront areas along the Perry Point VA Medical Center 
Historic District) would be altered by the change from one bridge to two bridges as well as 
the change in the design and materials of the new bridges. 


e Havre de Grace Historic District. There would be adverse visual effects from the proposed 
widening that would result in the NEC and the requisite retaining walls being closer to 
structures within the Havre de Grace Historic District; the altered views of the Susquehanna 
River from resources in close proximity to the bridges, including Jean S. Roberts Memorial 
Park and David R. Craig Park; and alterations to the Historic District’s four undergrade 
bridges. 

e Rodgers Tavern. The views from the front of Rodgers Tavern would be adversely affected 
by the widening of the bridge approach and a retaining wall running along the embankment. 
In addition, there would be a clear view of one of the bridge piers that would be placed in 
close proximity to the Broad Street underpass. 


e Views of the Perryville Railroad Station Complex for rail passengers would be altered by the 
proposed retaining walls and the relocation of the Perry Interlocking Tower. 


e Undergrade Bridges. The Proposed Project would result in visual adverse effects to eight of 
the nine undergrade bridges (excluding the Lily Run undergrade bridge). 


F. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


OVERALL VISUAL CHARACTER 


As described above, for all user groups, the effects on the overall visual and aesthetic qualities of 
the study area depend greatly on the viewer’s location, with a visual adverse effect from 
underneath the bridge or in close proximity to it. The fact that the proposed design for the two 
new bridges would be traditional in character and allow greater views under the bridge would 


7-7 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


serve to minimize the adverse visual effect on resources within close proximity to the bridges 
and avoid an adverse effect from resources further removed. 


SITE-SPECIFIC EFFECTS 


In terms of site-specific effects within the LSHG, several potential visual adverse effects can be 
avoided or minimized through the following: 


Pedestrian, bicyclist, and motorist views from waterfront: 
- Traditional bridge design 


- Greater views under the bridge 


- Proposed design for the two new bridges would be traditional in character and would 
allow greater views under the bridge. This would minimize the adverse visual effect on 
resources within close proximity to the bridges and avoid an adverse effect from 
resources further removed 


Havre de Grace Historic District: 
- Traditional bridge design 


- Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (SOI) 
Standards 


- Larger pier openings with greater view 
- See below for undergrade bridge discussion 


Rodgers Tavern: 


- Architecturally pleasing treatment and/or mural for retaining wall (per Town of 
Perryville’s recommendation) 


- Architecturally pleasing materials for retaining wall 
- Traditional design 

- Larger pier openings with greater view 

Perryville Railroad Station Complex: 


- Ensuring historic compatibility (materials, features, size, scale, proportion), to the extent 
possible 


- SOI Standards 

- Shifting Perry Interlocking Tower rather than demolishing 
Undergrade Bridges: 

- Form lining (emulating stone, appropriately stained) 

- Appropriate staining 

- SOI Standards 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


REGULATORY AUTHORITY 


This chapter identifies cultural resources (including architectural and archaeological resources) 
in the area of potential effects (APE) for the Proposed Project, probable impacts on those 
resources, any avoidance and minimization measures, and coordination with appropriate 
agencies and stakeholders. Project alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives.” Potential in-ground disturbances of the Project site may result from construction 
of two bridges over the Susquehanna River to replace the existing Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge. In addition, modifications and/or additions to existing railroad tracks and other railroad 
infrastructure could occur throughout the Project site. 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) prepared this analysis in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act, and Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and associated implementing 
regulations in 36 C.F.R. 800. Per Subpart A, Sections 800.2(a)(3) and 800.2(c)(4) of 36 C.F.R., 
FRA authorized MDOT as the Project sponsor and applicant for federal approvals, to prepare 
information, analyses, and recommendations regarding Section 106 consultation for the 
Proposed Project. 


METHODOLOGY 


Section 106 of the NHPA mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of their actions on 
any properties listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NR). The lead federal agency, in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) and consulting parties, must determine whether a proposed action would have any 
adverse effects on cultural resources within the APE. Section 106 requires consultation with the 
SHPO, federally recognized Indian tribes that might attach religious and cultural significance to 
historic properties affected by the Proposed Project, and additional consulting parties with a 
demonstrated interest in the Proposed Project based on a legal or economic relation to affected 
properties, or an interest in the Proposed Project’s effects on cultural resources. 


Section 101(d)(6)(B) of the NHPA requires the lead federal agency to consult with any Indian 
tribe that attaches religious and cultural significance to historic properties that may be affected 
by the undertaking. The lead federal agency shall ensure that consultation in the Section 106 
process provides the Indian tribe a reasonable opportunity to identify its concerns about historic 
properties; advise on the identification and evaluation of properties, including those of 
traditional religious and cultural importance, articulate its views on the undertaking’s effects on 
such properties; and participate in the resolution of adverse effects. In the event of adverse 
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effect, the federal agency must afford the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment on such undertakings. 


APE DELINEATION 


To assess the potential effects of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project on cultural 
resources, FRA/MDOT identified an APE for the Proposed Project in consultation with the 
Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), Maryland’s SHPO. On June 16, 2014, the MHT approved the 
APE as described below and illustrated on Figure 8-1. 


The APE has been delineated to take into account the potential for direct and indirect effects of 
all of the Build Alternatives on significant cultural resources. To facilitate the analysis of effects, 
the APE has been subdivided into two components: the area in which the Proposed Project could 
cause potential direct effects, including ground disturbance; and an expanded area in which the 
Project could cause indirect effects. Unless otherwise specified, references to the APE refer to 
the entire APE, both the direct Project site as well as the area with the potential for indirect 
effects. 


The APE for archaeological resources includes all areas that could experience direct impacts, 
including ground disturbance or any disturbance to an archaeological site, under the Build 
Alternatives. This area includes all property within and adjacent to the National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) right-of-way, extending along the right-of-way for 5,200 feet 
west of the Susquehanna River shoreline in Havre de Grace, 3,400 feet of the Susquehanna 
River itself, and 5,700 feet east of the Susquehanna River shoreline in Perryville. 


Potential effects to architectural resources can include both direct physical effects (e.g., 
demolition, alteration, or damage from construction on nearby sites) and indirect effects, such as 
the isolation of a property from its surrounding environment, or the introduction of visual, 
audible, or atmospheric elements that may alter the characteristics of the historic property that 
qualify it for inclusion on the NR in a manner that would diminish the property’s historic 
integrity. To incorporate areas with the potential for indirect effects, the APE for historic 
architectural resources extends beyond the area for direct effects. First, for the majority of the 
length of the Proposed Project along the rail line, the APE boundary runs parallel to the tracks 
approximately 600 feet to the north and south. In close proximity to the river, the APE boundary 
proceeds on a diagonal line to intersect with the river approximately one-quarter of a mile north 
and south of the Project site. This widening is to account for more distant views of the Project 
site along the Harford and Cecil County waterfronts. 


IDENTIFICATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES IN THE APE 


Once the APE was determined, FRA/MDOT identified historic architectural resources that had 
been previously evaluated as historically significant, including properties or districts listed on 
the NR and properties determined eligible for such listing as part of other cultural reviews, 
National Historic Landmarks (NHL), and archaeological sites on file at the MHT. In addition, 
FRA/MDOT compiled a list of potential architectural resources (i.e., properties that may be 
eligible for listing on the NR) within the architectural APE based on field surveys, documentary 
research, and review of the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP): 
https://mht.maryland.gov/research_mihp.shtml. 


In consultation with the MHT, the Project Team determined which properties warranted 
evaluation for NR eligibility and then prepared “Determination of Eligibility” (DOE) forms for 
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the properties that appeared to be potentially significant and short forms for properties that 
appeared to not be NR-eligible. Based on the fieldwork and research, FRA/MDOT submitted to 
MHT on February 12, 2015 a DOE Report for the Perryville Historic District, Perryville United 
Methodist Church, Perryville Presbyterian Church, a grouping of eight houses at 400-413 Webb 
Lane, and the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses, and 71 short forms. On April 22, 
2015, the MHT responded that the following resources are eligible for listing on the NR: 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and nine affiliated bridges (collectively known as the 
“Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses,”) the Perryville United Methodist Church, and the 
Perryville Presbyterian Church. In addition, the MHT indicated that the Perryville Historic 
District, 400-413 Webb Lane, and the 71 resources represented on the short forms are not 
eligible for listing on the NR. As part of the current assessment, the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge and the four undergrade bridges located within the Havre de Grace Historic District have 
been evaluated as contributing to the historic district, although the MHT has not issued a formal 
opinion on these evaluations. 


In order to assess the sensitivity of the archaeological APE, the Project Team coordinated an 
archaeological documentary study (Phase IA Study) using documentary sources to identify areas 
with potential for archaeological deposits. For each area where prehistoric or historic-period 
activities may have yielded deposits, the Project Team evaluated construction activities and 
other recent ground disturbances to identify locations where any archaeological resources, if 
originally present, may have survived. 


EVALUATION OF PROJECT EFFECTS 


The Project Team assessed the effects of the Proposed Project on identified resources in the APE 
as compared to the No Action Alternative. Section 106 also requires consideration of reasonably 
foreseeable and cumulative effects that may occur later or further away from the project. As 
discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,’ this EA evaluates two Build Alternatives: 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was selected as the Preferred Alternative. 


B. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


As noted above, a Phase IA Study evaluated the overall level of disturbance within the 
archaeological APE and identified areas with potential for archaeological resources. The Project 
Team achieved this goal through a twofold process: 


e Reviewing historical documentation and field observations to determine the potential 
integrity of soil deposits and: 


e Evaluating whether conditions are sufficient for the potential preservation of cultural 
deposits. 


BACKGROUND RESEARCH AND PREVIOUSLY IDENTIFIED ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 


The review of historic maps revealed two distinct patterns of settlement and development for the 
Havre de Grace and Perryville sides of the Susquehanna River. By the eighteenth century, Havre 
de Grace had taken its place as an established point of trade and commerce within the upper 
Chesapeake Bay, containing a busy commercial and industrial waterfront. Despite this early 
settlement, however, historic maps revealed that the street grid pattern has remained relatively 


8-3 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


unchanged since the nineteenth century. This continuity of settlement typically suggests greater 
potential for preserved archaeological resources compared to other more densely settled and 
urbanized areas, which experience repeated disturbance through development. In contrast, the 
APE on the Perryville side of the river was initially more agrarian. The current village of 
Perryville does not appear to have developed until the advent of railroad service through the area 
during the mid-nineteenth century. During the first quarter of the twentieth century, Perry Point 
in particular was selected for industrial and residential development by the federal government 
as part of its WWI efforts. 


Due to the location of the Proposed Project across a major river terrace overlooking the mouth of 
the Chesapeake Bay estuary, areas within the current APE would have been an extremely 
attractive place of settlement to Native Americans prior to contact with Europeans. However, 
due to the intensity of the railroad activities within the APE, the potential for intact precontact 
deposits is low. Particularly, within Havre de Grace, intact precontact contexts would most likely 
have to have been deeply buried in order to have avoided disturbance. Given the lower density 
of settlement during the historic period on the eastern shore of the river (Perryville), this portion 
of the APE has a higher probability for intact precontact period sites. Several known sites with 
precontact components have already been identified within the vicinity of Perryville. 


With respect to archaeological resources located within or immediately adjacent to the current 
APE, the most significant previously identified resource located within the limits of the APE is 
the archaeological component of the extant Rodgers Tavern (18CE15). The tavern itself, listed 
on the NR in 1972, is a two-story stone structure located on the north side of Broad Street in 
Perryville. According to MHT files, the boundaries for the archaeological component of this 
resource are located across Broad Street from the standing tavern structure within a small lot 
located between the southern edge of Broad Street and the embankment for the railroad corridor. 
Archaeological investigations conducted in 2004 prior to the rehabilitation of the structure 
yielded a wide variety of eighteenth and early nineteenth century domestic refuse and 
architectural debris. However, the NR eligibility of the subsurface deposits has not been 
formally evaluated. 


Another previously identified archaeological site, 18HE266, is located within the Susquehanna 
River within the vicinity of the APE. Located to the north of the existing bridge structure 
approximately 700 feet (213 meters) to the east of the Havre de Grace shoreline, 18HE266 has 
been identified as the wreckage from a twentieth century barge. This resource has not been 
formally evaluated regarding its eligibility for the NR. 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL POTENTIAL OF APE 


The APE for the Proposed Project encompasses all of the various Build Alternatives for the 
Proposed Project. The majority of each design alternative lies within the existing disturbed 
Amtrak right-of-way (ROW). For the purposes of this study, the portions of the APE outside of 
the current ROW were divided into six discrete Study Areas. 


Study Area 1: Havre de Grace Athletic Field Complex 


This area demonstrates heavily modified and disturbed soil profiles. Disturbance is associated 
with the reconfiguration of the natural landform as part of the construction of the school’s ball 
fields. Because of this disturbance, the Phase IA Study concluded that there is little to no 
potential for this area to contain intact archaeological deposits. 
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Study Area 2: North Juniata Street to North Union Avenue, Havre de Grace 


Although large portions of this area have been previously disturbed by construction activities 
associated with the Northeast Corridor (NEC), potentially undisturbed areas are present south of 
Warren Street and north of the existing rail line, including at the site of the former Havre de 
Grace Railroad Station and in the yard spaces of existing late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century houses. 


Study Area 3: Havre de Grace Waterfront 


Two city parks: Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and David Craig Park appear to be human- 
constructed landforms, based on a review of historic mapping. Research indicates this fill was 
placed along the waterfront sometime during the mid- to late-nineteenth century. Though 
artificial, these landforms have the potential to contain cultural deposits associated with 
waterfront-related commercial or industrial enterprises, as well as structural remnants from the 
nineteenth century rail line that preceded the existing Northeast Corridor. 


Study Area 4: Perryville Waterfront 


While large portions of this area along the Susquehanna River have been subjected to previous 
archaeological survey or disturbed by various past construction efforts, sections of Study Area 4 
have the potential to contain intact precontact or historic period archaeological deposits. 
Specifically, intact deposits may exist south of the railway corridor within the strip of land 
between the electrical substation and the Susquehanna River shoreline, in which a remnant of the 
earlier nineteenth century bridge abutment is present, and north of the railway corridor, within 
the vicinity of the extant Rodgers Tavern (18CE15). 


Study Area 5: Perry Point VA Medical Center and MARC station area 


This area encompasses the northern extremity of the Perry Point VA Medical Center and areas 
surrounding the MARC station, just north of the existing Amtrak rail corridor at its intersection 
with the Norfolk Southern Port Road spur line. As with the previous study area, large sections of 
Study Area 5 have been previously disturbed through various past construction efforts or 
subjected to archaeological survey. Outside of these sections, the yard areas associated with a 
group of single and multi-family residences that line the southern edge of Broad Street in 
Perryville may have the potential to contain intact archaeological resources. 


Study Area 6: Susquehanna Submerged Cultural Resources 


The Phase IA Study evaluated the potential for submerged cultural resources to exist in the 
Susquehanna River within the APE. Previous underwater remote sensing efforts in the lower 
Susquehanna River have identified multiple anomalies related to the original ferry and 
subsequent bridge across the Susquehanna River, coal wharves, and submerged wreckage within 
the current Proposed Project APE. 


ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


KNOWN RESOURCES 


Architectural resources located in the APE include properties listed on or determined eligible for 
the NR. Eleven previously designated (NR-listed or eligible) architectural resources were 
identified in the APE. As part of this Proposed Project, two additional resources were identified 
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within the APE as potential architectural resources (the Perryville United Methodist Church and 
the Perryville Presbyterian Church). 


A series of undergrade bridges historically associated with the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
were identified as NR-eligible components of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge historic 
property. The undergrade bridges at MP 60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69 contribute to the Havre 
de Grace Historic District; the undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 contributes to the Perryville 
Railroad Station complex. MHT concurred that the two churches and the undergrade bridges are 
eligible for listing on the NR. The architectural resources in the APE are listed in Table 8-1, and 
mapped on Figures 8-2 and 8-3, and described in the following summary. More complete 
information on the historic architectural resources is included in the project’s Effects Assessment 
for Historic Architectural Resources (see Appendix D, “Cultural Resources”). 


Table 8-1 
Historic Architectural Resources within the APE 


Eligibility) NR- NR- 
No. Name/Type Location Criteria | Listed | Eligible | MIHP 
Havre de Grace Historic District [Havre de Grace] A&C | XxX | | HA-1617 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and 
2 |Tidewater Canal — South lock #1 and |Havre de Grace| A&C xX 
Toll House! 


| 3 |Martha Lewis (skipjack) ——|HavredeGrace] A&C | X |__| HA-2189| 
| 4 [Rodgers Tavern! [Pertyville | A&C | xX | | CE-129 | 


5 Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Cecil County A&D X CE-112 
Works) 

: : om : CE-146; 

Perry Point Mansion House and Mill’ | Perryville A&C xX CE-244 


7__| Perryville Railroad Station Perryville | A&C] =| xX ss CE-1442 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Harford and A&C x HA-1712 
Overpasses Cecil Counties 


e Perry Point Veterans Administration esitcamy | awe] | x [crs 

(VA) Medical Center Historic Cecil County A&C x CE-1544 

District! 

[eecumme ecw || (Et el ee 
Course Clubhouse) 

| 11 |Woodlands Farm Historic District’ _[CecilCounty | A&C | |X | CE-145 | 


Perryville United Methodist Church _ | Perryville Eco aaa ee 
Perryville Presbyterian Church Perryville | A&C {| | xX | CE-1574 


Notes resource is also a MHT easement property. 
The undergrade bridges at mile post (MP) 60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69 contribute to the Havre 
de Grace Historic District; the undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 contributes to the Perryville 
Railroad Station complex. See Figure 3-1 in Chapter 3, “Transportation” for the location of all 
undergrade bridges discussed in this chapter. 

3. This is an expansion of a boundary for the NR-listed Woodlands Farm. 

MIHP: Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties. 

Sources: _MHT Online Resources. 
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Havre de Grace Historic District (HA-1617) 


The Project site and APE pass through the northern portion of the Havre de Grace Historic 
District, which consists of a large part of the City of Havre de Grace. According to the NR 
nomination, the historic district is important under NR Criteria A and C for its architecture, 
transportation/commerce, and community planning. Each of these themes is examined below, 
with special focus on how the area of the historic district in close proximity to the Project site 
contributes to these themes. 


Architecturally, the district contains a mix of nineteenth and early twentieth century residential, 
commercial, religious, and industrial buildings, representing a range of styles from Federal, 
Greek Revival, Gothic Revival, Italianate, Queen Anne, and Classical Revival, to variations of 
the Arts and Crafts movement, such as the Shingle and Bungalow styles. 


As part of the current study, the Project Team coordinated an evaluation for structures adjacent 
to the Project site, which have the greatest potential to be affected either physically or visually. 
The evaluation assessed whether structures contribute to the significance of the historic district, 
using an approximate 1930 end date for the district’s period of significance. This date was used 
because the National Register nomination for the Havre de Grace Historic District was based on 
a cultural resources survey of all buildings within the district that pre-date the 1930s. 


Based on the analysis, the Project Team evaluated that the following historic resources adjacent to 

the project site contribute to the Havre de Grace Historic District (see Figures 8-4 through 8-9): 

e 501 St. John Street, American Legion Building (former Lafayette Hotel) 

e 511 Warren Street, early nineteenth century house 

e 552 Warren Street, multi-family residential structure 

e 429 N. Stokes Street, Room at the Cross Mission Church (former St. Patrick’s Catholic 
Church) 

e Warren Street, cluster of early twentieth century bungalows 

e Otsego Street, vernacular mid-nineteenth century houses 

e 518N. Stokes Street, mid-nineteenth century Gothic Revival house 

e Otsego/N. Stokes Streets, vernacular mid-nineteenth century houses 

e 571 Otsego Street, altered mid-nineteenth century French Second Empire house 

e Otsego / Water Streets, late nineteenth / early twentieth century houses 

Historically, the district is significant for two themes related to its physical location along the 


Susquehanna River: as a major commercial and transportation center in northern Maryland and 
for its community planning. 


Transportation was important throughout Havre de Grace’s history, starting as early as William 
Claibourne’s trading post established on Garrett Island in 1637, continuing with John Rodgers’ 
eighteenth century ferry with a tavern on each side of the river, and throughout the nineteenth 
century with the establishment of the rail line crossing through Havre de Grace. The Proposed 
Project’s APE is integral to the historic theme of transportation because it contains the existing 
1906 Pennsylvania Railroad bridge and the raised bridge approach as well as four of the 
undergrade bridges (see Figures 8-10 and 8-11, Photos 11-14) constructed at the same time as 
the bridge across the river (the North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.51; the North 
Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.56; the Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge at MP 
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501 St. John Street: American Legion Building (former Lafayette Hotel); 1 
looking east. 


511 Warren Street: early nineteenth century house, possibly moved 2 
from original location; looking northeast. 
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552 Warren Street: multi-family residential structure; looking southeast. 3 


Patrick’s Catholic Church); looking southeast. 
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Warren Street: cluster of early twentieth century bungalows; looking 5 
northeast. 


Otsego Street: vernacular mid-nineteenth century houses; looking southwest. 6 
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518 N. Stokes Street: mid-nineteenth century Gothic Revival 7 
house; looking southwest. 


Otsego / N. Stokes Streets: vernacular mid-nineteenth century houses; looking 8 
southeast. 
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571 Otsego Street: altered mid-nineteenth century French Second 9 
Empire house; looking north. 


Otsego / Water Streets: late nineteenth / early twentieth century houses; looking east. 10 
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Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge (MP 60.61): view of the railroad east side, 43 
which will be altered via construction of a through plate girder bridge on a 
concrete abutment; looking north. 


North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge (MP 60.69): view of the railroad east 14 
side, which will be altered via construction of a new concrete abutment; 
looking north. 
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60.61; and the North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.69). These rail structures relate 
to Havre de Grace’s history as a major commercial and transportation center and are therefore 
considered contributing features of the historic district. In addition, the current Proposed 
Project’s APE includes the extant piers of the 1866 railroad bridge, the canal and locktender’s 
house, and the site of the eighteenth century ferry crossing. 


In terms of community planning, the historic district nomination discusses the importance of the 
views to/from the water, as well as the town’s system of alternating streets and alleys. Within the 
APE, the properties in close proximity to the river have a direct view of the water, although there 
some large facilities, including marinas and large housing complexes, that block some of the 
views. Immediately adjacent to the rail line, the main view towards the river is dominated by the 
bridge and its approaches. The city’s layout of streets and alleys is in close proximity to the 
tracks, with both Freedom Lane and Centennial Lane crossing under the rail line via small stone 
arch bridges. 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House (HA- 
112; HA-113) 


The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House (see 
Figure 8-12, Photos 15-16) is located north of Erie Street and east of Park Drive on the western 
bank of the Susquehanna River (approximately one quarter-mile north of the Project site) in 
Havre de Grace. The canal was part of a waterway system for shipping goods up the Chesapeake 
Bay to New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, Delaware, and Maryland. Thus, Havre de Grace, 
at the southernmost terminus of the canal, became an important shipping point for goods 
traveling north by the early 19th century. The site contains the Lock Master’s house, the 
foundation of a bulkhead wharf along the river, and the outlet lock of the canal. 


The Canal and Toll House are listed on the NR under Criterion A based on their association with 
a larger canal system that served five states and facilitated the development of Havre de Grace as 
a major transportation and economic center in the nineteenth century and Criterion C for its 
engineering significance. The MHT holds a preservation easement on this property, which 
requires that the MHT be provided an opportunity to review any proposed alterations. 


Martha Lewis (Skipjack [HA-2189]) 


The Skipjack Martha Lewis (NR-listed) is one of the 35 surviving traditional Chesapeake Bay 
skipjacks, which were sailboats built specifically for the purposes of oyster dredging.’ The boat 
is currently undergoing restoration at Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park, located approximately 
one half-mile south of the Project site, but has a permanent docking place at Millard Tydings 
Memorial Park, which is located over a mile south of the Project site. The Skipjack Martha 
Lewis is listed on the NR under Criterion A for its association with historic events and under 
Criterion C for embodying a method of construction that represents the work of a master. 


Rodgers Tavern (CE-129) 


Rodgers Tavern (see Figure 8-13, Photo 17) is located on the north side of Broad Street in 
Perryville, approximately 100 feet north of the Project site. It was a popular stop for travelers 
waiting for the ferry service to Havre de Grace. 


' No photo was available at the time of writing as the ship was not on public display in Hutchins 
Park during the field visit in February 2014. 


South Lock #1 and Toll House: Susquehanna Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater 15 
Canal; looking southeast. 


Toll House: View of the northeast and northwest elevations; looking south. 46 
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Rodgers Tavern: View of the front fagade; looking north. 17 
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Principio Furnace Office Building; looking south. 18 
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Rodgers Tavern, constructed circa 1771, is listed on the NR under Criterion A based on its 
association with prominent national figures such as George and Martha Washington, Marquis de 
Lafayette, and Lieutenant General Rochambeau. The tavern is also listed under NR Criterion C 
as an example of eighteenth century building construction and materials. 


The MHT holds a preservation easement on this property, which requires that the MHT be 
provided an opportunity to review any proposed alterations to the tavern interior, exterior, and 
associated land. 


Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works [CE-112]) 


The Principio Iron Works (see Figure 8-13, Photo 18) is located at 1723 Principio Furnace 
Road. Although the buildings associated with the historic resource are located approximately 
one-half mile north of the Project site, the southwest comer of the property (containing only a 
wooded area) is located in the study area. The Principio Furnace was the first iron furnace in 
Maryland and one of the first in the United States. 


The Principio Iron Works is listed on the NR under Criterion A based on its association with the 
country’s early industrial development and under Criterion D for its archaeological potential. 


Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (CE-146; CE-244) 


The Perry Point Mansion House and Mill are located south of the Perry Point Veterans 
Administration Medical Center on the Susquehanna River at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, 
approximately one-half mile south of the Project site. This mid- to late-eighteenth century, two- 
and-a-half-story Georgian mansion (see Figure 8-14, Photo 19) was home to the Stump family 
until 1918 when the house and approximately 516-acre farm were sold to the federal government 
for $150,000. During the Civil War, John Stump turned his farm over to the Union Army for the 
training of army mules and quartered soldiers in his house. A stone gristmill (see Figure 8-14, 
Photo 20) is located approximately 450 feet south of the mansion on the Susquehanna River. 


The Perry Point Mansion House and Mill is listed on the NR under Criterion A because of its 
significance as a large nineteenth century farm owned and operated by a prominent local family 
and because of its association with housing Union Army soldiers during the Civil War, and 
under Criterion C for architectural significance. 


Perryville Railroad Station (CE-1442) 


The Perryville Station (see Figure 8-15, Photo 21), located at 650 Broad Street within and 
adjacent to the Project site, was determined eligible for listing on the NR under Criteria A and C 
due to its association with the larger pattern of system-wide upgrades during the railroad 
industry’s golden age and as an example of an early twentieth century Colonial Revival style 
train station. The Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Washington (PB&W) Railroad Company 
constructed the station circa 1905. 


Two railroad-related structures are in close proximity to the Perryville Station and contribute to 
its historic significance: Perry Interlocking Tower (see Figure 8-15, Photo 22), and the ashlar 


Perry Point Mansion House: view of the north fagade; 19 
looking south. 
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Perry Point Mill: view of the east fagade; looking west. 20 
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Perryville Railroad Station: view of the south elevation; looking north. 21 
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stone-arch Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge at MP 59.39” (see Figure 8-16, Photo 
23). 


Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge over the Susquehanna River and Overpasses (HA- 
1712) 


The Pennsylvania Railroad constructed the Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge (also 
known as the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge) in 1906. The bridge, set on stone piers, is a swing 
bridge with a movable span that rotates horizontally to open (using a center pivot mounted on a 
pier in the river) and allow boats to pass (see Figure 8-16, Photo 24). 


The Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge (the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge) was 
determined eligible for listing on the NR under Criteria A and C as an example of an early 
twentieth century railroad bridge built by an important American railroad company and as an 
example of engineering that acknowledges two different modes of transportation. 


The Project Team determined nine bridges (see Figures 8-17 and 8-18, Photo 25-27) 
historically associated with the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge eligible for the NR (also under 
NR Criteria A and C), and modified the existing NR eligibility determination for the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge to include these bridges. These nine bridges were constructed as 
part of the 1904-1906 building campaign that included the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The 
nine bridges include: 


e Mill Creek, MP 59.00 


e Perryville RR Station, MP 59.39 (also contributes to the Perryville Railroad Station 
complex) 


e Station Access Road, MP 59.52 
e North Freedom Lane, MP 60.51 
e North Stokes Street, MP 60.56 

e Centennial Lane, MP 60.61 

e North Adams Street, MP 60.69 
e North Juniata Street, MP 60.77 
e = Lily Run, MP 60.85 


In addition, due to the importance of transportation to the history of the Havre de Grace Historic 
District, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the four bridges within Havre de Grace Historic 
District (at MP 60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69) contribute to the historic district’s significance. 


Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District (CE-1544) 


The Veterans Administration (VA) developed the Medical Center at Perry Point (see Figure 8-18, 
Photo 28) primarily in the 1920s through the 1940s as a neuro-psychiatric treatment facility for 
military veterans. The Colonial Revival architectural style and site layout reflect design principles 
developed by the VA during this period, which focused on siting buildings to maximize views of 
the existing landscape. 


> A passenger shelter identified in the eligibility determination as contributing to the resource’s 
significance was recently demolished. It was located south of the tracks across from the train 
station. 
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Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge (MP 59.39): View of the ashlar 23 


stone tunnel located east of the Perryville Railroad Station; looking south. 


« —— = 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge: View from the Perryville waterfront; looking 24 


southwest. 
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Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge (MP 59.00): View of the east side, which 25 
will be extended with a precast concrete culvert; looking northwest. 
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Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge (MP 59.39): view of the 26 
east side, which will be extended with a precast concrete culvert. 
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Access Road Undergrade Bridge (MP 59.52): View of the east side, which will be 27 
altered via replacing the existing concrete encased stringer and superstructure 
and will be extended with a concrete abutment; looking northwest. 


Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center: view of residences 28 
along Avenue D from 2nd Street; looking southeast. 
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The VA Medical Center at Perry Point is eligible for listing on the NR under Criterion A for its 
association with the growth of the federal government’s provision of neuro-psychiatric treatment 
for military veterans and under Criterion C as a cohesive collection of buildings. 


Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse [CE-1566]) 


The Crothers House (see Figure 8-19, Photo 29), which is currently used as the clubhouse for 
the Furnace Bay Golf Course, was built in 1936 as a residence for Omar and Margaret Crothers, 
both of whom would serve in the Maryland State Senate in the 1950s. 


The Crothers House was determined eligible for listing on the NR under Criterion C for its 
architectural significance as an example of a Colonial Revival house associated with early 
twentieth century estates for the wealthy and for its notable architectural features. 


Woodlands Farm Historic District (CE-145) 


The Woodlands Farm Historic District is an extension of the boundary of the NR-listed 
Woodlands property north of Maryland Route 7 to include the Woodlands Farm South Complex. 
The NR-listed Woodlands property consists of a main house and several outbuildings set on 69 
acres. 


The Woodlands Farm South Complex is eligible for listing on the NR under Criteria A and C 
due to its association with the evolution of the agricultural industry in Cecil County from the 
early nineteenth to late twentieth centuries, and as representing a cohesive collection of mostly 
intact agricultural buildings dating to the nineteenth century. 


Perryville United Methodist Church (CE-1573) 


As part of the Proposed Project, the Project Team — in concert with SHPO — determined the 
Perryville United Methodist Church eligible for the NR. The congregation of the Perryville 
United Methodist Church (see Figure 8-19, Photo 30) constructed the structure in 1896, 30 
years after the church formed. The church added an addition to the south facade between 1923 
and 1943; a Queen Anne-style Parsonage north of the Church circa 1905; and a Church House 
immediately south and west of the Church in 1928. 


The Church, Parsonage, and Church House are eligible for the NR under Criterion A for their 
role in the history of the local development of the Methodist Church and under Criterion C as 
examples of Gothic Revival-style ecclesiastical architecture. 


Perryville Presbyterian Church (CE-1574) 


As part of the Proposed Project, the Perryville Presbyterian Church was determined to be NR 
eligible. The Perryville Presbyterian Church (see Figure 8-20, Photo 31) was constructed circa 
1892, four years after the founding of the congregation. 


The church is eligible for the NR under Criterion A for its role in the local history of the 
Presbyterian Church and under Criterion C as a fine example of a Gothic board-and-batten 
church. 


C. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” under the No Action Alternative, the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge will remain in service, with continued increased maintenance 
and minimal repairs. The planned development projects discussed in Chapter 4, “Land Use and 
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Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse): View of the west 
(front) and south elevations; looking northeast. 


Perryville United Methodist Church: view of the east elevation; looking west. 30 
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Perryville Presbyterian Church: view of the side (east) and front (north) 31 
elevations of the church at 710 Broad Street in Perryville; looking southwest. 
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Community Facilities,” consist primarily of residential and mixed-use infill projects in Havre de 
Grace and Perryville. Other proposed projects include a Waterfront Heritage Park in Havre de 
Grace along Water Street, the Lower Ferry Park and Pier in Perryville at Broad Street and 
Roundhouse Drive, as well as a 115-acre MARC maintenance facility adjacent to the NEC. 


Architectural resources that are listed on the NR or that have been found eligible for listing are 
given a measure of protection from the effects of federally sponsored or assisted projects under 
Section 106 of the NHPA. Although the Act does not mandate preservation, federal agencies 
must attempt to avoid adverse impacts on such resources through a notice, review, and 
construction process. 


The residential infill projects in the Havre de Grace Historic District require review and approval 
from the Havre de Grace Historic Preservation Commission; therefore, it is anticipated that these 
projects would be in keeping with the overall character of the Historic District. 


D. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


Since Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B overlap, their potential effects on archaeological 
resources will be jointly discussed for each of the five study areas identified in the Phase IA 
Archaeological Assessment, moving from west to east. 


STUDY AREA 1: HAVRE DE GRACE ATHLETIC FIELD COMPLEX 


Within Study Area | there is little to no archaeological sensitivity within the APE for Alternative 
9A and Alternative 9B; therefore, no additional archaeological investigation is recommended for 
this section of the Project area. 


STUDY AREA 2: NORTH JUNIATA STREET TO NORTH UNION AVENUE 


Within Study Area 2, the area of archaeological sensitivity is located within the northwest corner 
of the intersection of Warren Street and N. Adams Street between the existing railroad and 
Warren Street. Approximately 100 feet (30 meters) west of Adams Street, a building was 
observed to extend under the railroad tracks. This appears to be the location of the former Havre 
de Grace Train Station with the extant remains of the building observed on both the west and 
east sides of the tracks. It is possible that intact cultural deposits associated with this structure 
are present within the APE. Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B propose ground disturbance 
within this portion of the APE with Alternative 9A having a negligible, but slightly larger area of 
ground disturbance. Within this portion of the APE, a Phase IB/II Archaeological Survey is 
recommended to confirm the presence of and determine the extent and significance of 
archaeological resources. 


STUDY AREA 3: HAVRE DE GRACE WATERFRONT 


Within Study Area 3, the area of archaeological sensitivity is located east of N. Union Street and 
Water Street along the Havre de Grace Waterfront. Although this portion of the APE is largely 
man-made as a result of filling activities along the waterfront, the area does have archaeological 
potential for information pertaining to the development of the waterfront, including the original 
Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Washington (PW &B) rail alignment, warehouses, wharves, or other 
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industrial activities. The MHT’s records identify the entire waterfront as a potential resource as 
well as the approximate location of a coal wharf. 


Along the waterfront, two parks straddle the railroad tracks: the David Craig Park to the south 
and Jean S. Roberts Park to the north. Both parks were identified as having archaeological 
potential, with a larger area of sensitivity identified within David Craig Park. 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B both propose small-scale ground disturbance adjacent to the 
David Craig Park and a larger area of ground disturbance in the Jean S. Roberts Park, with 
Alternative 9B having a slightly larger disturbance area where the MHT Quad File #10 is 
located. While Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would disturb a larger area within Jean S. 
Roberts Park, the area of archaeological sensitivity in this location is smaller. For either 
Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B, a Phase IB Archaeological Survey is recommended to confirm 
the presence or absence of potentially significant archaeological deposits. 


STUDY AREA 4: PERRYVILLE WATERFRONT 


Within Study Area 4, the area of archaeological sensitivity is located at the northern bridge 
approach over the Susquehanna River known as Perry Point between the river and Avenue A on 
both sides of the existing railroad corridor. Portions of this area are Amtrak property, but are 
leased to the federal government for the VA facility. There have been previous archaeological 
investigations in the immediate vicinity of the Proposed Project APE; however, these 
investigations did not include all areas that may be impacted by the Proposed Project. The 
previously recorded and potentially eligible Rodger's Tavern site (18CE15) is located on the 
north side of the existing railroad and north of Broad Street. The archaeological component of 
Rodgers Tavern is depicted on MHT mapping as being located on the south side of Broad Street 
directly adjacent to one of the stone abutments supporting the current Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge. Given the significance of this resource and the lack of systematic archaeological survey 
in this area, Phase IB/II investigations are recommended for all areas of ground disturbance 
associated with the Proposed Project west of Broad Street/Avenue A. These investigations 
would seek to verify the current extent of 18CE15 as well as to identify additional unrecorded 
cultural deposits associated with Rodgers Tavern in the vicinity. 


Portions of the APE within the construction, staging, and access areas on the east side of the 
railroad should be considered archaeologically sensitive for both precontact and _ historic 
resources and may require Phase IB archaeological survey. This side of the river may contain the 
Perryville side of a ferry crossing. 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B (which are identical in this section of the APE) would result 
in ground disturbance within the archacologically sensitive areas west of the railroad and 
adjacent to the Rodgers Tavern site, which has a high potential for significant archaeological 
resources. Phase IB/II archaeological testing is recommended regardless of alternative selected, 
given what is known of the archaeological potential on both sides of the railroad and the location 
of the Rodgers Tavern site. 


STUDY AREA 5: PERRY POINT VA MEDICAL CENTER AND MARC STATION AREA 


The majority of Study Area 5 has been previously disturbed by the construction of the 
intersection of the Northeast Corridor with the Norfolk Southern Port Road spur line and its 
associated parking lots, supply yards, and other support facilities. However, west of this railroad 
intersection, a group of nineteenth and early twentieth century single and multifamily residences 
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line the southern edge of Broad Street. Each of these properties includes a small yard directly 
adjacent to the rail corridor. These areas have the potential to contain intact yard features such as 
wells, privies, trash middens or other cultural deposits. 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B (which are identical in this section of the APE) change 
the alignment of the Wye Track and encroach into the archaeologically sensitive areas. Phase IB 
archaeological testing is recommended for archaeologically sensitive areas that would be 
disturbed under either alternative. 


STUDY AREA 6: SUSQUEHANNA SUBMERGED CULTURAL RESOURCES 


Past archival research efforts and remote sensing surveys have indicated the potential for 
submerged historic shipwrecks or other vessels as well as potential structural remains associated 
with the evolution of the Havre de Grace Waterfront. These surveys have resulted in the 
identification of several targets that are located within the archaeological APE for the Proposed 
Project. 


According to MHT’s records for Havre de Grace, six resources have been identified within the 
archaeological APE. 


e Location of the first railroad bridge across the Susquehanna, identified by the existing 
PW&B railroad bridge pilings. 


e Location of a nineteenth century ferry across the Susquehanna River as identified on historic 
mapping. 

e Location of the historic Havre de Grace Waterfront. 

e Location of a coal wharf. 


e Location, just south of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, of a submerged anomaly 
recorded during the 2002 Lower Susquehanna River survey by Maryland Maritime 
Archeology Program (MMAP). This anomaly is approximately 400 feet (122 meters) west 
of the Perryville shoreline. 


e Location of another submerged anomaly recorded during the 2002 Lower Susquehanna 
River, marked on MHT mapping as running the entire length of the existing Amtrak railroad 
bridge structure. 


No additional information is given for these resources. 


In addition to the MHT Quad Files, one previously identified archaeological site, 18HE266, is 
located within the Susquehanna River within the vicinity of the APE. Located to the north of the 
existing bridge structure approximately 700 feet (213 meters) to the east of the Havre de Grace 
shoreline, 18HE266 has been identified as the wreckage from a twentieth century barge. This 
resource has never been formally evaluated for eligibility to the NR. 


Due to the imprecise nature of the information available, additional information on the 
submerged archaeological features would be necessary to determine the potential impacts of the 
Build Alternatives. Resources identified within the vicinity of the APE should be surveyed and 
precisely located, to reconfirm their boundaries and verify whether they lie outside of the APE. 
Submerged cultural resources are subject to the natural effects of the environment. In particular, 
natural river phenomenon is known to have pushed sites out of the main channels and closer to 
shore. It appears that Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B may impact the location of the 
nineteenth century ferry and may be close to the location of the coal wharf. Given the lack of 
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certainty regarding the location and integrity of underwater archaeological resources within the 
river portion of the APE, additional Phase I underwater archaeological studies are recommended 
for areas that may be impacted by the Proposed Project. 


SUMMARY 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B have the potential to impact archaeologically sensitive 
areas within Study Areas 2 to 5 and within the Susquehanna River. Both Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B would have the potential to impact the area surrounding the former Havre de 
Grace Train Station (Study Area 2). Although the proposed areas of ground disturbance in Study 
Area 2 are not identical under Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, the differences are slight. 
Within the Havre de Grace Waterfront (Study Area 3), both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B 
would disturb archaeologically sensitive areas. At Perryville Waterfront (Study Area 4), both 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would cause disturbance within archaeologically sensitive 
areas with high potential for archaeological resources pertaining to Rodgers Tavern as well as 
precontact resources. Adjacent to the South Wye Track (Study Area 5), the archaeologically 
sensitive backyards of the houses to the west of the track may be impacted by both Alternative 
9A and Alternative 9B. As discussed above, additional information regarding the potential 
underwater archaeological resources within the Susquehanna River is required to determine 
potential impacts to these historic resources. 


Phase IB testing is recommended for all identified archaeologically sensitive areas that would be 
impacted by the Proposed Project. Additionally, a Phase I underwater archaeological survey is 
recommended for the portion of the APE within the Susquehanna River to confirm the location 
of potential submerged archaeological resources that could be affected by the undertaking. If 
Phase IB testing in any of the Study Areas identifies potentially significant (NR-eligible) 
archaeological resources that could be affected by the Proposed Project, Phase II archaeological 
testing would be undertaken in these areas to determine the significance and the boundaries of 
the archaeological deposits. If significant archaeological resources are identified in the APE that 
would be unavoidably adversely affected by the Proposed Project, appropriate measures to 
minimize and/or mitigate any such effects would be devised and implemented. A draft 
Programmatic Agreement (PA) was developed with all appropriate agencies and consulting 
parties, which includes stipulations for any necessary additional archaeological investigations, as 
recommended above (see Appendix D, “Cultural Resources”). 


ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


The Project Team assessed Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B for their potential to adversely 
affect the 13 historic architectural resources within the APE that are either listed on or eligible 
for listing on the NR. Based on the assessment, the Proposed Project would adversely affect the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, eight of the nine undergrade rail bridges, the Havre de Grace 
Historic District, the Perryville Railroad Station complex, and Rodgers Tavern. 


A draft Programmatic Agreement includes measures to minimize and mitigate adverse effects to 
architectural resources (see Appendix D, “Cultural Resources”). This document will be 
implemented in coordination with ACHP, MHT, and involved consulting parties. 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAILROAD BRIDGE AND OVERPASSES 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and nine undergrade bridges, which were all constructed 
during the same 1904-1906 building campaign by the Pennsylvania Railroad, are eligible for 
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listing on the NR under Criteria A and C. Because all ten bridges will be impacted by the Build 
Alternatives, the effect of the Proposed Project on the bridges was evaluated in accordance with 
the criteria for adverse effect. 


Section 106 regulations define “Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the 
property” as an adverse effect; therefore, demolition of the NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge would constitute an adverse effect. FRA/MDOT considered whether rehabilitating the 
existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge could meet project Purpose and Need and program 
goals. Based on studies conducted in 2013-2014 (see Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives” for 
further discussion), FRA/MDOT determined that the rehabilitation alternative is not suitable for 
either continued freight and/or passenger rail or non-rail use. This conclusion stems from the 
bridge’s current condition and the infeasibility of reconstructing it to a state of good repair 
without significant rail disruptions and prohibitive costs. 


Although the adverse effect of demolishing the bridge cannot be avoided, FRA/MDOT 
considered minimizing the adverse effect by designing the two new bridges and their piers to be 
compatible with the character defining features of the historic bridge. The character defining 
features of the existing bridge include its traditional railroad architecture, especially its metal 
trusses, its central projecting section, and its use of Alleghany Mountain sandstone and Port 
Deposit granite. Amtrak is considering four alternative bridge designs and four pier designs for 
the proposed new bridges. The bridge designs, and the extent to which they would minimize the 
adverse effects, are listed below (in descending order of the degree to which the new design 
helps to minimize the adverse effect of the removal of the historic bridge): 


The bridge alternative in Figure 8-21, Photo 32 combines deck truss approach spans with a 
through truss main span and is therefore closest to the original bridge in design. Overall, this 
design rates high in terms of its ability to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the historic 
bridge. 


The bridge alternative in Figure 8-21, Photo 33 maintains a through truss center span, yet 
replaces the deck truss construction with a girder deck. Although this is a change from the 
existing bridge, a girder is a traditional rail design and therefore appropriate for the replacement 
of a historic bridge. Overall, this design rates medium in terms of its ability to minimize the 
adverse effect of demolishing the historic bridge. 


The bridge alternative in Figure 8-22, Photo 34 replaces the through truss of the center span 
with an arch and the deck truss construction with a girder deck. Although this is a change from 
the existing bridge, both arch construction and deck girders are traditional rail design and 
therefore appropriate for the replacement of a historic bridge. Overall, this design rates medium 
in terms of its ability to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the historic bridge. 


The bridge alternative in Figure 8-22, Photo 35 replaces the through truss of the center span 
with an arch and the deck truss construction with a girder deck. The use of arch construction is 
traditional rail design; however, the remaining design elements, especially the delta piers (see 
Figure 8-23, Photo 36) are not compatible with a historic bridge. Overall, this design rates low 
in terms of its ability to minimize the adverse effect. 


Three of the proposed pier designs, arched “keyhole” (see Figure 8-23, Photo 37), fluted (see 
Figure 8-24, Photo 38), or wall (see Figure 8-21, Photos 32-33) are traditional designs and 
would therefore help to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the bridge. These piers could 
be constructed with any of the three truss or girder bridge alternatives shown in Figures 8-21 
and 8-22, Photos 32-34. The delta piers (shown in Figures 8-22 and 8-23, Photos 35-36) have 
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Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a truss approach and a truss main span; 32 
looking northeast from Havre de Grace. 


Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a girder approach and a truss main span; 33 
looking northeast from Havre de Grace. 
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Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a girder approach and arch main span; 34 
looking northeast from Havre de Grace. 


Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a Delta frame approach and arch main span; 35 
looking northeast from Havre de Grace. 
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Rendering of the piers for the Delta frame approach; looking east from Havre de Grace. 36 


Rendering of possible arched piers to be used with the girder approach; looking east from Havre de Grace. 37 
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Rendering of possible fluted piers to be used with the girder approach; 38 
looking east from Havre de Grace. 
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a modern appearance and would not help to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the 
historic bridge. 


The four bridge design options have been shown to consulting parties and the general public at 
several meetings, including on December 10, 2014, November 10, 2015, and April 14, 2016. The 
design alternative that received the strongest support was the one with a deck girder and central 
arch (shown in Figure 8-22, Photo 34), primarily due to the more open look of this design. 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge’s stone is an important character-defining feature, especially 
because of the use of Port Deposit granite from a local quarry. The adverse effect of the bridge’s 
demolition could be minimized by incorporating stone into the two new bridges. However, the 
Project Team has determined that using stone in the new bridge is not feasible as it would not 
meet current engineering design standards. In addition, as indicated above, public comment 
favors a more open pier design (see further discussion on the importance of viewsheds in 
conjunction with the Havre de Grace Historic District.) 


In addition to affecting the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge itself, the Proposed Project would 
result in a permanent impact to the nine associated masonry rail undergrade bridges that carry 
the NEC, listed from north to south: 


e Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge, milepost (MP) 59.00: a stone-arch bridge with stone 
abutments resting on spread footings. The bridge appears to remain largely intact, although 
an I-beam that runs along the edge of the deck is anchored on either end with concrete that 
appears to be a later repair. The Proposed Project calls for the construction of a precast 
concrete culvert extension on the east side of the tracks. 


e Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge, MP 59.39: a stone-arch masonry structure 
with stone abutments on spread footings. The Proposed Project calls for the construction of a 
precast concrete culvert extension on the east side of the tracks. 


e Access Road Undergrade Bridge, MP 59.52: a two-span concrete-encased steel-stringer 
bridge that sits on stone abutments and a central steel pier, both founded on spread footings. 
The bridge’s masonry abutments, steel pier, and steel deck do not appear to have been 
substantially altered. The Proposed Project calls for the current structure to be replaced 
with a precast concrete culvert and the existing abutments to be partially demolished and 
buried in fill. In addition, the new bridge will extend beyond the limits of the current 
structure to the east and the west. 


e North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.51: a stone-arch bridge that consists of a 
masonry arch and abutments (or wing walls) on spread footings that retain the embankment 
on which the Northeast Corridor runs in the area. The bridge appears to be in good condition 
and does not appear to have been visibly altered since its construction as part of the 1904- 
1906 building campaign. The Proposed Project calls for the construction of a precast 
concrete culvert extension on the east and west sides of the tracks. 


e North Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.56: a bridge comprised of stone abutments 
(or wing walls) on spread footings supporting steel plate girders. The deck appears to be 
constructed of reinforced concrete. The masonry abutments and steel plate girders appear to 
date to the original 1906 construction of the bridge. The Proposed Project calls for removal 
of a portion of the existing stone masonry abutment on the west side of the tracks and 
construction of new concrete abutments on both sides of the tracks. 


e Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.61: a stone-arch bridge that consists of a 
masonry arch and abutments on spread footings. The bridge appears to be in good condition 
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and does not appear to have been visibly altered since it was built as part of the 1906 
construction of the Susquehanna River Railroad Bridge. The Proposed Project calls for the 
construction of a through plate girder bridge on a concrete abutment on the east side of the 
tracks for Alternative 9A and a precast concrete culvert extension on both sides of the tracks 
for Alternative 9B. 


e North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.69: The bridge consists of two single-track 
steel plate girder decks atop stone masonry abutments on spread footings. The masonry 
abutments and steel plate girders appear to date to the original construction of the 1904-1906 
bridge. Some repairs to the upper portions of the masonry abutments are evident. The 
concrete deck appears to have been replaced and the deck platform appears to have been 
extended with a metal plate supported by metal brackets affixed to outer sides of the 
concrete decking. The Proposed Project calls for construction of a new concrete abutment on 
the east side of the tracks and a concrete abutment extension on the west side. 


e North Juniata Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.77: The bridge consists of four single-track 
plate-girder decks atop stone abutments with spread footings. The masonry abutments and 
steel plate girders appear to date to the original construction of the 1906 Susquehanna River 
Railroad Bridge. The concrete deck appears to have been replaced and the deck platform 
appears to have been extended with a metal plate supported by metal brackets affixed to 
outer sides of the concrete decking. The Proposed Project calls for construction of a new 
concrete abutment on the east side of the tracks. 


e Lily Run Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.85: The bridge is a stone-arch culvert comprised of 
stone abutments on a spread footing. The Proposed Project calls for spanning over the flood 
plain with a multi-girder bridge, thereby avoiding the need to extend the culvert. 


Project plans to span over and therefore avoid altering the Lily Run Undergrade Bridge (MP 
60.85) would result in no adverse effect on that bridge. However, the Proposed Project will have 
an adverse effect on the other eight historic bridges due to the proposed extension of the bridges 
with concrete abutments. The adverse effect could be minimized or avoided by using stone in the 
construction of the new bridge extensions; however, FRA/MDOT have determined that using 
stone is not feasible as it would not meet current engineering design standards. Therefore, the 
adverse effect could be minimized by using a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to be 
compatible with the color of the existing stone. In addition, to ensure that the new retaining walls 
in close proximity to the bridges do not adversely affect the historic resources, the design of the 
new walls should be in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties, so that the walls are compatible with the bridges’ historic 
materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing. 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board and the Town of Perryville have 
recommended that the north face and wing walls of the underpass at MP 59.52 “should be 
restored to its original architectural appearance,” and that “the entire north entrance of this 
underpass should be thoroughly cleaned and well landscaped along the adjacent embankments 
and out to Broad Street.” In addition, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory 
Board and the Town of Perryville have also recommended that the “low tunnel-like underpass 
[at MP 59.39] that divides the two MARC Station parking lots should be abandoned by sealing it 
off from the north side. The south side may be left open for historical purposes, provided it is 
made secure from trespassers.” The abandonment and sealing off of the underpass are not part of 
the Proposed Project and, if added, would constitute an adverse effect under Section 106. 
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The following components of the Proposed Project will have no direct physical effects and only 
limited visual effects on the nine historic undergrade bridges: the new communications, 
overhead contact, and signal systems; minor modifications to the Perry Electrical Substation; the 
modification or relocation of the transmission tower on the west side of the track; and 
modifications to the interlockings. Therefore, because these components will not alter a 
characteristic that makes the undergrade bridges eligible for inclusion in the NR, they will have 
no effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16. 


HAVRE DE GRACE HISTORIC DISTRICT 


To assess the Proposed Project’s effects on the Havre de Grace Historic District, the following 
were reviewed: 


e Demolition of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. As the bridge is a contributing 
feature IN the Havre de Grace Historic District, the proposed demolition of the bridge will 
have an adverse effect on the historic district. 


e Visual effects associated with the proposed replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge, including the change from one to two bridges, the massing and height of the new 
bridges and their piers and approaches, and the construction of new retaining walls. 


e Alterations to the undergrade bridges within the historic district. 
e Physical taking of property within the historic district. 
e Damage to historic buildings. 


e The proposed installation of new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems. 


Demolition of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 


Because the bridge is a contributing feature of the Havre de Grace Historic District, the proposed 
demolition of the bridge will have an adverse effect on the district due to the “physical 
destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property.” This adverse effect can be 
minimized by ensuring that the two new bridges over the river use a traditional design for the 
bridges and piers as discussed earlier in this section. 


Visual Effects 


The Proposed Project’s potential visual effects on the Havre de Grace Historic District were 
evaluated according to three considerations: the extent to which the Proposed Project would 
either block or open up views to/from the historic district; the extent to which the view looking 
at the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from the historic district would be altered; and the extent 
to which the views from structures within the historic district would be altered due to the 
Proposed Project coming in closer proximity to the structures. 


The NR nomination for the Havre de Grace Historic District states that views or “vistas” to and 
from the water are important: “Another aspect of Havre de Grace’s vistas that should not be 
forgotten relates not only to how the water is seen from in town but to the image which the town 
projects to the river and Bay. Considering that it has a history of three centuries as a river 
settlement, it is only in very recent times that the waterway has ceased to be the principal 
transportation route to Havre de Grace.” The fact that the Proposed Project calls for the 
replacement of one bridge with two will result in greater mass that would potentially block 
views to/from the historic district. However, this effect on views will to a great extent be 
counterbalanced by the fact that the bridges will be 14 feet higher in elevation at the navigation 
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channel of the river, thereby opening up views under the bridges. In addition, a girder bridge, 
versus the existing heavy construction truss bridge, will be shallower and therefore result in 
more open views. 


In terms of vistas from the historic district to the bridge, the most important character defining 
feature, whether in close proximity to the bridge or further removed is the bridge’s long linear 
nature with a traditional central feature, currently a truss. All four proposed bridge designs will 
retain this characteristic. 


In summary, the Proposed Project will have an effect, but not an adverse effect, on the Havre de 
Grace Historic District’s character-defining feature of views to/from the water and to the bridge. 


The extent to which the Proposed Project would have a visual effect on individual structures 
within the Havre de Grace Historic District was also assessed. In order to accommodate the new 
tracks, the elevated tracks going through the historic district will need to be expanded in width 
and height, with new retaining walls added. In terms of height, the approach to the bridge in 
Havre de Grace will be six feet higher at the south abutment, three feet higher at Stokes Street, 
and two feet higher at Adams Street near the southern end of the historic district. In terms of 
width, Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B will result in placing the tracks closer to contributing 
structures within the historic district as shown in Table 8-2. 


Table 8-2 
Distance to Contributing Structures 


Building/Cluster Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 
511 Warren Street Shifted 30 feet east Shifted 13 feet east 
Cross Mission Church, 429 N. Stokes Street Shifted 44 feet east Shifted 19 feet east 


Bungalows at the intersection of Adams and Siifed 4:65 fet west 
Warren Streets (west side) 


518 N. Stokes Street Shifted 26 to 28 feet west 


Mid-nineteenth century houses on southeast 
corner of N. Stokes Street and 560-566 Otsego Shifted 30 to 37 feet west 
Street 


513 Otsego Street Shifted 46 feet west 
509 Otsego Street Shifted 47 feet west 
600 Water Street Shifted 48 feet west 


The proposed changes, especially the widening that will bring the tracks in much closer 
proximity to some of the contributing structures within the historic district, will result in “the 
isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that 
character contributes to the property’s qualification for the NR,” constituting an adverse effect. 
The areas where the greatest changes would occur would be: 

e West side of the tracks: 


- Structures at the intersection of Otsego and Water Streets 
- Vernacular Victorian-period residence at 518 N. Stokes Street 


These structures would be impacted by the effect of the widening and the new retaining walls for 
both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. The tracks would be 46 to 48 feet closer to the 
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structures at the intersection of Otsego and Water Streets and 26 to 28 feet closer to 518 N. 
Stokes Street. 


e East side of the tracks: 
- Nineteenth century structure at 511 Warren Street 


The tracks would be 40 feet closer in Alternative A, and only 13 feet closer in Alternative B. 


Several factors were taken into consideration in assessing the adverse effect on the structures on 
the west side of the tracks. First, the visual effects of the widening of the bridge approach near 
the intersection of Otsego and Water Streets will be minimized by the fact that the stone bridge 
abutment and wingwall across from the houses on Otsego Street will be removed and the new 
abutment will be placed further south near Freedom Lane. In addition, the retaining wall 
proposed to be built south of Freedom Lane will help to separate the tracks from the adjoining 
structures, with the tracks placed 16 feet within the retaining walls. The adverse effect from the 
widening of the bridge approach can be further minimized by ensuring that the retaining wall is 
designed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties, in order to ensure compatibility with the historic district. The Advisory 
Board has recommended that the bridge abutments, underpasses, and retaining walls have a 
consistent architectural design and appearance. 


Physical Taking of Property within the Historic District 


For Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, most of the required taking of property beyond the 
existing Amtrak right-of-way is south of North Adams Street and therefore outside of the 
boundaries of the historic district. Within the historic district, there are two areas of takings: 


e Alternative 9A requires a taking of a small amount of property outside of the existing 
Amtrak right-of-way including a 0.1-acre tapered area between Adams Street and Stokes 
Street and a 0.05-acre area between Stokes Street and Freedom Alley. The affected property 
is undeveloped open space. Due to the small size of the affected land as well as the 
undeveloped nature, the effect of this taking is minor and therefore not adverse. 


e Both Alternatives require the taking of a 0.01-acre area from the Jean S. Roberts Memorial 
Park on the west side of the bridge. Due to the small size of the affected land, the effect of 
this taking is minor and therefore not adverse. 


Alterations to Overpass Bridges within the Historic District 


The four undergrade bridges that contribute to the historic significance of the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge and the Havre de Grace Historic District will need to be modified as part of the 
Proposed Project. FRA/MDOT evaluated that the Proposed Project will have an adverse effect 
on these four historic bridges due to the proposed extensions to the bridges, which will alter the 
bridges’ design and materials. This adverse effect could be avoided by using stone in the 
construction of the new bridge extensions; however, FRA/MDOT have determined that using 
stone is not feasible as it would not meet current engineering design standards. Therefore, it is 
recommended that the adverse effect be minimized by using a form liner that emulates stone and 
is stained to be compatible with the color of the existing stone. In addition, to ensure that the 
new retaining walls in close proximity to the bridges do not adversely affect the historic 
resources, the design of the new walls should be in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, so that the walls are compatible 
with the bridges’ historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing. 
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Two of the undergrade bridges (at Freedom Lane and Centennial Lane) carry the NEC over 
alleys, which are described in the Havre de Grace Historic District NR nomination as important 
features within the historic district. Because the Proposed Project proposes to keep the alleys 
open for passage, the Proposed Project will not have an adverse effect on the alleys. Closing up 
either alley would constitute an additional adverse effect under Section 106. 


Damage to Historic Buildings 


Because the Proposed Project will come in close proximity to some of the contributing resources 
within the Havre de Grace Historic District, the potential for inadvertent construction-period 
impacts to adjacent structures has been assessed. Construction would occur in close proximity to 
several resources including 511 Warren Street on the east side of the tracks if Alternative 9A is 
selected, and the effects on the structures at 509, 513, 560, and 566 Otsego Street and 518 N. 
Stokes Street, on the west side of the tracks related to either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. 


To ensure that there is no construction-related damage, the Proposed Project PA will include 
development of a Construction Protection Plan (CPP). The CPP, which will be prepared in 
consultation with the MHT, ACHP (as appropriate), consulting parties, and the property owners, 
will identify all architectural resources to be included in the plan and will set forth the specific 
measures to be used and specifications that will be applied to protect these architectural 
resources from damage during the construction period. 


FRA/MDOT assessed the potential for the Proposed Project to cause long-term operational 
damage to adjacent structures and determined that the Proposed Project in its operational 
condition would not have the potential to result in vibration at a level that could cause damage to 
nearby historic structures. As described in Chapter 14, "Noise and Vibration," vibration 
produced by the Proposed Project would not exceed the significant impact thresholds specified 
in the FTA guidance document's general assessment methodology. These impact thresholds are 
designed to avoid human annoyance and disruptions to human activity, and as such are 
substantially lower than those that could potentially result in building damage, even for historic 
structures. Because the impact thresholds are based on the more stringent criterion of human 
annoyance, damage to adjacent buildings is not specifically addressed in the FTA's general 
assessment methodology. However, since operational vibration resulting from the Proposed 
Project would not result in exceedances of the vibration impact criteria, it would not have the 
potential to result in vibration levels that could damage historic resources. 


New communications, overhead contact, and signal systems 


The following components of the Proposed Project will have only limited visual effects on the 
Havre de Grace Historic District: the new communications overhead contact, and signal 
systems. Therefore, because these components will not alter a characteristic that makes the 
Historic District eligible for inclusion in the NR, they will have no adverse effect as defined in 
36 CFR Part 800.16. 


Summary 


The proposed demolition of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the alterations to the four 
related undergrade bridges will adversely affect the Havre de Grace Historic District. In 
addition, the widening that will bring the tracks in much closer proximity to some of the 
contributing structures within the historic district will constitute an adverse effect. 
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SOUTHERN TERMINUS, SUSQUEHANNA AND TIDEWATER CANAL - SOUTH LOCK #1 
AND TOLL HOUSE 


The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House 
(NR-listed) is located north of Erie Street and east of Park Drive at the north end of Havre de 
Grace on the western bank of the Susquehanna River (approximately one quarter-mile north of 
the Project site). The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is distantly visible from this 
property. The replacement of the bridge would not substantially change the setting of the 
structure nor would it diminish the integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does not 
relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the resource for inclusion in the NR. The 
Proposed Project would have no adverse effect on this historic resource. 


MARTHA LEWIS (SKIPJACK) 


The Skipjack Martha Lewis (NR-listed), built in 1955 in Wingate, Maryland, is one of the 35 
surviving traditional Chesapeake Bay skipjacks built specifically for the purposes of oyster 
harvesting. It was moved to Havre de Grace in 1993 and continues to carry passengers and 
dredge for oysters under sail power. It is permanently docked at Millard Tydings Memorial Park, 
located south of the APE in Havre de Grace; however, it is currently undergoing restoration at 
Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park, located approximately one half mile south of the Project site 
within the APE. When operating, the vessel typically dredges for oysters south of its docking 
place in the Chesapeake Bay, but occasionally sails north up the Susquehanna River, navigating 
through the open swing span of the existing Susquehanna River Bridge. In the future with the 
Proposed Project, under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, the vertical clearance of the 
proposed bridges would be 60 feet as compared to the 52-foot vertical clearance of the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge when in closed position; however, the proposed bridges would 
be fixed rather than moveable-span structures. The mast of the Martha Lewis is currently being 
replaced and it is anticipated that it will have a height of 65 feet when complete. Therefore, the 
Martha Lewis may be unable to navigate the Susquehanna River north of new bridges in the 
future with the Proposed Project. Although this could restrict the movement of the Martha Lewis 
to some extent, it would not prevent the vessel from accessing its traditional oyster dredging 
grounds in the Chesapeake Bay. Therefore, the Build Alternatives would not isolate the resource 
from important aspects of its setting nor alter the characteristics of the resource that qualify it for 
inclusion in the NR. Furthermore, the removal of the existing Susquehanna Bridge and its 
replacement with new bridges would somewhat alter the current setting of the Martha Lewis. 
However, the Martha Lewis permanently docks south of the APE in a location relatively far 
removed from the existing and proposed bridges. The bridges would not be visible from the 
Martha Lewis in its permanent docking location in Millard Tydings Memorial Park. 
Furthermore, the Skipjack was originally constructed in Wingate, Maryland; therefore, the 
presence of the Susquehanna River Bridge goes not relate or contribute to its historic setting. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would result in no adverse effect on the Martha Lewis. 


RODGERS TAVERN 


Rodgers Tavern (NR-listed) is located on the north side of West Main Street in Perryville, 
approximately 300 feet east of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Under both Alternative 9A 
and Alternative 9B, there would be no direct effect on the tavern; however, there would be an 
indirect visual effect due to the need to expand and elevate the bridge approach in front of the 
tavern. 
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Across Broad Street from the tavern there is currently a 30-foot-high railroad embankment, 
catenary support structures and lines, and a transmission tower. Both Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B would require widening the bridge approach and bringing it approximately 44 
feet closer to the tavern. As a result, the distance between the tavern and the tracks would be 
significantly reduced, from about 102 feet to 57 feet. The proposed difference in elevation would 
be minor; the current embankment is 30 feet high and the new embankment would be 33 feet 
high. However, there will be a visual effect due to the need to construct a retaining wall to run 
along the embankment. 


The proposed changes in front of the tavern, especially the need to bring the tracks closer to the 
tavern and the need to construct a retaining wall, will result in “the isolation of the property from 
or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that character contributes to the 
property’s qualification for the NR,” thus constituting an adverse effect. In order to minimize the 
adverse effect, MDOT is working with MHT, FRA, Amtrak, and the consulting parties to 
identify an aesthetic treatment that will allow the wall to better complement the historic tavern. 
The Proposed Project’s PA will include selecting an appropriate treatment, e.g., use of a form 
liner for so that the wall imitates the look of stone and better blends with the tavern’s 
architecture, use of landscaping to screen the wall if there is adequate space, and/or development 
of an appropriate mural. 


As described above in conjunction with the Havre de Grace Historic District, the PA sets forth a 
process for identifying potential Project construction-related damage to adjacent historic 
resources. To ensure that there is no damage to the Rodgers Tavern, the Proposed Project’s CPP 
will include measures to protect the Rodgers Tavern during the construction period. As 
discussed for the Havre de Grace Historic District, the Proposed Project would not have the 
potential to result in vibration at a level that could cause damage to nearby historic structures 
during operation. 


In terms of views from the tavern to the bridge, the view from the front of the structure is 
primarily blocked by vegetation. There is a much more extensive view from the walkway at the 
rear of the tavern. Similar to some of the views from the base of the bridge in Havre de Grace, 
the view consists mainly of a long linear view of the bridge, punctuated by the projecting central 
section of the bridge. As described in the Havre de Grace Historic District analysis, these 
features will be retained, with all of the bridge designs considered incorporating a traditional 
central span of either an arch or a truss. 


The following components of the Proposed Project will have no direct physical effects and only 
limited visual effects on the Rodgers Tavern: the new communications, overhead contact, and 
signal systems; minor modifications to the Perry Electrical Substation; and the modification or 
relocation of the transmission tower just railroad north of the Tavern. Therefore, because these 
components will not alter characteristics that make the Rodgers Tavern eligible for inclusion in 
the NR, they will have no adverse effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16. 


PRINCIPIO FURNACE (PRINCIPIO IRON WORKS) 


The Principio Iron Works (NR-listed) is located at 1723 Principio Furnace Road. Although the 
buildings associated with the historic resource are located approximately one-half mile north of 
the Project site, the southwest corner of the property (containing only a wooded area) is located 
in the APE. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is not visible from this property. The 
replacement of the bridge would not change the setting of the structure nor would it diminish the 
integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the 


8-24 


Chapter 8: Cultural Resources 


characteristics that qualify the Principio Iron Works for inclusion in the NR. The Proposed 
Project would have no adverse effects on this historic resource. 


PERRY POINT MANSION HOUSE AND MILL 


The Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (NR-listed) is located south of the Perry Point 
Veterans Administration Medical Center on the Susquehanna River at the mouth of the 
Chesapeake Bay, approximately one-half mile south of the Project site. The existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is distantly visible from this property. The replacement of the 
bridge would not substantially change the setting of the structure nor would it diminish the 
integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the 
characteristics that qualify the Perry Point Mansion House and Mill for inclusion in the NR. The 
Proposed Project would have no adverse effect on this historic resource. 


PERRYVILLE RAILROAD STATION 


The Perryville Railroad Station (NR-eligible), 650 Broad Street, is within the Project site. In 
addition to the two-story brick Colonial Revival-style station building, two ancillary structures 
were identified as contributing resources to the historic Station complex: the Perry Interlocking 
Tower (a two-story circa 1905 brick control tower southwest of the of the station) and an ashlar 
stone-arch undergrade bridge constructed in the late nineteenth to early twentieth centuries under 
the platform for Amtrak vehicular use. 


The Proposed Project initially planned to demolish the interlocking tower to accommodate both 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. The Town of Perryville, a consulting party, recommended 
that, if possible, the tower be left in place. Therefore, the Project Team proposes to shift the 
tower in order to avoid the adverse effect of demolishing it. The change in location is minor and 
will not adversely affect the relationship between the interlocking tower and the Perryville 
Station, thus resulting in a no adverse effect. 


The undergrade bridge (MP 59.39) that is considered contributing to the NR-eligible station 
complex will be altered with the construction of a precast concrete culvert extension on the east 
side of the tracks. As previously discussed, this action will result in an adverse effect. The 
adverse effect could be avoided or minimized by using stone in the design of the new bridge 
extensions; however, FRA/MDOT have determined that using stone is not feasible as it would 
not meet current engineering design standards. Therefore, as set forth in the PA, measures to 
minimize the adverse effect by identifying a contextually appropriate design treatment (such as 
the use of a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to match the color of the existing stone) 
will be identified and implemented in consultation with SHPO and consulting parties. To ensure 
that the new retaining walls in close proximity to the bridge and station do not adversely affect 
the historic resources, the design of the new walls should be in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, so that the walls are 
compatible with the station’s and bridge’s historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, 
and massing. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board and the Town of 
Perryville have recommended that this underpass “should be abandoned by sealing it off from 
the north side. The south side may be left open for historical purposes, provided it is made 
secure from trespassers.” The abandonment and sealing off of the underpass are not part of the 
Proposed Project and, if added, would constitute an adverse effect under Section 106. 


The bridge carrying the south leg of the wye track over Broad Street, although not formally 
identified as contributing to the Perryville Station complex, is within the viewshed of the station 
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complex. Therefore, changes to that bridge could have a visual effect on the NR-eligible 
Perryville Station. As currently planned, this bridge will not need to be altered, therefore not 
constituting an effect. However, if the plans change and the bridge needs to be altered, Amtrak 
will ensure that plans are developed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties, so that the bridge continues to be compatible with the 
station complex’s historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing. 


The following components of the Proposed Project will have only limited visual effects on the 
NR-eligible station complex: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems; 
minor modifications to the Perry Electrical Substation; the modification or relocation of the 
transmission tower on the west side of the tracks; and modifications to Perry Interlocking at MP 
59.4. Therefore, because these components will not alter a characteristic that makes the station 
complex eligible for inclusion in the NR, they will have no adverse effect as defined in 36 CFR 
Part 800.16. 


The station building itself would not be physically altered. However, the alteration of 
contributing components of the complex would constitute an adverse effect on the Perryville 
Station complex. 


Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District 


The VA Medical Center at Perry Point (NR-eligible) was developed primarily in the 1920s through 
the 1940s as a neuro-psychiatric treatment facility for military veterans. It is located approximately 
400 feet south of the Project site. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, bridge abutments, and 
tracks are visible from portions of this large property. Even in locations where the tracks pass the 
historic district, the distance to the historic buildings and the intervening landscaping minimize the 
view of the tracks. There is an open vista to the Perry Electrical Substation; however, minor 
modifications to the Substation will not constitute an effect on the NR-eligible Medical Center 
Historic District. In parts of the property closer to the bridge, there are close views of the abutments; 
in parts of the property further south and east, views of the bridge and abutments are distant. 
Although the replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with new bridges under both Build 
Alternatives would somewhat alter the setting of the Perry Point Veterans Administration Center 
Historic District, this change would not constitute an adverse effect on the Historic District. The 
existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the Historic District 
for inclusion in the NR. The removal of the existing bridge and construction of two new bridges 
would not change the significant aspects of the setting of the Historic District nor would it diminish 
the integrity of its historic features. The Proposed Project would have no adverse effect on the Perry 
Point Veterans Administration Center Historic District. 


Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse) 


The Crothers House (NR-eligible) is a two-and-a-half story Colonial Revival residence built in 
1936 and now used as the clubhouse for the Furnace Bay Golf Course. It is located 
approximately 1,000 feet north of the Project site. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
is not visible from this property. The replacement of the bridge would not change the setting of 
the structure nor would it diminish the integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does 
not relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the Crothers House for inclusion in 
the NR. The Proposed Project would have no adverse effects on this historic resource. 
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Woodlands Farm Historic District 


The Woodlands Farm Historic District (NR-eligible) is an extension of the boundary of the NR- 
listed Woodlands property north of Maryland Route 7 to include the Woodlands Farm South 
Complex. The NR-listed Woodlands property consists of a circa 1810-1820 main house and 
several outbuildings set on 69 acres. The Woodlands Farm South Complex is located to the 
south across Maryland Route 7 and consists of a 347-acre farm containing numerous 19th 
century buildings. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is not visible from this property. The 
replacement of the bridge would not change the setting of the Historic District nor would it 
diminish the integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does not relate to or contribute 
to the characteristics that qualify the Woodlands Farm Historic District for inclusion in the NR. 
The Proposed Project would have no adverse effects on this resource. 


Perryville United Methodist Church 


The Perryville United Methodist Church, constructed in 1896 in the Gothic Revival style, was 
identified as an NR-eligible resource as part of the Proposed Project. The property is located 
across Broad Street from the Northeast Corridor in Perryville. From the church, the rail line can 
only be partially seen; the bridge cannot be seen at all. Due to the distance and the limited view, 
the Proposed Project would have no adverse effect on this resource. 


Perryville Presbyterian Church 


The Perryville Presbyterian Church, constructed in 1892 in the Gothic Revival style, was 
identified as an NR-eligible resource as part of the Proposed Project. The property is located on 
the track side of Broad Street, but is screened from the tracks by extensive landscaping. Neither 
the rail line nor the bridge can be seen at all. Due to the distance and the obstructed views, the 
Proposed Project would have no adverse effect on this resource. 


E. MITIGATION MEASURES 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B have the potential to impact archaeologically sensitive 
areas within Study Areas 2 to 5 and within the Susquehanna River. Phase IB archaeological 
investigations will be undertaken to determine the presence or absence of archaeological resources 
in these areas. If Phase IB testing identifies potentially significant (NR-eligible) archaeological 
resources in any of the Study Areas that could be affected by the Proposed Project, Phase II 
archaeological testing would be undertaken to determine the significance and the boundaries of the 
archaeological deposits. If significant archaeological resources are identified in the archaeological 
APE that would be unavoidably adversely affected by the Proposed Project, appropriate measures 
to minimize and/or mitigate any such effects would be devised and implemented. As described in 
the draft PA, ongoing consultation with MHT and consulting parties would be undertaken to 
identify and implement specific measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate any effects to NR-eligible 
resources that may occur as a result of the Proposed Project. 


ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


FRA/MDOT assessed the Proposed Project’s effects on historic architectural resources in 
accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA, as amended, and determined that Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B would not adversely affect the following significant historic architectural 
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resources: Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll 
House, Martha Lewis (Skipjack), Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works), Perry Point 
Mansion House and Mill, Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District, 
Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse), Woodlands Farm Historic District, Perryville 
United Methodist Church, Perryville Presbyterian Church; and the Lily Run Undergrade Bridge 
(MP 60.85). There would be, however, an adverse effect on the following significant historic 
architectural resources: the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (including eight of the nine related 
undergrade rail bridges), the Havre de Grace Historic District, Rodgers Tavern, and the 
Perryville Railroad Station, as shown in Table 8-3. 


Table 8-3 
Adverse Effects on Historic Architectural Resources 
Known 
Architectural 
Resources in | Adverse Actions Under Consideration to avoid 
the APE Effect? Action or minimize adverse effects 


Susquehanna 
a 
Demolition design features in the two new bridges 
Minimize or avoid through use of stone 
not feasible 
Minimize by using a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be 


Bridge replacement or compatible with the color of the 
concrete extensions existing stone 


Avoid additional adverse effect by 
ensuring design of the new walls is in 
accordance with the Secretary of the 
Construction of adjacent Interior’s Standards for the Treatment 
Possible 


retaining walls of Historic Properties 

Demolition of Susquehanna 

River Rail Bridge, a Avoidance of demolition not feasible 
contributing feature to the (see above for steps to partially 
historic district mitigate) 


approaches of Historic Properties 


Avoidance by using stone not feasible 
Extensions to four due to engineering concerns. 
undergrade bridges, Minimize by using a form liner that 


contributing features to the emulates stone and is stained to be com- 
Havre de historic district patible with the color of the existing stone 


Grace Historic Construction-related damage |Avoid adverse effect via a Construction 
District Possible |to contributing structures Protection Plan (CPP) 
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S 
S 
S 


Minimize visual adverse effects by 
locating bridge abutment further south, 
constructing retaining walls, and 
ensuring retaining walls are developed 
Visual adverse effects from |in accordance with the Secretary of the 
widening of bridge Interior’s Standards for the Treatment 
Ye 
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Table 8-3 (cont’d) 
Adverse Effects on Historic Architectural Resources 
Known 
Architectural 
Resources in | Adverse Actions Under Consideration to avoid 
the APE Effect? or minimize adverse effects 


Minimize visual adverse effect through 
Visual adverse effect from |development of an aesthetic treatment 
the widening of the bridge __|for the retaining wall and landscaping in 
Rodgers approach front of wall, if possible 
Tavern 
Avoid adverse effect by shifting the 
Demolition of Perry Interlocking Tower slightly within 


Possible |Interlocking Tower Amtrak ROW 


due to engineering concerns 
Extension to undergrade Minimize by using a form liner that 
bridge at MP 59.39, a emulates stone and is stained to be 
contributing feature to the |compatible with the color of the 
station complex existing stone 

Avoid additional adverse effect by 

ensuring design of the new walls should 
Construction of retaining be in accordance with the Secretary of 
walls adjacent to station the Interior’s Standards for the 
complex Treatment of Historic Properties 


Because certain adverse effects cannot be totally avoided, FRA/MDOT has sought suggestions from 
the consulting parties and the public on potential ways to mitigate the adverse effects. Based on a 
review of the Proposed Project plans and comments received from the public and the Section 106 
consulting parties, FRA/MDOT propose the following mitigation measures be considered in 
development of the Project’s PA, which will be finalized in conjunction with the consulting parties: 


e Continued review by MHT of design plans to ensure that to the extent possible the plans are 
compatible with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. 
Of particular concern is the design of the new bridge, the alterations to eight of nine undergrade 
bridges associated with the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the new retaining walls. 


e Preparation of Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) documentation of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the nine associated undergrade bridges on the NEC. 


- HAER documentation would include narratives that (1) interpret its history, focusing 
on its construction by the Pennsylvania Railroad; and (2) describe in detail the physical 
characteristics of the bridge (including its engineering and functional aspects). Primary 
and secondary resources would be used in the research effort, including historic 
engineering literature, railroad company archives, newspapers and periodicals, and the 
collections of libraries, historical societies, and other repositories. The compiled 
information, which could include historic plans, photographs, and other documents, will 
be duplicated to appropriate archival standards as part of the recordation document. 
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- The HAER recordation would also include photographic documentation of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge that would meet appropriate HAER archival standards. 


- In addition, it may be appropriate to produce detailed measured drawings of the existing 
conditions of Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Typically, detailed measured drawings of 
large engineered structures such as the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge are achieved 
through the use of three-dimensional laser scanning technology. 


e Preparation of HAER documentation of the Perry Interlocking Tower, including any 
interior features. 


e Development of an interpretive exhibit in a park, greenway, or public space that would present 
the history of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with a focus on the history of the bridge as an 
early twentieth century product of the Pennsylvania Railroad and the engineering aspects of the 
bridge, such as its swing span mechanism. To the extent possible and practical, key features of 
the 1906 Pennsylvania Railroad bridge should be incorporated into the display, with the overall 
goal of conveying the advancement of this type of bridge engineering by the beginning of the 
twentieth century and to explain how certain rail ridge components functioned in that era. The 
location, format, and specific content of the exhibit would be identified by the Project sponsor in 
consultation with MHT and consulting parties. 


e Development of an educational document such as a lesson plan that could be incorporated into an 
engineering course curriculum. This lesson plan could focus on the specific engineering aspects of 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and/or movable bridge types constructed in the early twentieth 
century by the Pennsylvania Railroad. In addition, it should utilize research knowledge obtained 
from the archaeological investigations and incorporate the history of all of the area’s transportation 
related historic resources, including the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the affiliated nine 
undergrade bridges; the piers from the 1866 railroad bridge; the eighteenth century ferry crossing; 
the Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House; the 
Havre de Grace Historic District; Rodgers Tavern; and Perryville Railroad Station. 


e Production of a short film that documents the character-defining historical and 
engineering aspects of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The film could include 
footage of the bridge in operation and address the engineering and design of the swing-span 
bridge, and its historical context as a twentieth century Pennsylvania Railroad bridge. 
The film could be made available online and/or be provided to railroad organizations and 
local libraries and historical societies. 


e Salvage of elements of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, such as truss components, pier 
materials, tracks, etc. The Project sponsor would develop a list of potentially salvageable 
items for review and comment by MHT. The Project sponsor would also develop a 
marketing plan for review by MHT and consulting parties. 


e Completion of all archaeological investigations as recommended in the Phase IA 
Archaeological Assessment. 


e Preservation of the abutments from the original (1866) bridge, with consideration given to 
restoring them to their original appearance and function. 


e Development of an interpretative exhibit to be incorporated into the town of Perryville’s 
Railroad Museum located at the Perryville Station. a 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of Section 4(f) of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966. Based on this Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation (Evaluation), FRA has determined that there are no feasible and prudent alternatives 
that would avoid use of all Section 4(f) properties. Therefore, this Evaluation includes a 
determination of which of the alternatives using a Section 4(f) property will result in the least 
overall harm in light of the statute’s preservation purposes, and identifies appropriate measures 
to minimize harm. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966 (49 USC § 303) prohibits the Secretary of 
Transportation from approving any program or project that requires the “use” of (1) any publicly 
owned parkland, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or local 
significance; or (2) any land from a historic site of national, state, or local significance 
(collectively, “Section 4(f) properties”), unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the 
use of such land and such program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to 
the park, recreation area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. A historic site is considered to be a 
property that is listed on, or eligible for listing on, the National Register of Historic Places (“NR- 
listed” and ““NR-eligible”’). 


A “use” of Section 4(f) resources occurs: 


e When land is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility; 


e When there is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s 
preservation purpose; or 


e When there is a constructive use of land, which occurs “when the transportation project does 
not incorporate land from a Section 4(f) property, but the proximity impacts are so severe 
that the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify property for protection under 
Section 4(f) are substantially impaired.” 


In some cases, even if there is a use of a Section 4(f) property, Federal Railroad Administration 
(FRA) may determine that a use is de minimis. FRA may make a de minimis determination on a 
historic site only if, pursuant to the Section 106 consultation process: 


e The transportation program or project will have no adverse effect on the historic site, or 
there will be no historic properties affected by the transportation program or project; and 


e FRA’s finding has received written concurrence from the applicable State historic 
preservation officer; and 
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e FRA has developed its finding in consultation with parties consulting as part of the Section 
106 consultation process. 


With respect to parks, recreation areas, or wildlife or waterfowl refuges, FRA may make a 
finding of de minimis impact only if: 


e After public notice and opportunity for public review and comment, FRA finds that the 
transportation program or project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and 
attributes of the park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge eligible for protection 
under this section; and 


e The finding has received concurrence from the officials with jurisdiction over the park, 
recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge. 


If FRA determines that there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, then FRA may 
approve from among the alternatives that use Section 4(f) properties only the alternative that 
causes the least overall harm in light of the statute’s preservation purpose.' A feasible and 
prudent avoidance alternative would avoid using Section 4(f) property and does not cause other 
severe problems of a magnitude that substantially outweighs the importance of protecting the 
Section 4(f) property. 


An alternative is not feasible if it cannot be built as a matter of sound engineering judgment. An 
alternative is not prudent if: 


1) It compromises the project to a degree that it is unreasonable to proceed with the project in 
light of its stated purpose and need; 


2) Itresults in unacceptable safety or operational problems; 


3) After reasonable mitigation, it still causes severe social, economic, or environmental 
impacts; severe disruption to established communities; severe disproportionate impacts to 
minority or low income populations; or severe impacts to environmental resources protected 
under other Federal statutes; 


4) It results in additional construction, maintenance, or operational costs of an extraordinary 
magnitude; 
5) It causes other unique problems or unusual factors; or 


6) It involves multiple factors of the above, that while individually minor, cumulatively cause 
unique problems or impacts of extraordinary magnitude. 


If there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, FRA may approve only the alternative 
that causes the least overall harm in light of Section 4(f)’s preservation purpose. “Least overall 
harm” is determined by balancing the following list of factors: 


1) The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any 
measures that result in benefits to the property); 


2) The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, 
attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection; 


' FHWA regulations are not binding on FRA; however, in the absence of applicable FRA regulations, 
FRA has chosen to use 23 CFR Part 774 for reference and guidance in this Final Section 4(f) Evaluation. 
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3) The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property; 
4) The views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property; 
5) The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project; 


6) After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected 
by Section 4(f); and 


7) Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives. 


C. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


The Project Team identified all properties within the study area eligible for protection pursuant 
to Section 4(f). Section 4(f) properties that were identified within the study area include 
properties that would not be adversely affected by the Proposed Project. Some of these Section 
4(f) properties include publicly owned parks such as Trego Field/Perryville Mini-Park, Lower 
Ferry Park and Pier, Perryville Community Park, David Craig Park, Battery Village Park, and 
Swan Harbor Farm. See Chapter 6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources” for a description 
of each of these parks. Other Section 4(f) properties include historic resources, such as Southern 
Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal—South Lock #1, Martha Lewis (skipjack), 
Principio Furnace, Perry Point Mansion House and Mill, Perry Point Veterans Administration 
Medical Historic District, Crothers House, Woodlands Farm Historic District, Perryville United 
Methodist Church, and Perryville Presbyterian Church, See Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources” for 
a description of each of these historic resources. As the Proposed Project would not adversely 
affect these properties, the project would not constitute a Section 4(f) use of these properties and 
no further analysis is necessary. 


Section 4(f) regulations apply to archaeological sites (including those discovered during 
construction) if their value derives from their preservation in place. As described in Chapter 8, 
“Cultural Resources,” studies to identify the potential for significant historic resources within the 
project area included a Phase IA archaeological investigation and reconnaissance and historic 
architectural sites surveys. There is the possibility that archaeological resources are present in 
the City of Havre de Grace, the Town of Perryville, and the lower Susquehanna River. These 
potential archaeological resources, if present, would most likely be important for the information 
they might yield and not for preservation in place. Therefore, at this time, FRA and Maryland 
Department of Transportation (MDOT) do not consider these potential archaeological resources 
as Section 4(f) properties. If, however, based on further study and consultation with Maryland 
Historical Trust (MHT), FRA and MDOT determine that any archaeological resources present 
within the project site derive their value from preservation in place, FRA and MDOT will 
supplement this Evaluation to address these properties. The draft Programmatic Agreement (PA) 
includes specific commitments regarding archaeology (see Appendix D, “Cultural Resources’). 


The following text discusses the effect of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B on each of the 
properties shown in Figure 9-1 and evaluates whether the effect constitutes a “use”, a de 
minimis use, or documents why the effect does not rise to the level of a 4(f) “use”. 


ALTERNATIVE 9A 


Alternative 9A would result in the “use” of the following three Section 4(f) properties: 
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e The removal of the existing NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and alteration of 
eight of its nine associated rail undergrade bridges; 


e The removal of the Perry Interlocking Tower and the alteration of the Access Road 
Undergrade Bridge 59.39 (also known as the Perryville Train Station Undergrade Bridge), 
which are contributing elements of the NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station; 


e The acquisition of a small amount of property within the NR-listed Havre de Grace Historic 
District and visual and aesthetic effects on the Historic District; 


In addition, FRA intends to determine that Alternative 9A would result in the de minimis use of 
the following properties. 


e The acquisition of a narrow strip of the city-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial 
Park (Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B); and 


e = The acquisition of a portion of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. 


FRA will base the final de minimis impact determination after providing an opportunity for 
public review. 


In addition, Alternative 9A would have an adverse effect on the NR-listed Rodgers Tavern in the 
context of Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The Project Team 
considered the effect on Rodgers Tavern in this Evaluation because of the Proposed Project’s 
proximity to this Section 4(f) property and documented the evaluation in this chapter. As 
discussed in more detail in the following text, the Project Team determined that with the 
implementation of mitigation measures, the proximity issues would not cause a substantial 
impairment to the resource and the adverse effect in the context of Section 106 would not rise to 
the level of “use” under Section 4(f). 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE AND OVERPASSES 


As discussed in Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources,” the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
(also known as the Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge), and nine undergrade bridges 
were all constructed during the same 1904-1906 building campaign by the Pennsylvania 
Railroad and are NR-eligible. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, which is owned by Amtrak, 
was determined eligible for listing on the NR under National Register Criterion A as an example 
of an early 20th century railroad bridge built by an important American railroad company and 
under National Register Criterion C as an example of engineering that acknowledges two 
different modes of transportation (rail and marine) and allows each to operate without much 
interference from the other. 


With Alternative 9A, the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would be taken out of service 
and demolished, and two new fixed bridges, which would have 60 feet of vertical clearance, 
would be constructed. In addition, eight of the nine undergrade bridges associated with the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would be directly impacted with Alternative 9A. The removal of 
the existing NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and alteration of these eight rail 
undergrade bridges would constitute a use of this Section 4(f) property. The Lily Run 
undergrade bridge at MP 60.85 would be spanned over; therefore, it will not be adversely 
affected. 
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PERRYVILLE RAILROAD STATION 


As discussed in Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources,” the Perryville Railroad Station, located at 650 
Broad Street, is NR-eligible under National Register Criterion A for its role in transportation 
history, and under National Register Criterion C as an excellent example of the Colonial Revival 
style of architecture. Constructed circa 1905 by the Philadelphia, Baltimore, and Washington 
(PB&W) Railroad Company, the station is currently owned by Amtrak. There are two railroad- 
related structures that are located in close proximity to the Perryville Station, were constructed 
around the same time as the station, and contribute to its historic significance: the Perry 
Interlocking Tower, a two-story brick control tower southwest of the station; and the ashlar stone 
Access Road Undergrade Bridge 59.39 (also known as the Perryville Train Station Undergrade 
Bridge). 


Alternative 9A would require the demolition or removal of the Perry Interlocking Tower and the 
alteration of the Access Road Undergrade Bridge 59.39, which are contributing structures within 
the NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station complex, constituting the use of this Section 4(f) 
property. 


HAVRE DE GRACE HISTORIC DISTRICT 


As described in Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources,” the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
and NEC pass through the Havre de Grace Historic District (NR-listed). The Historic District is 
listed on the National Register of Historic Places under National Register Criterion A related to 
the town’s role as a major commercial and transportation center in northern Maryland and for its 
community planning; and under National Register Criterion C for its architectural mix of 
nineteenth and early twentieth century structures and its many examples of locally quarried Port 
Deposit granite. It is estimated that approximately 800 of the 1,100 buildings within the Historic 
District contribute to the historic district. 


Alternative 9A would result in adverse effects to the NR-listed Havre de Grace Historic District, 
including the demolition of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the alternation of the 
undergrade bridges, which are contributing features of the Historic District and other effects 
described in Chapter 8. Additionally, due to the Proposed Project’s close proximity to some of 
the contributing elements within the Historic District, there is the potential for an adverse effect 
due to construction-related damage. The demolition of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and 
the alternation of the undergrade bridges constitute the use of the Historic District as a Section 
4(f) resource. 


JEAN S. ROBERTS MEMORIAL PARK 


As described in Chapter 6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources,” Jean S. Roberts 
Memorial Park is a waterfront park in Havre de Grace, located west of the existing railroad 
right-of-way at Otsego Street and Water Street. A portion of the property is owned by Amtrak 
and a portion is owned by the City of Havre de Grace. The park offers approximately 0.87 acre 
(0.61 acre owned by the City and 0.26 acre owned by Amtrak and leased to the City) with 
amenities such as picnicking area, parking, fishing pier, kayak and boat launch. 


° A passenger shelter identified in the eligibility determination as contributing to the resource’s 
significance was recently demolished. It was located east of the tracks across from the train station. 
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Alternative 9A would require the use of the entire Amtrak-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts 
Memorial Park, and therefore this portion would no longer be leased to the City of Havre de 
Grace. The portion owned by Amtrak is not considered a Section 4(f) property according to 23 
CFR 774.11 (h), which states, “When a property formally reserved for a future transportation 
facility temporarily functions for park, recreation, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes in 
the interim, the interim activity, regardless of duration, will not subject the property to Section 
4(f).” Alternative 9A also requires the acquisition of a narrow strip (0.01 acre or 2.26 percent) of 
the City-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park beyond the Amtrak right-of-way. 


FRA proposed to determine that the use of the City-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial 
Park is de minimis. The Mayor of the City of Havre de Grace concurred that the Section 4(f) use 
of the City-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park for the Proposed Project would not 
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualify this property for protection under 
Section 4(f). The Mayor was authorized to do so by City Resolution 2016-10 passed by the 
Mayor and City Council on July 5, 2016. The City of Havre de Grace concurs with the proposed 
de minimis impact finding after taking into account mitigation measures, as discussed in letters 
from Havre de Grace, included in Appendix H, “Public Involvement and Agency 
Correspondence.” FRA will make a final de minimis determination following public review. 


HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE/HIGH SCHOOL ATHLETIC FIELDS 


The Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields are school fields owned by the Board of 
Education of Harford County, as detailed in Chapter 6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational 
Resources.” Located at 401 Lewis Lane/700 Congress Ave, east of the existing Amtrak right-of- 
way in Havre de Grace, the school fields offer approximately 57.6 acres with amenities such as 
the Harris Stadium (a track and field venue), multi-use fields, baseball/softball diamonds, and 
tennis courts. As described in further detail in Chapter 10, “Section 6(f) Evaluation,” the Havre 
de Grace High School received Land and Water Conservation Funds to construct three tennis 
courts and one multi-purpose court at the high school in 1966.7 When the high school was 
expanded in 1978, the original tennis courts were relocated on the school site. In 1970, the Havre 
de Grace Middle School received additional Land and Water Conservation Funds to construct 
one multi-purpose court, four baseball fields, and a cinder running track. 


Alternative 9A would result in the acquisition of 1.5 acres of the 57.6 acres used for the Havre 
de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. Alternative 9A would require the reconfiguration 
and reconstruction of the track and football field on the school property. 


Based on the analysis of the potential impacts to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
Athletic Fields and the minimization and mitigation measures, FRA proposes to make a de 
minimis finding for the use of the facility. Harford County Public Schools concurred that the 
Section 4(f) use of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School Athletic Fields for the Proposed 
Project would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualify this property for 
protection under Section 4(f), assuming mitigation and terms discussed in correspondence with 
the Assistant Superintendent for Operations, Superintendent of Schools, and Board of Education 
President, included in Appendix H, “Public Involvement and Agency Correspondence.” FRA 
will make a final de minimis determination following public review. 


> Consultation letter from Harford County Director of Parks and Recreation, dated June 25, 2015. 
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RODGERS TAVERN 


As described in Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources,” Rodgers Tavern (NR-listed) is located 
approximately 100 feet north* of the existing Amtrak right-of-way near Roundhouse Drive and 
Broad Street. The two-and-a-half-story coursed-stone structure dates to the mid-18th century. 
Rodgers Tavern is NR-listed under National Register Criterion A for its association with 
prominent national figures such as George and Martha Washington, Marquis de Lafayette, and 
Lieutenant General Rochambeau; and under National Register Criterion C as an example of 18th 
century building construction and materials. In accordance with an easement that the Society for 
the Preservation of Maryland Antiquities (“grantor”) deeded to the Maryland Historical Trust 
(“grantee”) in 1976 and amended in 1986, a preservation easement exists on the interior and 
exterior of the tavern as well as the associated land. As a result of the covenant, the grantor has 
agreed to keep and maintain the property and to allow the grantee an opportunity to review any 
proposed alterations. 


Alternative 9A would have no direct effects on Rodgers Tavern. However, as discussed in 
Chapter 7 “Visual and Aesthetic Conditions,” there will be an adverse visual effect due to the 
need to widen the bridge approach in front of the tavern and to construct a retaining wall along 
the embankment. The proposed changes in front of the tavern, especially the need to bring the 
tracks closer to the tavern and the need to construct a retaining wall, will result in “the isolation 
of the property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that character 
contributes to the property’s qualification for the NR,” thus constituting an adverse effect in the 
context of Section 106, as discussed in Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources.” 


No land that is part of Rodgers Tavern property will be permanently incorporated into the 
Proposed Project and no temporary occupancy of the property is planned. As stated above, 
Rodgers Tavern is listed on the NR under Criterion A based on its association with prominent 
national figures and under NR Criterion C as an example of eighteenth century building 
construction and materials. The indirect adverse visual effects would not affect the building’s 
history or the structure itself. With the mitigation measures identified in Section E, “Measures to 
Minimize Harm,” the Proposed Project would not result in a proximity impact that is so severe 
that the attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f) will be substantially 
impaired. The adverse effect would therefore not rise to the level of a 4(f) “use”. Specifically, 
the Proposed Project would not affect the tavern’s association with prominent national figures, 
nor would it affect the character of the property’s setting to a degree that it would no longer 
serve as an example of eighteenth century building construction and materials. Therefore, as the 
Proposed Project would not permanently incorporate land that is part of Rodgers Tavern, 
temporarily occupy land that is part of Rodgers Tavern, or result in a “constructive use” of 
Rodgers Tavern, the Proposed Project would not result in the use of this Section 4(f) property. 


ALTERNATIVE 9B 
Alternative 9B would result in the same use of the following three properties as Alternative 9A: 


e Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Overpasses 


e Perryville Railroad Station complex 


* For consistency with the “Cultural Resources” chapter, true geographic directions were used, not railroad 
directions. 
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e Havre de Grace Historic District 


Alternative 9B would result in the same de minimis use of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park as 
Alternative 9A. Alternative 9B would not require the use of the Havre de Grace Middle/High 
School athletic fields. Alternative 9B would result in the same effect on Rodgers Tavern as 
Alternative 9A and would not result in a “constructive use” of this Section 4(f) property. 


D. AVOIDANCE ANALYSIS 


The two alternatives (Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B) retained for detailed study in this EA 
would result in the use of Section 4(f) properties. An “avoidance alternative” is an alternative 
that avoids use of all 4(f) properties. Therefore this section analyzes alternatives that avoid all of 
the resources described in the previous section, consistent with 23 CFR 774.17 and FHWA 
Section 4(f) policy.” FRA identified two avoidance alternatives—the No Action Alternative and 
a Rehabilitation Alternative. Several Rehabilitation Alternatives were considered in the 
alternatives screening process but not selected for detailed study in this EA (see Appendix A, 
“Alternatives Screening Report and Bridge Design Types”). Other alternatives considered 
included alternatives that would avoid some, but not all of Section 4(f) properties, such as 
Rehabilitation of the Existing Bridge with Conversion to Lift Bridge; Build New Bridges on 
New Alignments and Leave Existing Bridge in Place; Double Decker Structure, Build on 
Existing Alignment, and others. As none of these alternatives avoid the use of all Section 4(f) 
properties, they are not considered Avoidance Alternatives in this Evaluation. 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Under the No Action Alternative, the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would not be 
removed and would remain in service as is, with no intervention besides minimal repairs and 
continuation of the current maintenance regime. 


Although the No Action Alternative would allow the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and 
associated undergrade bridges to remain and would not require any use of Section 4(f) 
properties, it would not meet the Project’s Purpose and Need. The primary purpose of the 
Proposed Project is to provide continued rail connectivity along the NEC. Under the No Action 
Alternative, the bridge would continue to deteriorate and problems would occur more frequently 
as the bridge is approaching the end of its useful life. The bridge would remain as a bottleneck. It 
would continue to cause operational problems and constraints, including navigation. Continued 
deterioration could also present safety hazards. The maintenance and repair costs would continue 
to rise and the bridge would eventually need to be taken out of service to rail traffic. Allowing 
the bridge to continue to deteriorate to the point of closure would require inefficient rerouting of 
trains, resulting in further delays. This would create major impacts along the NEC, severely 
disrupting rail commuters and transport of freight along the corridor. Bringing the bridge to a 
state of good repair without severe disruptions to rail traffic would be costly and inefficient and 
would not resolve constraints to projected passenger and freight movement and navigation. 


Overall, the No Action Alternative would be feasible, but it would not be prudent, based on the 
consideration of factors #1, #2, and #4 regarding prudence listed in Section B, “Regulatory 
Context and Methodology.” 


° U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Section 4(f) Policy Paper, July 
2012 https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/4f/4fpolicy.asp, accessed September 2016. 
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REHABILITATION ALTERNATIVES 


Rehabilitation Alternatives would include improvements to the existing Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge and associated undergrade bridges to remove structural and seismic deficiencies. Three 
types of rehabilitation alternatives were evaluated, including rehabilitation of the existing bridge 
without modifying the track alignments, rehabilitation of existing bridge in conjunction with a 
new bridge, and rehabilitation with the conversion of the swing bridge to a lift bridge. Only the 
rehabilitation of the existing bridge without modifying the track alignments would potentially 
avoid the use of all Section 4(f) properties. As discussed below, it is possible that even with the 
rehabilitation of the existing bridge without modifying the track alignments the required repairs 
would be so extensive that they would compromise the historic integrity of the bridge. It is 
possible that those repairs would amount to a Section 4(f) use of the bridge, in which case the 
alternative could not be considered an avoidance alternative. 


Amtrak conducted its most recent engineering inspection of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
in 2013 (with a supplemental specialty pin testing program in 2014), which indicated that the 
bridge superstructure is in poor to fair structural condition. The inspection revealed deficiencies 
requiring repair; the recommended repairs have been enumerated and prioritized into short, 
medium, and long-term time horizons. Short-term structural repairs involve addressing 
numerous cracked members and the installation of retrofits in an attempt to restrain movement 
and prevent cracking. The cracks and worn pin joints allowing movement are so extensive in the 
pin-connected trusses and represent such a major portion of the overall bridge system that it is 
not deemed economical, prudent, or feasible to continue on this course of ongoing repair. 
Piecemeal repairs of fatigue cracks due to corrosion and section loss and out-of-plane bending, 
replacement of missing fasteners and patching holes in primary support members will not restore 
bridge members to their original condition as the fatigue damage has already been done. 


e The recommended repairs in the inspection report address specific deficiencies but would 
not upgrade the bridge to a state of good repair. A state of good repair assumes bridge 
management practices that minimize asset life-cycle costs and avoid service disruption and 
load restrictions as well as providing a reliable factor of safety. These goals cannot be 
achieved with a more than 100-year-old bridge that contains thousands of fractured critical 
members whose remaining life cannot be precisely determined. The engineering report 
concluded that the only practical way to restore this bridge to a state of good repair would be 
to replace the fatigue-damaged pin-connected deck truss spans with truss spans of modern 
design. This effort would entail removing the existing trusses, erecting new trusses, and 
installing the track and rail systems to restore service, which would compromise the historic 
integrity of the bridge. 

e Even after repair, the bridge would remain as a bottleneck and would not provide the needed 
connectivity along the NEC. The Rehabilitation Alternative would continue to subject 
intercity, commuter, and freight trains to the delays and problems associated with the design 
and age of the existing bridge and would be cost-inefficient. It would also not improve 
navigational traffic. The Rehabilitation Alternative would compromise the project to a 
degree that it would be unreasonable to proceed with it in light of the stated Purpose and 
Need. Replacing the existing trusses without a new adjacent two-track bridge already in 
service would result in prolonged and unacceptable shutdowns of rail operations and would 
significantly and adversely impact Amtrak, MARC and NS. 


Overall, the Rehabilitation Alternative would be feasible, but it would not be prudent, based on 
the consideration of factors #1, #2, and #4 regarding prudence listed in Section B, “Regulatory 
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Context and Methodology.” It is also possible that none of the Rehabilitation Alternatives would 
completely avoid the use of all Section 4(f) properties. 


E. MEASURES TO MINIMIZE HARM 


For the reasons discussed above, the No Action and Rehabilitation Alternatives are not 
considered prudent and feasible. As required by Section 106 of NHPA, FRA and MDOT are 
participating in an ongoing consultation process with the MHT and consulting parties regarding 
the potential effects on archaeological and historic architectural resources. Through consultation 
with MHT, FRA and MDOT have developed measures to minimize or mitigate the adverse 
effect on the properties protected under Section 4(f). For NR-listed or eligible properties the 
development of mitigation measures is set forth in the draft PA, to be executed by MHT, FRA, 
Amtrak and MDOT. The draft PA is included in Appendix D, “Cultural Resources.” The draft 
PA lists the historic resources that may be affected by the project and also describes the 
continuing consultation process that will be conducted as project designs evolve. The draft PA 
also describes the measures to be implemented during the project’s design process, to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate adverse effects of the project on historic resources. Coordination with the 
City of Havre de Grace and Harford County Public Schools will continue as the planning and 
implementation of the Proposed Project progresses to ensure that appropriate minimization and 
mitigation measures are implemented for the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and for Alternative 
9A, Havre de Grace Middle/High School. Mitigation measures under consideration for each 
resource are described below. 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE AND OVERPASSES 


Measures to minimize adverse effects of the project on the NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge and nine undergrade bridges could include: 


e For the two new bridges, use a more traditional design (either the truss approach/truss main 
span, girder approach/arch main span, or the girder approach/truss main span) as well as a 
more traditional pier design (either the arched keyhole, fluted, or wall); 


e For the proposed extensions or replacements of the eight historic undergrade bridges, use a 
form liner that emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of the existing 
stone. In addition, new retaining walls in close proximity to the bridges should be designed 
in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties; 


e Prepare documentation of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the eight undergrade 
bridges following Historic American Engineer Record (HAER) standards; 


e Develop educational materials interpreting the history and significance of the bridge for use 
by local libraries, historical societies, and educational institutions; 


e Produce a short film that documents the character-defining historical and engineering 
aspects of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge; 


e Salvage elements of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge; and/ or 
e Develop an interpretive exhibit in a park, greenway, or public space. 
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PERRYVILLE RAILROAD STATION 


To avoid demolishing the structure and creating an adverse effect on the Perry Interlocking 
Tower, Amtrak is evaluating the possibility of shifting the tower approximately 25 feet within 
the Amtrak right-of-way. The change in location would be minor and would not adversely affect 
the relationship between the Perry Interlocking Tower and the Perryville Station. This step 
would avoid one of several possible adverse effects to the historic station complex. 


In addition, as described above, through consultation with MHT and Section 106 consulting 
parties, FRA and MDOT have developed measures to mitigate the adverse effect on the NR- 
eligible Perryville Railroad Station complex. Development of these mitigation measures is set 
forth in the draft PA, to be executed by MHT, FRA, Amtrak and MDOT. The draft PA is 
included in Appendix D. The draft PA lists the historic resources that may be affected by the 
project and also describes the continuing consultation process that will be conducted as project 
designs evolve. The draft PA also describes the measures to be implemented during the project’s 
design process, to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects of the project on historic 
resources. Such measures could include: 


e For the proposed extension to the Access Road Undergrade Bridge 59.39, use a form liner 
that emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of the existing stone. In 
addition, new retaining walls in close proximity to the bridge and station should be designed 
in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties; 


e Prepare HAER recordation to document the two contributing resources that would be altered 
and/or removed; and 


e Develop and install signage interpreting the history of the Perryville Railroad Station. 


HAVRE DE GRACE HISTORIC DISTRICT 


As detailed in the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (see Appendix A, “Alternatives 
Screening Report and Bridge Design Types”), the alternatives screening process minimized 
direct impacts to contributing resources of the Havre de Grace Historic District. In accordance 
with the draft PA, the Proposed Project’s Construction Protection Plan (CPP) will include 
consideration of all significant structures within close proximity to the Project in order to protect 
these architectural resources from damage during the construction period. 


Additional steps to minimize or mitigate adverse effects to the Havre de Grace Historic District 
could include: 


e Ensure that the two new bridges over the river use a traditional design for the bridges and 
piers; 

e Ensure that any new physical structures such as the retaining walls are designed in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties; and 


e For the proposed extensions to the four historic undergrade bridges within the Historic 
District, use a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of 
the existing stone. 
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JEAN S. ROBERTS MEMORIAL PARK 


In order to limit the impact to Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park, the Project Team reduced 
construction clearances and future inspection and maintenance clearances to the practical 
minimum distances. FRA and MDOT will work with the City of Havre de Grace to identify 
additional appropriate mitigation measures and to ensure that a replacement for the Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park boat ramp is provided in a suitable location. 


HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE /HIGH SCHOOL ATHLETIC FIELDS 


Measures to minimize harm to Havre de Grace Middle/High School have been developed in 
collaboration with the school board. These measures are described below. 


EXISTING TRACK AND FIELD FACILITIES 


The proposed retaining wall requires modification or relocation of the existing pole vault/high 
jump, long jump and 110-meter hurdle runout area at the existing track and field facility. A 
storage shed would also be impacted. Minimization and Mitigation for impacts to these facilities 
include: 


e Amtrak would build the railroad on an elevated structure over the 110-meter hurdle runout 
area. During construction the runout would be reduced to 8.5 meters but after construction 
would be rebuilt to its current 11.5-meter length. 


e Relocate pole vault, high jump, long jump and storage shed. 


e ©The Project would reimburse Harford County Public Schools for the agreed upon additional 
design cost. 


e To the extent practical, construction would be scheduled to minimize disruption to these 
facilities. 


PLANNED BASEBALL FIELD CONSTRUCTION 


The Project Team has reviewed plans for a new baseball field proposed as part of the High 
School/Middle School development. Although this field has not yet been constructed, Harford 
County Public Schools is in the process of designing the facility. As such, FRA and MDOT have 
taken the future baseball field into account in their assessment of the impacts to the property. It 
is recommended that baseball fields should be built with a 60-foot clear area behind the foul line. 
As currently designed, the proposed retaining wall for Alternative 9A would encroach within 
this clear area by up to 20 feet. To address this impact, MDOT has worked with Harford County 
Public Schools to develop the following minimization and mitigation measures: 


e The baseball field would be redesigned by shifting home plate three feet away from the 
railroad and rotating the field 2.5 degrees counter clockwise. 


e Design consultant working on the baseball fields would redesign the field to provide 
adequate clear area around Amtrak’s proposed retaining wall. 


e The Project would reimburse Harford County Public Schools for the agreed upon additional 
design cost. 


e Amtrak would provide conduit and embedded inserts for installation of a future score board 
by Harford County Public Schools. 


e Amtrak would install a protective netting to shield the railroad from foul balls. 
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EXISTING 20-INCH WATER MAIN 


An existing 20-inch water main is located adjacent to Amtrak right of way, approximately 15 
feet inside the Athletic Field property and would require relocation due to the proposed retaining 
wall. Minimization and mitigation for impacts to the water main include: 


e The water main would be relocated in a casing, allowing future replacement to be done 
without affecting the athletic facilities. 


Construction would be scheduled around use of the facilities. 


RODGERS TAVERN 


Through consultation with MHT and Section 106 consulting parties, FRA and MDOT have 
developed measures to minimize the adverse effect on the NR-listed Rodgers Tavern. 
Development of these measures, as set forth in the draft PA, could include: 


e Ensure that the retaining wall in front of the tavern receives an aesthetic treatment, such as 
through use of a form-liner so that the wall imitates the look of stone and is compatible with 
the tavern’s architecture; 


e Use landscaping to screen the wall if there is adequate space; 
e Develop an appropriate mural for the retaining wall; and 


e As stipulated in the draft PA, to ensure that there is no construction-related damage to 
structures within close proximity to the Proposed Project, the project PA will include 
development of a CPP. The CPP will identify all architectural resources to be included in the 
plan and will set forth the specific measures to be used and specifications that will be 
applied to protect these architectural resources from damage during the construction period. 


F. LEAST OVERALL HARM ANALYSIS 


If there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative, FRA may only approve the alternative 
that results in the least overall harm in light of Section 4(f)’s preservation purpose. FRA 
conducts the least overall harm analysis by considering the following factors°: 


e The ability to mitigate adverse impacts to each Section 4(f) property (including any 
measures that result in benefits to the property); 


e The relative severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the protected activities, 
attributes, or features that qualify each Section 4(f) property for protection; 


e The relative significance of each Section 4(f) property; 
e The views of the official(s) with jurisdiction over each Section 4(f) property; 
e The degree to which each alternative meets the purpose and need for the project; 


e After reasonable mitigation, the magnitude of any adverse impacts to resources not protected 
by Section 4(f); and 


e Substantial differences in costs among the alternatives. 


° 23 CFR 774.3(c) (See Section 3.3.3.2, Alternative with Least Overall Harm) 
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FRA has evaluated numerous alternatives throughout the NEPA process and determined that 
there are no feasible and prudent alternatives that completely avoid the use of Section 4(f) 
properties. Therefore, since all alternatives use Section 4(f) properties, FRA has undertaken a 
least harm analysis to determine the alternative with the least overall harm. Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B, which were selected for detailed evaluation in this EA, are considered. 


Based on the thorough screening, Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B were retained for detailed 
study in the EA. The Project Team determined that Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B best meet 
the goals and objectives of the project, while minimizing environmental and property impacts. 


ALTERNATIVE 9A 


As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” Alternative 9A would construct a new two- 
track 90 mph bridge to the west of the existing bridge and a second new two-track 160 mph 
bridge on the existing bridge alignment. Alternative 9A has an estimated 5-year construction 
period and an estimated cost of $930 million, based on the construction of the girder approach / 
arch main span bridge type. Alternative 9A will result in a Section 4(f) use of three historic 
resources, including the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Overpasses, Perryville Railroad 
Station complex, and Havre de Grace Historic District. In addition, FRA intends to determine 
that Alternative 9A will result in a de minimis use of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and a de 
minimis use of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. Portions of the publicly- 
owned athletic fields are protected under Section 6(f) and may require replacement. As discussed 
in Chapter 10, “Section 6(f) Evaluation,” Section 6(f) prescribes the conditions that must be 
satisfied for the use or transfer of parklands or open spaces that have been improved with funds 
received through the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF). 


ALTERNATIVE 9B 


Alternative 9B is very similar to Alternative 9A. Like Alternative 9A, Alternative 9B would 
result in a new two-track 90 mph bridge west of the existing bridge and a second new two-track 
bridge replacing the existing bridge. The difference between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B 
occurs in Havre de Grace along the east side of the corridor from Lewis Lane to the 
Susquehanna River. Alternative 9B lessen the curve in Havre de Grace and would limit the 
speed to a maximum of 150 mph. This lower speed, as compared to Alternative 9A, reduces the 
amount of property acquisitions required, including the avoidance of the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School athletic fields. Alternative 9B has an estimated 5-year construction period 
and an estimated cost of $890 million based on the construction of the girder approach / arch 
main span bridge type. In terms of Section 4(f), Alternative 9B will result in the same use of the 
three historic resources as Alternative 9A (Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Overpasses, 
Perryville Railroad Station complex, and Havre de Grace Historic District). In addition, as with 
Alternative 9A, FRA intends to determine that Alternative 9B will result in a de minimis use of 
Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park. In terms of Section 4(f), the difference between Alternative 9B 
and Alternative 9A is that Alternative 9B will not require the de minimis use and replacement of 
the Havre de Grace Middle/High School fields. 


EVALUATION OF LEAST OVERALL HARM 


Below is a summary of FRA’s consideration with respect to each factor considered in least 
overall harm analysis. 
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ABILITY TO MITIGATE ADVERSE IMPACTS TO EACH SECTION 4(F) PROPERTY 


The impact to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Overpasses, Perryville Railroad Station 
complex, Havre de Grace Historic District, and Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park will be the same 
with Alternative 9A and with Alternative 9B. The ability to mitigate the adverse impacts will be 
the same with both alternatives. Adverse impacts to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
athletic fields with Alternative 9A are able to be mitigated sufficiently to result in an impact that 
FRA proposes to determine will constitute a de minimis use. 


RELATIVE SEVERITY OF THE REMAINING HARM, AFTER MITIGATION, TO THE 
PROTECTED ACTIVITIES, ATTRIBUTES, OR FEATURES THAT QUALIFY EACH SECTION 
4(F) PROPERTY FOR PROTECTION 


The severity of the remaining harm, after mitigation, to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and 
Overpasses, Perryville Railroad Station complex, Havre de Grace Historic District, and Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park will be the same with Alternative 9A and with Alternative 9B. FRA 
intends to determine that harm to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields after 
mitigation is de minimis. The difference between the de minimis harm with Alternative 9A and 
no harm to the school property with Alternative 9B is negligible and therefore not a significant 
differentiating factor between the Build Alternatives. 


THE RELATIVE SIGNIFICANCE OF EACH SECTION 4(F) PROPERTY 


The relative significance of the resources affected by both Build Alternatives is not essential to 
determine, as the effect of the two Build Alternatives on those resources would be the same. The 
significance of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields, which would be 
minimally affected under Alternative 9A only, is considered to be less than the significance of 
the historic resources that would be affected with both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. 


THE VIEWS OF THE OFFICIAL(S) WITH JURISDICTION OVER EACH SECTION 4(F) 
PROPERTY 


In a letter dated August 24, 2016 (see Appendix H, “Public Involvement and Agency 
Coordination”), MHT agreed with the findings presented in the Effects Assessment for Historic 
Architectural Resources (see Appendix D, “Cultural Resources”). In support of FRA’s proposed 
de minimis determination, the City of Havre de Grace concurred that the Section 4(f) use of the 
City-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park under both Build Alternatives, with 
mitigation, would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying this 
property for protection under Section 4(f). In support of FRA’s proposed de minimis 
determination, Harford County Public Schools concurred that the use of the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School athletic fields under Alternative 9A, with mitigation, would not adversely 
affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying this property for protection under Section 
4(f). Consistent with federal guidance, the de minimis use of the Havre de Grace Middle/High 
School athletic fields is not considered to be a significant differentiating factor between the 
Build Alternatives because the net harm resulting from the de minimis impact is negligible. 


THE DEGREE TO WHICH EACH ALTERNATIVE MEETS THE PURPOSE AND NEED FOR 
THE PROJECT 


As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” the two Build Alternatives were compared for 
their ability to meet the Purpose and Need for the project, considering the project goals and 
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objectives. Since the Build Alternatives were developed in consideration of these goals and 
objectives, there are few differences among the Build Alternatives. However, a key operational 
consideration is the project’s ability to optimize existing and planned infrastructure by providing 
for a maximum authorized train speed of 160 mph, while taking both benefits and potential 
impacts into consideration. Amtrak developed the NEC Master Plan with planned speed 
increases up to a maximum authorized speed of 160 mph for this location along the NEC. 
Amtrak’s NEC Master Plan is consistent with the congressional mandate placed on Amtrak to 
reduce travel times along the NEC. 


As discussed above, Alternative 9A would allow for a maximum speed of 160 mph, while 
Alternative 9B would limit the speed to a maximum of 150 mph. Therefore, Alternative 9A is 
consistent with operational goals and with broader plans along the NEC. Overall, Alternative 9A 
better meets the Purpose and Need for the project and the broader goals for the NEC, and was 
therefore selected as the Preferred Alternative. 


AFTER REASONABLE MITIGATION, THE MAGNITUDE OF ANY ADVERSE IMPACTS TO 
RESOURCES NOT PROTECTED BY SECTION 4(F) 


Alternative 9A would result in slightly greater impacts to resources not protected by Section 4(f) 
(e.g., a commercial displacement, as discussed in Chapter 4, “Land Use and Community 
Facilities;” and floodplains, streams, wetland, forest, and Chesapeake Bay Critical Area impacts, 
as discussed in Chapter 11, “Natural Resources”) as compared to Alternative 9B. However, these 
additional impacts can be mitigated for and potentially reduced during final design. 


SUBSTANTIAL DIFFERENCES IN COSTS AMONG THE ALTERNATIVES 


The construction cost of Alternative 9A is greater slightly greater than the construction cost of 
Alternative 9B (less than five percent of the overall project cost). Considering the greater long- 
term societal benefits and travel time cost savings associated with Alternative 9A, the greater 
construction cost is not a significant distinguishing factor between the Build Alternatives. 


G. COORDINATION 


The Project Team has undertaken extensive public and community outreach efforts as part of the 
Proposed Project, along with federal, state, and local agency coordination (see Chapter 20, 
“Coordination and Consultation”). Numerous public meetings have been held throughout the 
environmental process at project milestones. In addition to public outreach information sessions, 
the Project Team has held numerous Interagency Review Meetings and key stakeholder 
meetings, including meetings with local officials, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board, bicycle-pedestrian stakeholders, and Harford County Public Schools. As 
documented in Appendix H, “Public Involvement and Agency Coordination,” Harford County 
Public Schools and the City of Havre de Grace concurred that the Proposed Project would “not 
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying” Havre de Grace Middle/High 
School Athletic Fields and Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park for protection under Section 4(f). 


The Section 106 consultation process for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge began in April 
2014. Section 106 consulting parties were invited to public outreach information sessions held 
on August 13, 2014, December 10, 2014, November 10, 2015, and April 14, 2016. Dedicated 
Section 106 meetings were held on March 9, 2015, August 18, 2015, and October 11, 2016. The 
Project Team has coordinated with MHT throughout the environmental review process. 
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Coordination included efforts to: determine the Area of Potential Effects (APE), identify historic 
properties within the APE, determine effects to historic properties, develop minimization and 
mitigation measures and develop the PA. Consultation between the Project Team and MHT is 
ongoing. 


Public review of this Evaluation is being held concurrently with public review of the EA. 
Through consultation with Section 106 consulting parties and MHT, FRA and MDOT have 
developed measures to minimize harm on the Section 4(f) properties to be used for 
implementation of the project, as described above and provided in the draft PA contained in 
Appendix D, “Cultural Resources.” 


H. SECTION 4(F) REVIEW PROCESS 


The draft Section 4(f) evaluation will be made available for a minimum 30-day public review, in 
tandem with public review of the EA. After public comments on this draft Evaluation are 
received, a final Section 4(f) evaluation will be prepared. The final Section 4(f) evaluation will 
contain the conclusions of the Section 4(f) evaluation, encompassing: 


e A description of the basis for concluding that there are no prudent and feasible alternatives 
to the use of the Section 4(f) property, including a demonstration that there are unique 
problems or unusual factors involved in the use of alternatives that avoid these properties, or 
that the cost, social, economic, and environmental impacts or community disruption 
resulting from the alternatives reach extraordinary magnitudes; 


e A description of the basis for concluding that the Proposed Project includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm; and 


e A summary of appropriate formal coordination with the U.S. Department of the Interior 
(USDOD). 


FRA, acting as the lead federal agency, will make its final Section 4(f) finding, including the 
final de minimis determination, when it issues its findings on the EA. * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This Section 6(f) Evaluation assesses all properties within the study area that received Land and 
Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act funding, referred to herein as “Section 6(f) resources”. 
The study area for this Evaluation includes a 1,000-foot buffer surrounding the Proposed Project 
site. This Evaluation satisfies the requirements of the LWCF Act (16 USC § 4601-4 through 11, 
commonly known as Section 6(f)), which prescribes the conditions that must be satisfied for the 
use or transfer of parklands or open spaces that have been improved with funds received through 
the LWCF. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment 
(EA) evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A (the Preferred Alternative) and 
Alternative 9B. The Preferred Alternative would potentially require use of one Section 6(f) 
resource—portions of the publicly owned athletic fields at the Havre de Grace Middle School- 
High School complex. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
REGULATORY CONTEXT 


The LWCF Act established the LWCF State Assistance Program, a nationwide program for 
funding the acquisition and development of public outdoor recreation resources. The U.S. 
Department of the Interior (USDOJ), through the National Parks Service (NPS), provides 
funding under the LWCF for state and local efforts to plan, acquire, or develop land to advance 
outdoor recreational activities (16 USC § 4601-4). The Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources (DNR) Office of Land Acquisition and Planning serves as the state delegate/state 
liaison officer that administers LWCF Act funding received by Maryland from USDOI. 


Under Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act, land purchased with LWCF monies cannot be converted to 
a non-recreational use without coordination with and approval from USDOI, acting through the 
NPS, at the request of the state delegate/state liaison officer. If any portion of a Section 6(f) 
resource is proposed to be converted to a non-recreational use, replacement of the land used is 
required. NPS must approve the conversion and replacement of Section 6(f) resources and any 
NPS approval must be based on a determination that the conversion meets the conditions under 
Section 6(f) described in more detail below (16 USC § 4601-8[f][3]) and 36 CFR Part 59. 


In Maryland, some parks and recreational facilities have been funded through DNR Program 
Open Space (POS), established in 1969. Although POS is not part of the LWCF, the two 
programs work in parallel to protect the recreational areas they fund, and the two carry similar 
requirements for conversions of use. The conversion of land acquired or developed using POS 
funding requires the written approval of the Secretary of DNR, the Secretary of the Department 
of Budget and Management, and the Secretary of the Department of Planning. Funding for POS 
is made available to local communities through the Outdoor Recreation Land Loan of 1969 and 
through the LWCF of the USDOI. 
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PREREQUISITES OF CONVERSION 


Under the LWCF Act and applicable USDOI regulations (36 CFR Part 59), conversion of 
Section 6(f) resources may be approved only if NPS finds that the following nine criteria have 
been met: 


1) All practical alternatives to the proposed conversion have been evaluated and rejected; 


2) The fair market value of the park property to be converted has been established and that the 
property proposed for substitution is of at least equal fair market value, as established by an 
approved appraisal in accordance with the Uniform Appraisal Standards for Federal Land 
Acquisition, excluding the value of structures or facilities that will not serve recreational 
purposes; 


3) The proposed replacement property is of reasonably equivalent usefulness and location as 
the converted property; 


4) The property proposed for substitution meets the eligibility requirements for LWCF-assisted 
acquisition; 


5) For properties that are proposed to be partially rather than wholly converted, the impact of 
the converted portion on the remainder must be considered and the unconverted area must 
remain recreationally viable, or be replaced as well; 


6) All necessary coordination with other federal agencies has been satisfactorily accomplished, 
including compliance with Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966; 


7) The guidelines for environmental evaluation have been satisfactorily completed and 
considered by the NPS during its review of the conversion proposal; 


8) If the proposed conversion constitutes a significant change to the original LWCF project, 
State intergovernmental clearinghouse review procedures have been adhered to; and 


9) The proposed conversion is in accordance with the applicable Statewide Comprehensive 
Outdoor Recreation Plan (SCORP) and/or equivalent recreational plans. 


According to the NPS 2008 LWCF State Assistance Program Manual, a small conversion is a 
conversion that will affect no more than 10 percent of the Section 6(f) protected area or five 
acres, whichever is less, and meets the following criteria: 1) results in minor or no environment 
impacts due to removal from Section 6(f) protection/replacement of 6(f) property; 2) is not 
controversial; and 3) replacement property is contiguous to the original Section 6(f) protected 
area or another existing park or recreation area. A small conversion may simplify the NPS 
review and decision-making process. The Project Team will determine the appropriate level of 
conversion for the Proposed Project after selecting the most appropriate replacement property, in 
cooperation with Harford County Public Schools, DNR, and NPS. 


METHODOLOGY 


Generally, if a transportation project may impact parkland or recreational facilities that were 
acquired or developed using LWCF and/or POS funds, the project sponsor should obtain the 
following information and take the following actions: 


e Identify parkland or recreational areas that were purchased or developed with LWCF or POS 
funds; 
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e Identify public parkland or recreational area right-of-way needs, in fee and/or temporary 
easements; 


e Contact the official or agency with jurisdiction over the property to inform them of the 
proposed project/impact and request information on potential replacement properties; 


e Prepare mapping showing potential replacement sites and develop an estimate of acquisition 
cost; 


e Continue coordination with the official or agency with jurisdiction over the property to agree 
on mutually acceptable replacement site; 


e Continue coordination with official/agency with jurisdiction through meetings, letters, and 
minutes of meetings during conversion process; 


e Meet the requirements of Section 4(f) (described in Chapter 9, “Draft Section 4(f) 
Evaluation”); 


e Identify a replacement site of at least equal fair market value and of reasonably equivalent 
recreational value, usefulness, and location as the impacted area; 


e Complete appropriate appraisals when plans are developed, as required by law for POS or 
Section 6(f) property conversions; and 


e Forward appraisals for impacted property and the selected replacement site to the 
official/agency with jurisdiction over the property. 


The Project Team obtained information regarding Section 6(f) and POS resources within the 
study area using Geographic Information Systems (GIS) data, field visits, online LWCF project 
reports, and information from the Harford County Department of Parks and Recreation and 
DNR. The Project Team identified properties within the study area that were either partially or 
wholly bought or developed using LWCF monies, thereby triggering an Evaluation. For each 
property affected by the Proposed Project that contains a Section 6(f) resource, the Project Team 
calculated the acreage of potential impact (i.e., conversion of potential 6(f) land), and the type 
and extent of impacts to recreational facilities. The Project Team is continuing to coordinate 
with DNR and NPS. 


C. APPLICABILITY OF SECTION 6(F) TO THE PROJECT 


Harford County Department of Parks and Recreation has confirmed that portions of the Havre de 
Grace Middle School-High School complex received LWCF monies for development, (see 
Figure 10-1 and response letter from the Harford County Department of Parks and Recreation 
regarding the use of LWCF monies at the Havre de Grace Middle and High Schools in 
Appendix H, “Public Involvement and Agency Correspondence.”) 


In 1966, NPS granted $7,070.00 to the high school for the construction of three tennis courts and 
one multi-purpose court (Project 24-00008). In 1970, the middle school was granted $16,143.00 
for the construction of one multi-purpose court, four little-league baseball fields, and a cinder 
running track (Project 19-00139-13-012). Records from 1978 indicate that the tennis courts 
originally constructed under LWCF project 24-00008 were relocated on the school site as part of 
a Havre de Grace High School expansion project. In addition, the athletic facilities constructed 
under LWCF project 19-00139-13-012 have undergone several reconfigurations including the 
relocation of the original cinder running track and original ball field (see Figure 10-2). The 
precise boundaries of Section 6(f) resources within the Havre de Grace Middle School-High 
School complex are the subject of ongoing discussions between NPS, DNR, and Harford 
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County. Through coordination with NPS and DNR, a draft LWCF boundary has been 
established for this EA (discussed in Section E, “Potential Impacts of the Build Alternatives”). 


In 2015, Harford County Public Schools reported a total student population of 37,451; of these, 
584 students attended the Havre de Grace Middle School and 775 students attended the Havre de 
Grace High School.! The middle and high school buildings are not connected; however, they 
share athletic facilities that host a range of recreational activities including football, soccer, 
baseball, and track and field events. The portion of the property that includes the shared 
recreational facilities is approximately 57 acres and is located between the middle and high 
school buildings. The facilities currently include five baseball fields, two multi-purpose courts, 
five tennis courts, two soccer fields, open space, and the James R. Harris Stadium that contains a 
track and football field. According to consultation with Havre de Grace High School, these 
athletic fields are used for school-related sporting events and practices, and are open to the 
public outside of normal school hours and after-school programs unless reserved for a special 
event. 


In addition to the school athletic fields, three parks within the study area—the David Craig Park, 
Swan Harbor Farm, and Lower Ferry Park—have been funded through DNR’s POS (see Chapter 
6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources”). As described above, funding for POS is made 
available through the Outdoor Recreation Land Loan of 1969 and the LWCF of the USDOI. 
These parks are therefore considered Section 6(f) resources. 


D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge will remain in service 
as-is, with no intervention apart from the undertaking of minimal repairs and the continuation of 
the current maintenance regime. Service over the bridge would continue to worsen in the future 
under the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative is a baseline scenario against which 
potential impacts from the Proposed Project will be measured. As part of the No Action 
Alternative, Harford County Public Schools is in the process of finalizing design plans to 
combine the existing Havre de Grace High School located on Congress Avenue with the Havre 
de Grace Middle School currently located on the southern end of the existing school property 
near Lewis Lane. Harford County’s plans to reconstruct the Middle School-High School 
complex are independent of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. The new complex 
would include new baseball fields and improved pedestrian accommodations. 


E. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would require expansion of the existing rail right-of-way, 
requiring the acquisition and conversion of narrow strips of land within the Proposed Project 
area, including within the Havre de Grace Middle School-High School complex. 


ALTERNATIVE 9A 


Under Alternative 9A (the Preferred Alternative), the proposed new retaining walls supporting 
the rail tracks would encroach upon the Havre de Grace Middle School-High School complex— 
including the existing running track and the planned athletic fields. The Lewis Lane overpass 
near the school complex would be reconstructed to accommodate the new track alignment. 


' https://www.heps.org/schools/SchoolProfile.aspx?schoolID=78; accessed December 29, 2016. 
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Alternative 9A would require the permanent acquisition of a small portion of the athletic 
fields—approximately 1.5 acres of fee simple right-of-way for Amtrak and approximately 1.2 
acres of utility easement for the Harford County Department of Public Works for a total 
potential property impact of approximately 2.7 acres. 


The fee-simple right-of-way is needed to accommodate a retaining wall, which would be 
constructed parallel to the tracks to the south and would be situated mostly on the current school 
property. Fencing would be installed along the top of the retaining wall, which would be 
approximately 17 to 18 feet tall, with a maximum height of 25 feet. An additional temporary 
construction easement may be required to build the retaining wall. Alternative 9A would also 
require a 30-foot-wide maintenance easement for the Harford County Department of Public 
Works. Ten feet of that maintenance easement would be within the proposed acquisition area. 
The remaining 20 feet of the needed maintenance easement (approximately 1.2 acres) would be 
within the school property. 


The proposed rail track would impact only open space, but the proposed retaining wall and the 
associated construction/maintenance easement would impact track and field amenities, including 
the 110-meter hurdle runout area, the high jump/pole vault facility, the long jump facility, and 
storage shed. In addition, the retaining wall and easement would affect the conceptual design of 
the planned baseball fields, which Harford County intends to build to the west of the track. 


Alternative 9A would require minor reconfigurations of the existing and planned ballfields at the 
school complex. Alternative 9A would also physically impact the starting block for the existing 
running track. As mentioned earlier, LWCF monies were used for the construction of the 
original cinder running track, which has since been moved to its current location. The functional 
use of the original LWCF monies acquired for the construction of the original track are no longer 
relevant due to the relocation of that recreation facility. Based on DNR and NPS’s current 
understanding of the Section 6(f) resource boundaries, the existing track and field amenities are 
not subject to Section 6(f). A portion of the land required for Alternative 9A, however, falls 
within the Section 6(f) resource boundaries. NPS and DNR have delineated a draft LWCF 
boundary (see Figure 10-3); Harford County input on this boundary is pending. Alternative 9A 
would require approximately 0.55 acre of land for which LWCF monies were used (see Figure 
10-3). There are no existing or planned athletic fields or other recreational facilities within this 
0.55-acre area. The track and field elements impacted by the Proposed Project are within HCPS 
property, but are outside of the established draft LWCF boundary. 


The Proposed Project may qualify for a small conversion as discussed under the above 
“Prerequisites of Conversion”. Additionally, according to NPS 2008 LWCF State Assistance 
Program Manual, underground utility easements within a Section 6(f) area may not trigger a 
conversion if the site is restored to its pre-existing condition to ensure the continuation of public 
outdoor recreational use of the easement area within 12 months after the ground within the 
easement area is disturbed. The existing water main relocation would result in a 30-foot-wide 
water main easement. Of this 30-foot-wide easement, approximately 10 feet would be located on 
the Amtrak property and approximately 20 feet would be located on the school property. 
According to Section 6(f) guidance (LWCF State Assistance Program Manual, Chapter 8-12), 
the water main easement can be excluded from the overall Section 6(f) conversion acreage since 
it would be restored to prior conditions shortly after construction has been completed allowing 
any surface level recreational activities to proceed as intended. Coordination with NPS and DNR 
will continue to confirm that the utility easement area would not be subject to conversion 
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requirements. Alternative 9A would not impact David Craig Park, Swan Harbor Farm, or Lower 
Ferry Park—the parks within the study area that have received POS funding. 


ALTERNATIVE 9B 


Alternative 9B is similar to Alternative 9A, but would entail a more curved rail alignment 
design, which would limit the rail speed to a maximum of 150 mph and result in fewer right-of- 
way impacts. As shown in Figure 10-3, Alternative 9B would not extend beyond Amtrak’s 
existing right-of-way at the Havre de Grace Middle School-High School complex, and therefore 
would have no adverse impacts to this resource. Alternative 9B would not impact other Section 
6(f) resources, including David Craig Park, Swan Harbor Farm, and Lower Ferry Park. 


F. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


As a first prerequisite of conversion, all practical alternatives to the proposed conversion must be 
evaluated and rejected.” A two-step screening process (i.e. fatal flaw screening followed by a 
detailed screening) was used to evaluate 25 preliminary alternatives for the project (see Chapter 
2, “Project Alternatives”). A “fatal flaw” screening eliminated all but 10 alternatives based on 
rail connectivity, navigational requirements, logical termini, feasibility and constructability, and 
avoidance of critical property impacts. The Project Team conducted a subsequent detailed 
screening of the 10 remaining alternatives based on potential impacts to the human and natural 
environment (including Section 6(f) impacts) as well as operational and engineering 
considerations. The screening determined that Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B best meet the 
goals and objectives of the project, while minimizing environmental and property impacts. 


Six of the alternatives screened in detail (1B, 4C, 4E, 8A, 8B and VE) would have avoided 
impacts to Section 6(f) resources, but were removed from further consideration because they 
either required full acquisition of a low-income senior housing facility, supported less desirable 
train speeds, and/or required similar or higher environmental impacts as Alternative 9B while 
offering fewer operational and engineering benefits. The fatal flaw and detailed screenings 
satisfy the first conversion prerequisite. In addition, Alternative 9A was determined to have the 
least overall harm in light of the preservation purpose of Section 4(f) (see Chapter 9, “Draft 
Section 4(f) Evaluation”). 


The Project Team made efforts to minimize the impacts to Section 6(f) resources during the 
alternatives development and screening process, and have eliminated several alignments that 
could have resulted in greater impacts to Section 6(f) properties, including more extensive 
impacts to the Havre de Grace Middle School-High School athletic fields (see “Alternatives 
Retained for Detailed Study” in Appendix A, “Alternatives Screening Report and Bridge 
Types”). Alternative 4B and Alternative 4D, which were removed from further consideration, 
would have required more than two acres of fee-simple right-of-way from the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School facility. 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) have been coordinating closely with Harford County Public Schools to develop 
proposed measures to minimize and mitigate the impacts that would result from Alternative 9A. 
Proposed minimization and mitigation for Alternative 9A impacts to the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School Athletic Fields are discussed in Chapter 9, “Draft Section 4(f) Evaluation’. 
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G. POTENTIAL SECTION 6(F) REPLACEMENT LAND 


Coordination with DNR, NPS, and the property owner—Harford County Public Schools (HCPS) 
—tregarding potential Section 6(f) impacts and replacement parkland opportunities will continue 
as the Proposed Project progresses to the final design phase and once construction funding has 
been allocated for right-of-way purchases. The Proposed Project will likely result in a Section 
6(f) impact (pending finalization of the draft LWCF boundary). Therefore, the Project Team will 
adhere to the nine LWCF prerequisites for conversion listed in Section B, “Regulatory Context 
and Methodology”, as well as the Small Conversion Policy established in 1990 and recently 
amended (codified at 54 USC §2000305(f)(3), on January 3, 2017). The Project Team will also 
provide documentation per the LWCF Act and applicable USDOI regulations for the conversion 
of parkland (36 CFR 59). FRA and MDOT will continue to coordinate with Harford County 
Public Schools to submit an application for land conversion to the NPS Regional Administrator 
through DNR. 


For this Environmental Assessment, the Project Team identified three potential replacement sites 
for further evaluation and coordination with the appropriate parties including DNR, NPS, FRA, 
MDOT and HCPS. The goal of the potential replacement land site search was to adhere to the 
eligibility requirements outlined in the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965. 


Table 10-1 provides an overview of the potential replacement parcels that the Project Team 
identified. Figure 10-4 shows the locations of the parcels. 


Table 10-1 
Potential Replacement Land 


Parcel Lot 
Proper Number | Number Zoning Area (acre) 
Property 1 
Consolidated Gas & Electric Company 1021 1 Commercial 1.47 


a aaa G2 PO 

Pepco Energy Power Company and 4 Commercial 

<a a 
T&D Enterprises LLC 0990 Commercial 


POTENTIAL PROPERTY CONSIDERATIONS: 
PROPERTY 1 (OWNER: BG&E) 


e This parcel is contiguous to the proposed LWCF boundary but currently has public 
recreational uses on the site. 

e Due to the private ownership of the parcel, the property could potentially be 
considered as replacement land under LWCF guidance and could comply with the 
small conversion requirements. Further coordination regarding the current use 
agreement between HCPS and the land owner BG&E is needed. The Project Team 
will evaluated the viability of using this property as replacement land, once the 
project transitions into detailed design and as construction funds become available. 
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PROPERTY 2 (OWNER: PEPCO ENERGY POWER COMPANY) 


e This parcel is made up of open space that is contiguous to North Park, which would 
make it eligible for a small conversion. 


PROPERTY 3 (OWNER: T & D ENTERPRISE LLC) 


e This parcel is slightly over 1,000 feet from the school following existing roadway 
surface streets. 

e The site could potentially be used for open space or park and recreation amenities. 

e Since this parcel is not contiguous to the school athletic fields or to another existing 
park or recreation area, it will not fall under the small conversion requirements, but 
could still be evaluated as a full conversion option. 


As previously mentioned, once the project transitions into detailed design and as construction 
funds become available, the Project Team will coordinate with NPS, DNR, and HCPS to finalize 
the LWCF Boundary, identify specific replacement parcel uses and evaluate the potential 
replacement sites, along with any other locations that may be identified in the future as suitable 
with respect to the replacement guidelines. a 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter describes existing natural resource conditions within the study area for the 
Proposed Project. The natural resources analysis considered topography, geology, and soils; 
floodplains and wetlands/waters of the U.S.; terrestrial resources; aquatic resources; Chesapeake 
Bay Critical Area; coastal zone management; and unique and sensitive areas. This chapter also 
identifies potential adverse impacts on these resources from the Proposed Project, and discusses 
potential avoidance, minimization, and mitigation alternatives to offset these potential impacts. 
As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) 
evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


Regulatory context is summarized in Table 11-1 and described in more detail in Appendix E, 
“Natural Environmental Technical Report (NETR).” Methodology is described below. 


TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 


Maps published by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and the Maryland Geological 
Survey (MGS) were used to obtain information on the topography and geology of the study area. 
Information on soil types within the study area was obtained from the USDA NRCS in the form 
of County Online Soil Surveys. 


FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


Floodplains were identified within the study area using Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) 
produced by FEMA. Two sets of floodplain maps were available for Harford County, the 
effective FEMA floodplain and a preliminary FEMA floodplain that provides proposed updates 
to the current effective floodplain maps. Both were assessed. Acreages of the 100-year and 500- 
year floodplain within the corridor were calculated using a geographic information system (GIS) 
overlay of the FIRM map limits. 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and the 
Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Wetlands Inventory GIS layers were initially 
used to investigate the potential presence of wetlands within the study area. Where the DNR 
wetlands and NWI wetlands overlapped, the combined outer limits of each layer were used to 
create the wetland polygon. NRCS hydric soil layer was also used to note the potential location 
of wetlands within the study area. Estimated wetland limits within the study area were drawn 
using a combination of an inventory level field assessment in April 2014 and August 2014, 
agency field review in March 2015, mapped wetlands, and hydric soils limits. In October 2015, a 
wetland delineation was conducted within the proposed limits of disturbance for the alternatives 
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retained for detailed study (Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B). Wetlands were identified in 
accordance with the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation 
Manual: Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region, Version 2.0 (USACE 2010). The wetland 
delineation was conducted within the existing the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
(Amtrak) ROW. All identified wetlands and waterways were flagged in the field and the flags 
surveyed. Stream resources within the 1,000-foot study area were identified and classified using 
the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) from USGS, Harford and Cecil County hydrology 
GIS layers, FEMA FIRMs, and from the 2015 delineation. 


Table 11-1 
Regulatory Context Summary Table 


Technical Area Regulatory Context 


Soils : : Regulations (COMAR 26. 17.02) 


Executive Order 13690 on “Establishing a Federal Flood Risk 
Management Standard and a Process for Further Soliciting and 
Considering Stakeholder Input” 


Wetanes panel: National Flood Insurance Program 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Maryland Wetlands 
Regulations 


Maryland Reforestation Law & Maryland Forest Conservation Act 
Nongame Endangered Species Conservation Act 


Temes tial Resources Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) (COMAR 27.01.09.04C(2) 
(b)(iv) 


Floodplains and 


Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 
Nea 
quatic Resources , : Tae eoe 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
(Annotated Code of Maryland, Environment Article, Environment 
Article, Title 9, Subtitle 3, and implementing regulations in COMAR 
26.08.04) 


Chesapeake Bay Critical Area| Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Act 


Section 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 
(CZMA) 

Coastal Zone Management The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 
(CZARA) 


Unique and Sensitive Areas 
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TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 


Forest boundaries were identified using the most recent publically available aerial imagery and 
vegetation GIS layers from both counties. Forest resources were assessed on a broad scale using 
the Vegetation Map of Maryland (Brush et al. 1976). Forest interior habitat was identified using 
guidelines from A Guide to the Conservation of Forest Interior Dwelling Birds in the Critical 
Area (Jones et al. 2000) and is explained in detail within the NETR in Appendix E, Section C. 
FIDS habitat areas were mapped within the project study area. Forest resources were 
characterized, including the size class and dominant species of trees, understory conditions, and 
degree of disturbance. 


Information on terrestrial wildlife was obtained using data available through DNR Wildlife and 
Heritage Service (WHS) online resources, the 2nd Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Maryland and 
District of Columbia (Ellison 2010), and preliminary data of the Maryland Amphibian and 
Reptile Atlas (MARA) project (MARA Database Online Resource 2010). Wildlife observed 
during the field inventory were recorded and listed in tables within the NETR in Appendix E, 
Section C. 


To assess potential terrestrial rare, threatened, or endangered (RTE) species, project review 
letters, were sent to the DNR-WHS, DNR Integrated Policy Review Unit, and the USFWS. 
Mapped DNR Sensitive Species Project Review Areas (SSPRA) were also reviewed to 
determine areas supporting or providing habitat buffers for RTE species within the study area. 
The lists of current and historic RTE species of Harford and Cecil Counties (DNR 2010) were 
also reviewed to determine which species could potentially occur within the study area. 


AQUATIC RESOURCES 


e Published literature, including information obtained from governmental and _ non- 
governmental agencies, such as DNR, Maryland Department of Planning, and MDE. 


e Data mapping tools provided by state agencies, including tools for watershed boundaries and 
health; designated use classes for surface waters; water quality assessments; and stream 
health data including fish and benthic sampling results. 


e DNR’s response to a request for information on fisheries data, including rare, threatened, or 
endangered species in the study area. 


CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA 


METHODOLOGY 


The Critical Area is defined as all land within 1,000 feet of Maryland’s tidal waters and tidal 
wetlands. It also includes the waters of the Chesapeake Bay, the Atlantic Coastal Bays, their 
tidal tributaries and the lands underneath these tidal areas. The 1,000 foot Critical Area located 
within the study area limits have been determined using statewide mapping developed and 
maintained by DNR as well as written coordination with the CAC. Impacts to the Critical Area 
were calculated using the limit of disturbance (LOD) for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B (.e., 
project alternative footprint). 
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COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 


The “Guide to Maryland’s CZMP and Federal Consistency Process” issued by MDE was 
reviewed to determine the federal consistency requirements established by the federal CZMA 
and how those requirements are administered through the Maryland CZMP. 


UNIQUE AND SENSITIVE AREAS 


NHAs, Green Infrastructure, and Wild and Scenic Rivers within the study area were determined 
through a review of existing literature and coordination with DNR. 


C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 


TOPOGRAPHY 


The topography at the study area ranges from less than 20 feet above sea level to greater than 
100 feet. The topography in the Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province (south of the 
study area) is fairly flat. The topography in the Piedmont physiographic province is generally 
rolling hills, rising to over 400 feet north of the study area. 


GEOLOGY 


Harford and Cecil Counties lie within the Fall Line separating two physiographic provinces, the 
Piedmont and the Atlantic Coastal Plain. The study area is primarily located within the Atlantic 
Coastal Plain, with a small portion located within the Piedmont Province. The Atlantic Coastal Plain 
Province is underlain by a wedge of unconsolidated sediments including gravel, sand, silt, and clay 
whereas the Piedmont is composed of hard, crystalline igneous and metamorphic rocks. These 
geological formations are depicted in Figure E-1 in Appendix E. In addition to the existing geology, 
mining occurs near the study area. There is a ready source of sand and gravel at the Havre de Grace 
Quarry (Vulcan Havre de Grace Quarry), approximately 7,800 feet northwest of the bridge. 


SOILS 


According to the USDA Web Soil Survey, there are 31 soil series and 47 mapping units within 
the study area (see Table 11-2). 


The Drainage Class identifies the natural drainage conditions of the soil (e.g., very poorly 
drained, poorly drained). Study area soils range from poorly drained (Leonardtown silt loam and 
Othello silt loam) to well drained soils (Elsinboro loam, Matapeake silt loam, Nassawango silt 
loam, and Sassafras and Croom). However, the majority of soil types in the Cecil County portion 
of the study area are Urban soil. Urban soils are mapped in areas where either the native soil has 
been removed or covered with fill. The urban map unit consists of land that has been so altered 
or disturbed by urban works and structure that classifying the soil is no longer feasible. Soil 
mapping units are depicted in Figure E-2 in Appendix E. 


Prime Farmland Soils are defined by NRCS as “having the soil quality, growing season and 
moisture supply needed to economically produce sustained high yields of crops” (NRCS 2011). 
Soils of Statewide Importance are defined by NRCS as “having early Prime Farmland quality 
and that economically produce high yields of crops when treated and managed according to 
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acceptable Methodology” (NRCS 2011). Figure E-2 in Appendix E illustrates Prime Farmland 
Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance within the study area. However, as shown in the figure, 


most of this land is part of the existing railroad ROW, and, therefore, is not used for agriculture. 


Table 11-2 
Soil Characteristics 


Drainage Class Hydric Farmland 
Map Unit Description (Dominant) Classification | Classification | Erosion Class 
Somewhat Statewide Not highly 
AgA _| Aquasco silt loam | poorly drained | Partially hydric importance erodible 
Moderately well Not highly 
BeA | Beltsville silt loam drained Partially hydric | Prime farmland erodible 


Not highly 
erodible - 
Elsinboro Well potentially 
loam Drained Not hydric Prime farmland highly 
Leonardtown Not highly 
silt loam Poorly drained All hydric Not prime erodible 
Matapeake Statewide Not highly 
silt loam Well drained Not hydric importance erodible 
Mattapex Moderately well N 
silt loam drained Partially hydric | Prime farmland 


ot highly 
erodible 


Othello Statewide Not highly 
silt loam Poorly drained All hydric importance erodible 
Sassafras and 
Croom soils, (15 - Highly 
25% slopes) Well drained | Partially hydric Not prime erodible 


FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


EsA 
Nassawango silt Well Not highly 
NsA loam Drained Partially hydric | Prime farmland erodible 


FLOODPLAINS 


Floodplains have been mapped within the study area along: the Susquehanna River, an unnamed 
tributary to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and Principio Creek (see Figure E-3 in Appendix 
E). Floodplains along the Susquehanna River are primarily used for waterfront commercial 
properties, parkland and other developed properties. Floodplains within the Harford County 
portion of the study area are dominated by urban development with some isolated open space. 
Within the Cecil County portion of the study area, Mill Creek and Principio Creek floodplains 
largely consist of forest cover. According to the effective FEMA floodplain maps, the majority 
of the 1,560-acre study area is outside the 100- and 500-year floodplain. 
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Where floodplains exist within the 1,560-acre study area, there are approximately 320 acres of 
FEMA-designated 100-year floodplains. This includes approximately 160 acres within the 
Susquehanna River. For Harford County, the total amount of effective 100-year floodplain 
within the study area is 220 acres. For Cecil County, the total amount of effective 100-year 
floodplain within the study area is 100 acres. The total effective 500-year floodplain within the 
study area is approximately 345 acres, including 222 acres in Harford County and 123 acres in 
Cecil County. Harford County has proposed revised floodplain limits. This preliminary 
floodplain mapping would result in a slight decrease in the 100-year and 500-year floodplain 
area within the study area to 203 acres and 209 acres, respectively. 


FEMA floodplain mapping indicates that within the study area, two of the waterways, an 
unnamed tributary to Lily Run and Lily Run, also have a regulated floodway within the overall 
floodplain. FEMA defines a floodway as “the channel of a...watercourse and the adjacent land 
areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing 
the water surface elevation more than a designated height.” These floodways were designated 
through detailed hydrologic studies conducted by FEMA and are regulated by FEMA, MDE, and 
localities through the permitting process to ensure that development in the floodplain does not 
raise the base elevation of a designated floodway by more than a maximum of | foot or a smaller 
increment as determined by MDE (see Appendix E, Section B). 


WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


Across the entire study area, 22 waters of the U.S., including wetlands, were identified. All 
waters of the U.S., including wetlands are depicted in Figure E-4 in Appendix E. The majority 
of the identified systems included nontidal forested wetlands. These systems included a few 
emergent/open water wetland stormwater management ponds or drainage swales and a forested 
wetland ditch along the Amtrak railroad tracks. Two identified forested wetlands and one 
emergent wetland appeared to be hydrologically isolated. Two systems were identified as tidal 
emergent, scrub shrub, or forested wetlands, one along the Susquehanna River and the other 
along the perimeter of Furnace Bay. 


In Harford County, 12 potential nontidal wetlands were identified within the study area (Table 
11-3). These include natural palustrine forested (PFO)/scrub shrub (PSS)/emergent (PEM) 
wetlands and manmade palustrine emergent/open water (POW and PUBH) wetlands. (Note that 
a description of each wetland at stream classification included in Table 11-1 can be found in 
Appendix E, Section B, Table E-3). Eight nontidal intermittent or perennial streams also cross 
the Amtrak ROW within Harford County. 


In Cecil County, two tidal wetland systems and six potential nontidal wetland systems were 
identified within the project study area (see Table 11-3). Mill Creek is the only perennial stream 
that crosses the study area in Cecil County. There are also three intermittent streams that flow 
parallel to the tracks on the south side and one ephemeral channel that drains into Wetland 9. 
Ephemeral channels contain a defined, natural bed and bank, and convey surface water to 
relatively permanent waters following precipitation or snow-melt events. 


The total area of the potential wetlands identified within the Harford County portion of the study 
area 1s 77.3 acres of PFO/PSS/PUBHx and 2.2 acres of PEM/POW/PUBH«x. The total area of 
potential wetlands identified within the Cecil County portion of the study area is 2.3 acres of 
estuarine intertidal with scrub shrub (E2SS), 8.3 acres of estuarine intertidal with an unconsolidated 
bottom (E2US), 4.9 acres of PFO, 2.9 acres of PEM, and 0.1 acre of POW. A brief description of 
each wetland and waters of the U.S. system is provided in Appendix E, Section B. 
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System 
Number Waters of the U.S. Classification! 


Harford Coun 


1 PFO1A/PFOI1C/PSSIA 

R2UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek) 
2 PEM1/POWHx 

R2UB1(Two unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek) 


3 PFOILA/C 
R3UB1 (Gashey’s Creek) 
R2UB3 (Unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek) 


| 4 |PEM1/POWHx 

5 PFOIC 
R2UB1/2 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) 
PFOLA/C 
PEMIC 
PUBHx 
R3UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) 
R4SB3/5 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) 


| 7__‘([PFOIA 
| 8 [PFOIA/PUBHx 


Susquehanna River (RIUBV/RIOWV) 


17. |PEMIC 
R2UB1/2 (Lily Run) 


| 18 |PEMIC 
19 |PFOIC 
PEMIC 


R4SB3/4 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) 
R2UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) 


PFOIC 
R4SB3 
Cecil Coun 
PFOIR 
PEMIN 
PEM1/5N 
Ephemeral 


PFOIE 
R3UB1 (Mill Creek) 


11 PFOIS 
E2SS1P6 
E2USN6 (Including Furnace Bay) 
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Wetland 
Type 


Nontidal 


Nontidal 


Nontidal 


Nontidal 
Nontidal 


Nontidal 


Nontidal 
Nontidal 
Tidal 


Nontidal 
Nontidal 


Nontidal 


Nontidal 
Nontidal 


Tidal 


Nontidal 
Nontidal 


Tidal 


Table 11-3 

Mapped and Delineated Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 

Approximate | Approximate 
Area of Length of 


Wetland Stream 
(Acre) (Linear Feet) 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Table 11-3 (cont’d) 
Mapped and Delineated Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 
Approximate | Approximate 
Area of Length of 
Wetland Wetland Stream 
Waters of the U.S. Classification’ Type (Acre) (Linear Feet) 
Cecil County (cont’d) 


a chstice Nontidal 
R4SB4 (unnamed tributary to Susquehanna River : 


R4SB3 (unnamed tributary to Mill Creek) 


5 : 
re mene Nontidal 
R4SB3 (unnamed tributary to Furnace Creek) : 
2 


| 22 |PEMIC ontidal 


TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 


Terrestrial resources within the study area include forest resources; wildlife; and threatened, 
endangered, or special concern terrestrial species. 


FOREST RESOURCES 


According to Brush et al. (1976), the majority of the study area is mapped within the Tulip 
Poplar Association, with a narrow area of the Sycamore-Green Ash-Box Elder-Silver Maple 
Association mapped within the Mill Creek floodplain in Cecil County. The Tulip Poplar 
Association is dominated by tulip trees (tulip poplar), red maple, white oak, and flowering 
dogwood. The Sycamore-Green Ash-Box Elder-Silver Maple Association is dominated by these 
species and red maple and white oak. The field assessment corroborated the mapped associations 
except in smaller areas of forested wetlands located within the mapped Tulip Poplar Association. 
Within these areas, the dominant trees were red maple and sweet-gum trees with scattered 
tuliptree, pin oak, and sycamore. Mapped forest associations are depicted in Figure E-5 in 
Appendix E. 


A majority of the forest resources within the study area consist of smaller patches of deciduous 
forest that lie between the Amtrak ROW and residential or commercial properties. Therefore, 
these forests are not likely of high quality. One of the exceptions is a large, forested area in the 
southern portion of the study area in Harford County. This area is associated with unnamed 
tributaries to Swan Creek and Gashey’s Creek and the largest wetland crossed by the Proposed 
Project, which contains a Wetland of Special State Concern (WSSC). The interior of this 
forested area may also be considered regulated FIDS habitat, as it is a part of a large (>500 
acres) contiguous forest that lies within the Critical Area. 


Specimen trees with a diameter of 30 inches or greater were not common, but did occur mostly 
as isolated trees on developed properties, such as on the grounds of Rodgers Tavern. 
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WILDLIFE 


The majority of the study area is characterized by urban, suburban, commercial, and agricultural 
land uses with few natural habitat areas remaining. Forests in the study area are generally 
fragmented by development and/or past and present agricultural use. Terrestrial habitat within 
the study area consists mostly of smaller patches of low quality deciduous forest that lie between 
the Amtrak ROW and residential or commercial properties. However, there are also several 
deciduous forests present within the study area along stream corridors. The remainder of the 
terrestrial habitat in the study area consists of commercial/residential properties with scattered 
trees and landscaping, undeveloped meadows, agricultural fields, and residential yards. Aquatic 
wildlife habitat within the study area consists of the Susquehanna River, Furnace Bay, numerous 
wetlands, and several perennial and intermittent streams. 


Preliminary data from the MARA indicate that 30 species of reptiles and amphibians have been 
documented within portions of the Aberdeen and Havre de Grace USGS quadrangles that are 
crossed by the study area. The 2nd Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Maryland and the District of 
Columbia (Ellison 2010) indicates that 120 species of breeding birds have been documented 
within portions of the Aberdeen and Havre de Grace USGS quadrangles crossed by the study 
area. Similar statewide distributional data are lacking for mammals. However, the study area 
provides habitat for numerous mammals that are adapted to urban/suburban environments, as 
well as more natural areas. 


The smaller, disturbed forest habitats within the study area would be expected to support 
disturbance tolerant wildlife and edge adapted species. These habitats could support 
herpetofauna species such as eastern toads, common five-lined skink, eastern redbacked 
salamander, northern black racer, eastern ratsnake, eastern garter snake, and the eastern box 
turtle, among other species. Mammals such as mice, voles, the eastern mole, bats, squirrels, 
foxes, raccoon, woodchuck, and white tailed deer, among other species, likely inhabit terrestrial 
areas within the study area. More urban environments such as Havre de Grace may also support 
species such as the Norway rat and the black rat. Bird species likely to occur within the smaller, 
more disturbed forests with abundant edge habitat would be common species such as red-bellied 
woodpecker, downy woodpecker, eastern wood-pewee, American crow, blue jay, Carolina 
chickadee, tufted titmouse, white-breasted nuthatch, Carolina wren, American robin, and 
northern cardinal. With the exception of the eastern wood-pewee, all of these bird species were 
observed during the inventory level field assessment in early April 2014. 


One large, contiguous forest habitat is located within the study area and occurs southeast of the 
Amtrak ROW at the southwestern end of the study area. This forest may support forest interior 
birds known as FIDS. A list of the 25 FIDS potentially occurring within the Critical Area are 
provided in Appendix E, Section C. According to the 2nd Atlas of the Breeding Birds of 
Maryland and the District of Columbia (Ellison 2010), 20 of the 25 FIDS have been documented 
within breeding bird atlas blocks near the study area. It is likely that at least some of these 
species would be found within the forest interior habitat mapped within the study area. 


Wetlands and vernal pools within the study area could support herpetofauna species, such as the 
eastern cricket frog, spring peeper, American bullfrog, northern green frog, pickerel frog, wood 
frog, painted turtle, snapping turtle, northern watersnake, and spotted salamander, among other 
species. The spring peeper was observed during the early spring inventory level field 
assessment. Smaller streams could support the northern two-lined salamander and the long-tailed 
salamander. Larger waterbodies within the study area, such as the Susquehanna River, are also 
habitat for species such as the northern map turtle, red-bellied cooter, American beaver, muskrat, 
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and the northern river otter. The northern map turtle is a state-endangered aquatic turtle 
discussed in the Aquatic Resources section below. Bird species using forested wetlands would 
include those listed above, including some FIDS. Within tidal marsh and riverine habitats along 
the Susquehanna River, birds, such as geese, ducks, egrets, herons, rails, and red-winged 
blackbird would be expected. In addition, many species of waterfowl, gulls and terns, and 
raptors, such as the osprey and bald eagle, forage in and rest on the Susquehanna River during 
different seasons. 


THREATENED, ENDANGERED, OR SPECIAL CONCERN TERRESTRIAL SPECIES 


Listed Species 


On April 2, 2015, USFWS listed the northern long-eared bat (NLEB) as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The NLEB spends winter months hibernating in caves and 
mines (hibernacula) that have constant temperatures, high humidity, and no air currents. During 
the summer months, NLEB roost underneath bark, in cavities or in crevices of trees. Breeding 
begins in late summer or early fall. A response from USFWS dated January 15, 2016 indicated 
that the NLEB is a threatened species that has the potential to occur within the boundary of the 
Proposed Project, but is not likely to be adversely affected by the Proposed Project. 


The Project Team solicited information on RTE species from DNR. DNR responded by 
identifying a known site within the Furnace Bay wetlands at the eastern end of the study area 
that supports a population of state-listed endangered water horsetail and vetchling, two aquatic 
plant species. DNR also identified a WSSC located within the Swan Creek drainage just south of 
the Amtrak ROW at the western end of the study area and a historic waterfowl concentration and 
staging area within the Susquehanna River. No other state-listed species were documented by the 
DNR as potentially occurring within the study area. Copies of all correspondence are included in 
Appendix E, Attachment E. Coordination is ongoing. 


Waterfowl Concentration Areas & Colonial Waterbird Colonies 


The Critical Area law has identified types of natural resources that should be protected from 
excessive development along the Chesapeake Bay and its tidal tributaries. These habitat 
protection areas include significant plant and wildlife habitat, including colonial water bird 
nesting areas and aquatic areas of historic waterfowl concentration. The intent of the CBCA law 
is to protect these sensitive areas from water-dependent development activities, such as docks, 
piers, bulkheads, etc. 


According to the Maryland Environmental Resources and Land Information Network 
(MERLIN) online mapping tool, two waterfowl areas occur within the study area, one in the 
Susquehanna River crossed by the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the other within 
Furnace Bay at the extreme eastern end of the study area. These are historic waterfowl staging 
areas and wintering sites for waterfowl, such as diving ducks, swans, and geese that forage on 
fish and shellfish near the mouth of the Susquehanna River and within Furnace Bay. Prior to the 
1960s, the expansive submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) beds at the mouth of the Susquehanna 
River supported hundreds of thousands of these waterfowl (USFWS 2013). The rich SAV 
growth began declining in the 1960s as increased development in the watershed above the 
Conowingo Dam led to poorer water quality and quantity. Remaining SAV beds were destroyed 
by Hurricane Agnes in 1972. Since then, SAV have generally rebounded, providing increasing 
habitat for wintering waterfowl. The boundary of the waterfowl area within the Susquehanna 
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River lies primarily within Cecil County, from the US 40 Bridge to the mouth of the river. The 
Furnace Bay waterfowl area lies outside of the Proposed Project’s limits of disturbance. 


Colonial water bird colonies are nesting colonies for colonial water bird species, such as herons 
and egrets. No colonial water bird nesting areas occur within the study area. The closest colonial 
water bird nesting site occurs along the Cecil County shoreline of the Susquehanna River near 
the Conowingo Dam. 


AQUATIC RESOURCES 


The study area for aquatic resources comprises the Lower Susquehanna River from the head of 
tide north of Port Deposit to the confluence with the Upper Bay, and the Upper Bay down to the 
Elk River at Turkey Point to include the shallow Susquehanna Flats area where much of the 
larger grained sediment discharged by the Susquehanna River is deposited (STAC 2000). The 
study area also includes the following streams: an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, an 
unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed tributary to Lily Run, Lily 
Run, Mill Creek, and Principio Creek. 


HYDROLOGY 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge crosses the Lower Susquehanna River’, just north of its 
confluence with the Chesapeake Bay, the largest estuary in the United States. Estuaries are 
partially enclosed bodies of water where fresh water from rivers and streams mix with salt water 
from the ocean. The Susquehanna River supplies most of the freshwater (about 60 percent) to the 
Bay (Cerco et al. 2013). Flow within the Lower Susquehanna River is affected by natural flow of 
the river and operation of the Safe Harbor Corporation’s Safe Harbor Dam located upriver from 
the Conowingo Dam. 


The Chesapeake Bay is partially mixed. Freshwater from the tributaries flows downstream 
toward the Atlantic Ocean and saltier water from the Atlantic Ocean flows upstream along the 
bottom. Salinity and tidal gradients exist throughout the Bay, with higher salinities and greater 
tidal fluctuations occurring closer to the mouth. The Lower Susquehanna is tidal up to the 
northern end of Robert Island north of Port Deposit, where Deer Creek discharges to the river on 
the western bank (Gomez and Sullivan Engineers, P.C. 2011). Within the study area, the tide 
ranges from 0.2 feet at Mean Low Water (MLW) to 2.1 feet at MHW at Havre de Grace. The 
Susquehanna River empties into the head of Chesapeake Bay between Concord Point and Perry 
Point. 


Riverbed depths within the Susquehanna River near the project study area were determined by a 
review of the NOAA Nautical Chart: Head of the Chesapeake Bay (NOAA Chart 12274). Where 
the Susquehanna River discharges to the Upper Bay, water depths are up to approximately 42 
feet at MLLW (mean lower low water) and decrease rapidly to the shallow depths of the 
Susquehanna Flats area of the Upper Bay. Near the existing bridge on the Lower Susquehanna 
River, depths at MLLW in the deeper channel range from about 19 feet on the west bank of the 
deeper channel to about 51 feet at MLLW on the east bank where the Susquehanna River flows 
to the east of Garrett Island. Shallow waters on either bank range in depth from about three feet 
to five feet at MLLW. 


' The Lower Susquehanna River is an approximately 10-mile length of the river in Cecil and Harford 
Counties, Maryland, that extends from Conowingo Dam to the Upper Chesapeake Bay 
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A review of Maryland’s Tier II Waters within the study area identified Mill Creek 1 and 
Principio Creek 3 as the only Tier II Catchments, or high quality waters, under the COMAR 
Antidegradation Policy. 


GROUNDWATER 


The groundwater system within the project study area is controlled by the thickness of the 
residual weathered bedrock (saprolite) and the degree of fracturing in the bedrock. The flow 
water table water-bearing zone generally mimics the land surface contours. The flow system is 
recharged by precipitation that infiltrates the saprolite and percolates to the water table unit. 
Groundwater is utilized in Cecil County by public and private water systems and private on-lot 
wells. The latter includes industrial, commercial, institutional, agricultural enterprises, and 
individual domestic wells. The depth of the weathering and topography are such that there 
appears to be little potential for a well of more than 25 gallons per minute (gpm) within the 
vicinity of the study area. In Harford County, the City of Havre de Grace owns and operates a 
surface water treatment plant for which the source is the Susquehanna River. Havre de Grace 
maintains its own water distribution system. Only a small portion of residents utilize private 
groundwater wells since the reported low well yields (average reported well yields of 10 to 15 
gpm with higher yields of about 50 gpm in draws and valleys) are not sufficient for 
consideration as a major groundwater source. 


Designation of wellhead protection areas (WHPA’s) has been established under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act and is implemented through the Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE). A WHPA is a designated area, either surface or subsurface, that is regulated to prevent 
contamination of a well or well-field supplying a public water system. Several Source Water 
Assessment Program reports have been conducted within Cecil and Harford counties in order to 
identify and delineate areas that contribute to the water source and identify potential sources of 
contamination. 


WATER QUALITY 


Water quality of the Chesapeake Bay is generally poor, though it varies among the segments of 
the Bay. High nutrient concentrations (i.e., nitrogen and phosphorus) promote algal blooms that 
die and sink to the bottom of the Bay and consume oxygen, leading to zones of low oxygen 
(hypoxic) where fish and shellfish cannot survive. High concentrations of suspended sediment 
and algal blooms limit the penetration of light into the water important to the growth and 
survival of SAV and other aquatic biota. Because of these high nutrient and suspended sediment 
concentrations, the waters of the mainstem and tidal tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay are 
considered impaired for aquatic life resources (USEPA 2010). This impairment has persisted 
despite extensive restoration efforts implemented within the Bay over the last 25 years, 
prompting the USEPA to establish the Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) on 
December 29, 2010. The Chesapeake Bay TMDL, as required by the Clean Water Act, 
establishes a comprehensive “pollution diet” for the Bay with respect to nitrogen, phosphorus, 
and sediment to improve water quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. 


The MDE classifies the Lower Susquehanna River and Upper Chesapeake Bay within the study 
area as Use Class II-P for tidal freshwater estuaries. Individual designated uses within the Use 
Class II-P grouping for the study area include: growth and propagation of fish, other aquatic life 
and wildlife, water contact sports, leisure activities involving direct contact with surface water, 
fishing, agricultural and industrial water supply, seasonal migratory fish spawning and nursery 
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use, seasonal shallow-water SAV use, open-water fish and shellfish use, and public water 
supply. Tidal tributary reaches of the Lower Susquehanna River within the aquatic resources 
study area are classified as Use II streams, with sub-designations within the segment for 
migratory fish spawning and nursery use, shallow water submerged aquatic vegetation, and open 
water fish and shellfish use.” 


The 8-digit Lower Susquehanna River Watershed is listed on the 2012 303(d) list as impaired for 
total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in fish tissue (MDE 
2012). The 8-digit Conowingo Dam/Susquehanna River Watershed was listed on the 2010 
303(d) list as impaired by nutrients and sediment, both originally designated in 1996. Since then, 
MDE and USEPA have both supported the removal of these listings. Therefore, there are 
currently no TMDL impairments for the Conowingo Dam/Susquehanna River Watershed. The 
Upper Chesapeake Bay is listed as impaired for total nitrogen and total phosphorus. USEPA also 
considers Total Suspended Solids (TSS) to be an “unlisted impairment” for this region of the 
Bay, meaning that a TMDL is required for the parameter, but it is not listed as an official 
impairment in the current 303(d) list. 


The project study area crosses an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to 
Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed tributary to Lily Run, and Lily Run on the 
western shore of the Susquehanna, and Mill Creek and Principio Creek on the eastern shore. All 
of these tributaries, except Principio Creek, are nontidal and classified as Use I streams, for 
water contact recreation and protection of aquatic life. Principio Creek is tidal within the rail 
corridor, and its tributaries near the site are classified as Use III streams (natural trout waters). 
Biological monitoring has been conducted by the Maryland Biological Stream Survey or 
volunteer groups on several streams within the study area. Excluding Principio Creek, biological 
monitoring has generally characterized fish and benthic macroinvertebrate communities within 
the study area as “Fair” or “Poor” based on Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI) scoring. The fish and 
benthic macroinvertebrate communities in Principio Creek were rated as “Good” by the IBI. 
Detailed information on recent biomonitoring can be found in Appendix E, Section D. 


The Chesapeake Bay scientific and management community, which includes a number of public 
and private institutions, produces an annual assessment (or report card) each spring of the Bay’s 
ecosystem health. The overall Bay Health score in 2012 for all regions of the Bay combined was 
47 percent, or a C, which was improved from a D+ in 2011. 


DNR conducts regular water quality monitoring of tidal tributaries and the mainstem of the 
Chesapeake Bay. Water temperature, DO, chlorophyll-a, total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and 
TSS were monitored for one DNR sampling station on the Lower Susquehanna River and two 
Chesapeake Bay mainstem sampling locations within the study area. While seasonal and annual 
fluctuations were observed, DO and total nitrogen were generally above criteria at all three 
stations. Excess nutrients, especially nitrogen and phosphorus, can lead to eutrophication and 
excess growth of plant matter. This results in an initial increase in DO levels followed by a sharp 
decline. When these plants decompose, the decomposition process depletes the water of 


* According to DNR (October 22, 2014 correspondence), several very small tributaries to the Susquehanna River 
on the Cecil County side have been classified as Use Class III and have been documented to support wild trout, 
either consistently or occasionally. Two new Use Class III designations include Happy Valley Branch and its 
tributaries and an unnamed tributary to the Susquehanna River crossing Frenchtown Road in Cecil County. 
These tributaries discharge to the portion of the Lower Susquehanna River within the aquatic resources study 
area but are not crossed by the rail corridor. 
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available oxygen, which can lead to hypoxic (low DO) or anoxic (lack of DO) conditions and 
result in a loss of aquatic life. Detailed information on water quality monitoring can be found in 
Appendix E, Section D. 


SEDIMENT QUALITY & CONTAMINANTS 


The Lower Susquehanna River bottom within the study area comprises boulders and imbedded 
rock covered with silt that is deposited in this section due to the drop in current associated with 
the widening and deepening of the river in this section (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 201 1a). 
Sediment grain size characteristics demonstrate a distinct gradient from fine to coarse grained 
particles from north to south in the deeper portions of the Bay mainstem; in the tributaries, 
sediments tend to be muddier upstream and coarser near the mouths of the rivers (Hartwell and 
Hameedi 2007). The rate of sediment deposition throughout much of the Bay is less than about 
0.06 inches/year. In the Upper Bay, however, rates of sediment accumulation are influenced by 
the large sediment loads supplied by the Susquehanna River. 


Contaminants enter the Bay via atmospheric deposition, dissolved and particulate runoff from 
the watershed, or direct discharge, and sediments tend to accumulate most toxic contaminants 
(Hartwell and Hameedi 2007). Higher concentrations of contaminants (e.g., PCBs, PAHs, DDT, 
pesticides, and metals) are observed in depositional areas in the Susquehanna Flats and other 
areas where sedimentation rates are high and sediments are fine. In a 2006 sediment quality 
study, there was no toxicity contributing to mortality or reduced rates of reproduction for benthic 
organisms in samples taken in the Lower Susquehanna River (MDE 2008). 


AQUATIC BIOTA 


Phytoplankton & Zooplankton 


Phytoplankton are microscopic plants whose movements within the system are largely governed 
by prevailing tides and currents. From 2010-2012, phytoplankton samples in the Upper Bay 
were dominated by Diatoma, Melosira, Cyanobium, Kirchneriella, Cyclotella spp, 
Synechococcus spp., and unidentified flagellates (DNR 2014a). Zooplankton are an integral 
component of aquatic food webs. They are primary grazers on phytoplankton and detritus 
material, and are themselves used by organisms of higher trophic levels as food. Cladocerans, 
cyclopoid Copepods, and calanoid Copepods are the most abundant zooplankton within the 
freshwater portions of the Bay. 


Benthic Macroinvertebrates 


Tidal-fresh and transitional habitats tend to be the most productive regions in estuarine systems. 
In the Lower Susquehanna River Basin, dominant benthic macroinvertebrate species typically 
include mayflies, non-biting midges, blackflies, and caddisflies (Millard et al. 1999). Polychaete 
and oligochaete worms are the dominant macroinvertebrates in terms of abundance and number 
of taxa within the Susquehanna Flats portion of the study area, followed by clams, snails, and 
amphipods (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007; Holland et al. 1989). Freshwater mussel species may 
occur in the study area; new field data are being developed, and further coordination with DNR 
would determine which species occur in the area. 
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SAV 


SAV, also referred to as bay grasses, are submerged plants that grow in the shallow waters of the 
Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. SAV is of critical importance to the health of the estuary, by 
providing food and shelter for waterfowl, fish, shellfish and invertebrates; by adding oxygen to 
the water; and by their capacity to trap sediments, absorb nutrients, and reduce erosion (USEPA 
2004). More than 20 species of bay grasses grow in the Bay and its tributaries, with more 
diversity in less saline areas. Eurasian watermilfoil, wild celery, hydrilla, coontail, water 
stargrass and brittle waternymph are the SAV most commonly found within the Susquehanna 
Flats (Orth et al. 2010 in URS and Gomez and Sullivan 2012). Eurasian watermilfoil and 
hydrilla were the two SAV species found within the Susquehanna River in the northern portion 
of the study area around Robert, Wood, and Spencer Islands (URS and Gomez and Sullivan 
2012). Over a five-year period (2009 to 2013), the location of the SAV beds in the Lower 
Susquehanna River portion of the study area have remained relatively consistent (see Figure E- 
11 in Appendix E). Dense beds present in 2009 and 2010 were negatively affected by Hurricane 
Irene in 2011. However, throughout the Chesapeake Bay region SAV increased 21 percent 
between 2014 and 2015 (VIMS 2016) 


Oyster Beds 


The region of the Chesapeake Bay near the mouth of the Susquehanna River, and the Upper 
Chesapeake Bay in general, does not contain suitable habitat for eastern oysters. Both the current 
and historic northern ranges for eastern oysters are well downstream of the study area. Salinity, 
DO, and depth conditions in the Upper Bay are not suitable for oysters in wet, dry, or normal 
hydrological years (USACE 2012). There are no oyster beds present within the study area. 


Fish 


The tidal fluctuations, presence of SAV beds, range of water depths and variety of bottom 
habitats within the Lower Susquehanna and Upper Chesapeake Bay create spatially and 
temporally dynamic abiotic conditions, which influence the species composition and relative 
abundance of fishes within the study area (Nordlie 2006; Lefcheck et al. 2014). While the 
relative abundance of different fish species has fluctuated over time, the most abundant species 
within the study area are generally gizzard shad, American shad, blueback herring, American 
eel, white perch, channel catfish, banded killifish, sunfish, largemouth bass, and yellow perch. A 
number of anadromous species have been documented as spawning near and/or migrating 
through the study area, including: yellow perch (semi-anadromous), white perch, herring, and 
shad. Game fish known to occur in the mainstem of the Susquehanna River include striped bass, 
walleye, largemouth bass, smallmouth bass, and catfish species (Steffy 2013). 


Comely shiner, a state-threatened species, is also known to occur in the Lower Susquehanna 
River but was not specifically referenced as a species of concern on the Proposed Project by the 
DNR-WHS. Special attention has been given to the management of American eel in recent years 
due to their ecological and economic importance and their declining population numbers due to 
fish blockages. Since the construction of the Conowingo Dam in the 1920s, the Lower 
Susquehanna River has not supported large runs of Atlantic sturgeon or shortnose sturgeon. 
Recent observations of these federally endangered species in the Susquehanna River are 
similarly scant and limited to just a few individuals in as many years (NMFS 1998; NAI and 
Gomez and Sullivan 201 1b). 
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The nontidal and tidal tributaries to the Susquehanna River support a number of fish species not 
found in the Susquehanna mainstem, including: blacknose dace, creek chub, common shiner, 
rosyside dace, white sucker, cutlip minnow, swallowtail shiner, northern hogsucker, river chub, 
margined madtom, and satinfin shiner. Additionally, rainbow trout were found within Principio 
Creek. Rainbow trout, a non-native, but intolerant of polllution, gamefish, is often indicative of 
high quality streams. 


Aquatic Invasive Species 


Some of the aquatic invasive species currently known to occur in the Lower Susquehanna River 
Basin include zebra mussels, quagga mussels, Asian clam, purple loosestrife, water chestnut, 
rusty crayfish, and flathead catfish. 


THREATENED, ENDANGERED, OR SPECIAL CONCERN AQUATIC SPECIES/SECTION 7 
CONSULTATION 


Federally Listed Species 


An on-line project review with the USFWS indicated that there are no federally listed species 
within the study area, but critical habitat is present for the federally endangered Maryland darter, 
which has not been found in the study area since 1965 (DNR 2016). The shortnose sturgeon, 
Atlantic sturgeon, Kemp’s ridley sea turtle, green sea turtle, and leatherback turtle were 
identified by NMFS as endangered species that may occur within the project area. Threatened 
species that may be found within the study area include Atlantic sturgeon (Gulf of Maine 
Distinct Population Segment) and the loggerhead sea turtle. In June 2016, the entirety of the 
action area was proposed for designation as critical habitat for the Chesapeake Bay Distinct 
Population Segment (DPS) of the Atlantic sturgeon. 


The southern portion of the study area in the vicinity of Turkey Point is designated as providing 
essential fish habitat (EFH) for adult and juvenile stages of windowpane flounder (Chang et al. 
1999). No other EFH has been designated for the study area. The study area is also an important 
migration area for diadromous fish species such as American shad, alewife, blueback herring, 
striped bass, hickory shad, gizzard shad, and American eel. 


Shortnose sturgeon is a federally and state-listed endangered species found along the Atlantic 
coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers, including the Susquehanna (Chesapeake 
Bay). It is considered "amphidromous" — that is, like anadromous species it spawns in freshwater 
but regularly enters saltwater. Shortnose sturgeon may occur in the study area year round, but 
are most likely to occur there between January and April based on previous observations 
(NOAA 2007). In preparation for spawning, shortnose sturgeon in many rivers migrate in the fall 
to overwintering areas located in the furthest upstream areas of rivers and in close proximity to 
spawning grounds (Crance 1986; Kynard et al. 2012 Life History and Behaviour of Sturgeon). 
Spawning occurs the following spring, usually during April and May. The Susquehanna River 
may contain suitable spawning habitat and adult shortnose sturgeon have been documented in 
the river in February, April, and June, consistent with spawning time periods. However, it is 
unknown if adequate spawning or nursery habitat is present below the Conowingo Dam, which 
is the first barrier to upstream passage (NMFS 2014). 
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Atlantic sturgeon is a federally listed endangered* species that also occurs along the Atlantic 
coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers, including the Susquehanna (Chesapeake 
Bay). Similar to the shortnose sturgeon, the Atlantic sturgeon is also typically anadromous, 
sharing much of its range within rivers with the shortnose sturgeon. Although Atlantic sturgeon 
are expected to occur at least intermittently in the study area, it is not found there in 
exceptionally high abundance (USFWS 2007 Atlantic sturgeon reward program). Atlantic 
sturgeon may occur in the study area year round as juveniles and sub-adults (NOAA 2007). The 
Chesapeake Bay DPS spawns in the James River in Virginia (NMFS 2014). There is not a 
spawning population in the Susquehanna River due to the presence of the Conowingo Dam 
(SRAFRC 2010); therefore, Atlantic sturgeon eggs, larvae, and early juveniles are not expected 
to occur in the study area. 


Several species of sea turtles are known to be present in the Chesapeake Bay and off the Atlantic 
coast of Maryland. Leatherback sea turtles are present off the Maryland coast but are 
predominantly pelagic (open ocean) and not expected to occur in the study area. Loggerhead, 
Kemp’s ridley, and green sea turtles are present in the Chesapeake Bay area mainly during late 
spring, summer, and early fall when water temperatures are relatively warm. Sea turtles are 
expected to be present in the Chesapeake Bay between April 1 and November 30. 


State Listed Species 


DNR identified American eel as an important fishery within the study area, as well as noting the 
presence of shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon. There is also potential for threatened or endangered 
mussel species to be found within the study area, which will require further coordination during 
later phases of project design. The logperch is a state-listed threatened species in Maryland. 
Adult logperch may occur year-round upstream of the study area between the Conowingo Dam 
and the Interstate 95 bridge. The state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle is also 
documented in the project study area both within and along the banks of the Susquehanna River. 
The shores of the Susquehanna River are used by the Map Turtle for habitat, nesting, and 
foraging and the turtles hibernate on the river bottom in winter. 


CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA 


The Critical Area is defined by the CAC for the Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays as all 
land within 1,000 feet of the mean high water line of tidal waters or the landward edge of tidal 
wetlands and all waters of, and lands under, the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. In addition, 
state regulations and local Critical Area ordinances require the establishment and maintenance of 
a minimum 100-foot buffer adjacent to all tidal waters, tidal wetlands, and tributary streams. In 
some cases, the Buffer is expanded beyond 100 feet in areas where there are adjacent sensitive 
resources such as steep slopes or soils with development constraints. 


DNR classifies all land within the Critical Area based on the predominant land use and intensity 
of development present. These classifications include: 


e Intensely Developed Areas (IDA)—developed areas where residential, commercial, 
institutional, and industrial land uses predominate. 


> On February 6, 2012, certain DPS were designated as federally endangered. Atlantic sturgeon 
from the Chesapeake Bay and New York Bight Distinct Population Segment may occur in the 
study area. 
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e Limited Development Areas (LDA)—developed areas that include residential and some 
light commercial uses, as well as natural areas, wetlands, forests, and developed woodlands. 


e Resource Conservation Areas (RCA)—nature-dominated areas and may include wetlands, 
surface water, and open space. 


Approximately 208 acres of the study area is located within the Critical Area. Acreages of each 
Critical Area land use designation within the study area boundary are listed in Table 11-4. The 
study area is located within designated RCA and IDA Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. The study 
area is primarily designated as IDA around the Susquehanna River within the Corporate Limits 
of the City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville. The study area also encompasses 
smaller portions of RCA designated Critical Area in Harford County near Gashey’s Creek and 
Swan Creek and in Cecil County near the eastern terminus of the study area at Principio Creek 
(see Figure E-12 in Appendix E). 


Table 11-4 
Critical Area within the Study Area 


Land Use CA Acreage within 
Study Area Location Designation Study Area 


Harford County RCA 35.19 


ee of Havre de Grace/ Susquehanna River 50.15 


Town of Perryville/ Susquehanna River Area 61.04 
Cecil County 61.40 


Total 1,000 Foot Critical Area 207.78 
Located Within the Study Area ; 


The 100-foot Critical Area Buffer is located within the Corporate Limits of Havre de Grace and 
Perryville, as well as the RCA designated portions of the Critical Area located within Harford 
and Cecil Counties. 


COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 


The Maryland coastal zone is composed of the land, water and subaqueous land between the 
territorial limits of Maryland in the Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic Coastal Bays, and the Atlantic 
Ocean, as well as the towns, cities and counties that contain and help govern the thousands of 
miles of Maryland shoreline. The Maryland coastal zone extends from three miles out in the 
Atlantic Ocean to the inland boundaries of the 16 counties (including Harford and Cecil 
Counties) and Baltimore City that border the Atlantic Ocean, Chesapeake Bay, and the Potomac 
River. The entire study area is located within Maryland’s Coastal Zone. 


UNIQUE AND SENSITIVE AREAS 


Unique and Sensitive Areas describes all lands of unique natural resource value, including 
protected lands (Natural Heritage Areas, Forest Conservation Easements, Federal Lands) and 
waters (Scenic Rivers), and lands providing ecosystem connectivity (Green Infrastructure). 


NATURAL HERITAGE AREAS 
According to COMAR 08.03.08, there are no NHAs within or near the study area. 
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GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 


Green infrastructure is the strategically planned and managed networks of natural lands, working 
landscapes, and other open spaces that conserve ecosystem functions and provide associated 
benefits to human populations. The DNR, using satellite imagery, road and stream locations, and 
biological data, has identified a green infrastructure network for the state of Maryland. The green 
infrastructure network is comprised of core areas, hubs, and corridors. Core areas are well- 
functioning natural ecosystems that provide high-quality habitat for native plants and animals. 
Hubs are slightly fragmented aggregations of core areas, plus contiguous natural cover. Hubs are 
intended to be large enough to support populations of native species, and serve as sources for 
emigration into the surrounding landscape, as well as providing other ecosystem services like 
clean water, flood control, carbon sequestration, and recreation opportunities. Corridors link core 
areas together, allowing wildlife movement and seed and pollen transfer between them, and 
thereby promoting genetic exchange. 


Gaps are another component of the green infrastructure network. Gaps are areas within the 
Green Infrastructure that do not currently have natural vegetation, such as agricultural, barren, or 
lawn areas. Re-vegetation of these areas with natural land cover would strengthen the integrity 
of hubs and corridors, decrease negative edge effects, ease wildlife movement, and decrease 
opportunities for invasive plants. 


Based on the DNR Green Infrastructure Atlas of Harford and Cecil Counties, a large continuous 
hub of green infrastructure is located near Gashey’s Creek stream valley in Harford County and 
Principio Creek stream valley in Cecil County. These run north and south perpendicular to the 
study area. 


WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 


There are no state wild and scenic rivers or their tributaries located within the study area. In 
addition, there are no nationally listed wild or scenic rivers located within the study area. 


FOREST CONSERVATION ACT EASEMENTS 


According to MERLIN, one forest conservation easement, Frenchman Land Company, occurs 
within the study area in Cecil County. The 0.86 acre easement lies along the north side of the 
existing railroad ROW just east of Firestone Road. The easement comprises a thin strip of 
deciduous forest that lies between the railroad ROW and a developed parcel. 


FEDERAL LANDS 


Federally designated National Wildlife Refuge lands occur on Garrett Island within the 
Susquehanna River just north of the study area. Garrett Island was established as a National 
Wildlife Refuge by legislation in 2005 (Lutz 2009). The approximately 198-acre island is the 
only rocky island in the Chesapeake Bay and forms a link between the Bay and the River. The 
island is part of the Chesapeake Marshlands National Wildlife Refuge complex under the 
jurisdiction of the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. 


D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge remains in service as-is. 
The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential project impacts 
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will be measured. No significant effects are anticipated from the No Action Alternative for any 
of the natural resources assessed for this EA. Changes to soils, river bathymetry, erosion and 
sedimentation may change due to siltation and other natural processes. Existing floodplains, 
wetlands/waters of the U.S., terrestrial resources, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, Coastal Zone 
Management, and unique and sensitive areas are expected remain as described in Affected 
Environment above. Water quality and the condition of aquatic communities in the Chesapeake 
Bay watershed are expected to continue to gradually improve as a result of many ongoing large- 
and small-scale public and private initiatives to restore and protect the bay. Otherwise, aquatic 
resources within the study area would be expected to remain much the same as at present in the 
future without the Proposed Project. No significant in-water construction projects are currently 
planned or ongoing nearby. Hydrology and other abiotic conditions within the Susquehanna 
River would not change under the No Action Alternative, and the same assemblages of aquatic 
organisms would be expected to occur. 


E. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 


Minimal impacts and/or changes to topography and geology are anticipated in the study area, and the 
anticipated changes are similar for both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Local topography would 
be altered by excavation and grading that would be required for bridge and rail approach construction. 
The majority of the slopes within the vicinity of the Build Alternatives are classified as 0 to 15 percent 
slopes. Highly erodible soils and/or steep slopes associated with the Sassafrass and Croom Soils in 
Cecil County or Elsinboro loam in Harford County would not be impacted by either of the Build 
Alternatives. 


Both Build Alternatives would affect other soils through earthmoving and soil storage and 
through potential erosion and subsequent sedimentation during the construction phase. Removal 
of existing vegetation, primarily at the termini of both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, would 
result in increased exposure of soils to weather and runoff potential. Sites where surface water 
currently causes erosion, particularly along the Susquehanna River shorelines, would have a 
greater potential for erosion and sedimentation. 


Both Alternatives 9A and Alternative 9B would affect Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of 
Statewide Importance (see Table 11-5). However, as previously noted, the majority of these soil 
types are located within the existing ROW, which means that they are not subject to FPPA since 
they are in an existing ROW purchased on or before August 4, 1984. For the Prime Farmland 
and/or Soils of Statewide Importance located outside of the ROW, Alternative 9A would affect 
1.37 acres of Prime Farmland and 0.62 acre of Soils of Statewide Importance. 


Table 11-5 
Effects to Prime Farmland Soils & Soils of Statewide Importance 


Prime Farmland Soils of Statewide 
Soils (Acres) Importance (Acres) 


|HarfordCounty | 1.37 | TSB 
|CecilCounty | | TH 
Tora! CT TTT 
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However, on February 8, 2016, the NRCS, using the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form 
(NRCS-CPA-106) for corridor type projects pursuant to FPPA, determined that the Proposed 
Project is not subject to the provisions of the Policy Act and therefore exempt. No further 
coordination is required. 


FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE USS. 


FLOODPLAINS 


Both Build Alternatives would occur within regulated floodplains. As noted, Harford County has 
a preliminary FEMA floodplain map that is proposed to replace the effective FEMA floodplain 
map. Portions of each Build Alternative occurring within the Harford County effective and 
preliminary 100-year and 500-year floodplains, as well as potential permanent impacts to the 
Cecil County effective 100- and 500-year floodplains, are included in Table 11-6. These values 
represent project footprint encroachments within the floodplain only and do not reflect actual fill 
volumes. Alternative 9A would have slightly higher permanent floodplain impacts than 
Alternative 9B, as result of its broader footprint at the Lily Run crossing. The majority of 
floodplain encroachments would be from transverse crossings for each of the alternatives 
(encroachment that crosses the valley width of floodplains). 


Table 11-6 
Potential Effects on Natural Resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Alignment Alternatives 


Resource Type Alternative 9B 

Effective FEMA 
Floodplain (acres) 
Preliminary FEMA 


Floodplain* (acres) 500-Year : 
Tidal Sst~=“—~sSsS SiC 
biieamaaay 0.71 
[ Relatively Permanent Waterways | 3,190__| 2, 
Siennstineariees Relatively Permanent Waterways 3,190 2,943 
Ephemeral 
Forest Resources (re) =  ——<$—$—__- 90 


Oo ~) N 
WIS ron 
~ \O 


1.72 


al’ 
| 


1 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (acres) : 
0.37 


Susquehanna Riverbed / Caveiaeion (lemporar 
Aquatic Biota (acres) Seon ae coach 0.23 0.23 
Impacts, including finger piers) 


Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation — SAV (acres) Permanent Impacts 0.61 0.61 


Note: * Preliminary floodplain available for Harford County onl 


Based on the current design of the two Build Alternatives and current guidelines, an increase in 
the base flood elevation (greater than one foot) in the two regulated floodways is not anticipated. 
However, the Proposed Project will require fill in both of these floodways. The new crossings of 
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the Susquehanna River will occur with the bridge piers aligned with the river to minimize any 
change in the flow characteristics. More detailed hydrologic and hydraulic studies will be 
undertaken later in design, allowing for more precise floodplain impacts and scour analyses at 
that time. In addition, as the Proposed Project moves into the design phase, regulatory guidance 
issued regarding Executive Order 13690 and/or revisions to Executive Order 11988 will be 
reviewed and incorporated into the overall design of the Proposed Project (e.g., design standards 
and specifications for culvert design and bridge and approach heights), as applicable. 


WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


The two Build Alternatives will have relatively minor effects on wetlands and somewhat greater 
effects on streams. Overall, the proposed new alignments will occur within and immediately 
adjacent to the existing rail alignment where wetlands and streams that are potentially affected 
by the Proposed Project have been historically altered to a considerable degree for the 
construction and maintenance of the existing rail alignment. Potential effects to tidal and 
nontidal wetland buffers take into consideration the existing land use within the buffers. For 
example, areas of existing impervious surfaces, such as pavement or buildings, were not 
included in the buffer impact totals. Permanent impacts to wetlands, wetland buffers, and 
streams for each of the Build Alternatives are summarized in Table 11-6. Wetland impacts by 
system and cover type are shown in more detail in Appendix E, Table E-5). 


Alternative 9A would result in permanent direct impacts to tidal and nontidal wetland resources 
along the Amtrak ROW. Permanent nontidal wetland impacts in Cecil County would occur 
within a wetland that lies between the existing railroad tracks and the access road to the 
Perryville Maintenance Facility, just east of the Perryville Station. The only tidal wetland in the 
study area would also be slightly affected by the construction of the west bridge over the 
Susquehanna River. In Harford County, permanent nontidal wetland impacts would occur on the 
north side of the ROW east and west of Lewis Lane, and on the south side of the ROW east of 
Lewis Lane. 


Alternative 9A would also cross four perennial nontidal streams and three intermittent nontidal 
streams, resulting in minor permanent impacts to these waterways. The total permanent stream 
impact includes 251 linear feet of impact to replace existing culverts and 2,939 linear feet of 
impact for new crossings. This also includes approximately 613 linear feet of intermittent stream 
that currently flows within a maintained ditch along the base of the existing track fill slope in an 
area where no track bed widening is being proposed. An additional 19 linear feet of ephemeral 
channel will also be affected on the Cecil County portion adjacent to the tidal wetland along the 
Susquehanna River. The crossing impacts to Lily Run and an unnamed tributary of Lily Run in 
Harford County and Mill Creek in Cecil County would result from the extension of culverts to 
accommodate the new tracks. For the Mill Creek crossing, the existing stone masonry arch 
culvert will be extended to the south by attaching a culvert extension. A similar culvert extension 
design is proposed for the south side of the existing stone masonry culvert of the Lily Run 
crossing. Smaller concrete culverts would need to be extended for the unnamed tributary to Lily 
Run. The intermittent stream that drains west along the existing tracks may be shifted slightly 
north to accommodate a shift in the track bed, if needed. The intermittent stream on the south 
side of the existing tracks that flows east from east of Lewis Lane would likely need to be placed 
in a culvert, as new ROW will be needed from Havre de Grace Middle School/High School to 
accommodate the track shift in that location, thus likely precluding a shift in the stream channel 
farther to the south. 
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Alternative 9B follows the same alignment as Alternative 9A in Cecil County, but has a slightly 
reduced footprint relative to Alternative 9A within Harford County, resulting from slightly lower 
design speeds. As a result, overall permanent wetland and stream impacts are slightly less for 
Alternative 9B. Permanent wetland buffer impacts are also slightly lower overall for Alternative 
9B. Alternative 9B would cross the same streams that Alternative 9A crosses, but total 
permanent stream impacts would be slightly less, resulting from a narrower crossing of Lily Run 
and the unnamed tributary of Lily Run. 


The girder approach/arch main span bridge design over the Susquehanna River would include 37 
in-water piers, with a pier diameter of 5.67 feet for all piers except for the piers on either side of 
the navigation channel that will be 6.67 feet in diameter. Eight of the piers, five along the Cecil 
County shoreline and three along the Harford County shoreline, will be encased in permanent 
cofferdams. The remaining piers will be encased in permanent caissons. Permanent pier impacts to 
the riverbed of the Susquehanna River would be 0.37 acre for both alternatives (see Table 11-6). 
Potential impacts to SAV within the Susquehanna River are discussed in the “Aquatic Resources” 
section. 


In addition to the permanent impacts discussed above, temporary wetland impacts could occur 
during construction. Temporary impacts could result from construction staging operations and 
access needs. However, these impacts would likely be minimal and such areas would be restored 
upon completion of construction. Any temporary stream crossings would also be removed. 
Construction of bridge piers for the crossing of the Susquehanna River would likely be 
conducted from barges in the river. Temporary finger piers are proposed on the Cecil County 
side of the river, both upstream and downstream of the bridge crossings, for material access by 
barge. These temporary piers would result in potential impacts to a tidal emergent wetland 
located just upstream of the existing bridge and to SAV located upstream and downstream of the 
proposed bridges (see discussion under “Aquatic Resources”). The temporary tidal wetland 
impact from the upstream finger pier would be approximately 1,743 square feet or 0.04 acre. 


TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 


FOREST RESOURCES 


The two Build Alternatives will have permanent impacts to forest resources, primarily to narrow 
forest strips immediately adjacent to the existing tracks. The largest, contiguous forest resources 
occur at the far western end of the project study area. The Build Alternatives both terminate over 
a mile east of this forested area, thereby avoiding any impact to these resources. 


Alternative 9A would have the larger permanent forest impacts of the two Build Alternatives. 
Permanent impacts would occur to forested habitat between the existing tracks and the Havre de 
Grace Middle School/High School. This forest is relatively narrow and disturbed. Preliminary 
permanent forest impacts from Alternative 9A would total 2.92 acres (see Table 11-6). 
Alternative 9B would also result in permanent impacts to the same forested habitat adjacent to 
Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. However, the footprint for Alternative 9B is 
narrower than that of Alternative 9A, resulting in a potential permanent impact of approximately 
2.08 acres. 


Before a sediment and erosion control permit is issued for a project, the Maryland Forest 
Conservation Act requires that a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and a Forest Conservation Plan 
(FCP) be submitted and approved by the DNR, Forestry Division. A more detailed forest 
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assessment, including preparation of a FSD and FCP, would need to be completed for the 
Proposed Project during final design and permitting. 


Construction related short-term impacts could result in additional tree clearing for staging and 
access for either alternative. Staging and construction access should be avoided on the north side 
of the ROW between North Juniata Street and Lewis Lane, where larger forest tracts occur along 
Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. In Cecil County, a large forest tract occurs south 
of the existing railroad tracks between a power substation and Firestone Road. Short-term 
impacts to this forest during construction are anticipated to be avoided, as an existing access 
road lies between the forest and the existing tracks, except for a short distance immediately east 
of the power substation. 


WILDLIFE 


Few wildlife impacts are anticipated from either of the two Build Alternatives, as both 
alternatives will be constructed immediately adjacent to and within the same alignment as the 
existing tracks. As noted in “Forest Resources,” permanent impacts to forest will occur only 
adjacent to the Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. This forest is relatively thin and 
disturbed and likely only supports common resident species of wildlife, primarily birds and a 
few species of small mammals. However, mammals and birds would be displaced by the 
clearing of forest habitat. The habitat may also support a few common species of amphibians and 
reptiles that could also be minimally affected or displaced. During construction in this area, birds 
and mammals may be displaced by the clearing of trees and brush. Smaller amphibians and 
reptiles may be crushed by equipment during construction, while more motile species will be 
displaced. 


THREATENED, ENDANGERED, OR SPECIAL CONCERN TERRESTRIAL SPECIES 


In a letter dated January 15, 2016 (see Appendix E, Attachment E), USFWS indicated that 
because the permanent impacts to forests would be relatively small and the absence of 
documented NLEB within the area, the Proposed Project is “not likely to adversely affect” the 
species. The USFWS correspondence further indicated that for these reasons, there would be no 
time of year restrictions on forest clearing related to the NLEB. The letter also stated that other 
than transient species, no other federally proposed or listed threatened or endangered species are 
known to occur within the project area. 


Neither of the Build Alternatives will affect areas known to support terrestrial state-listed 
threatened or endangered species or areas that are designated as a WSSC. The WSSC, and 
associated state listed species, lies over a mile west of the termination of Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B. Likewise, the state listed species found within the Furnace Bay wetlands lie over 
a mile and a half east of the termination of both alternatives. As very little natural habitat lies 
within the limits of disturbance for the two Build Alternatives, it is unlikely that state or 
federally listed terrestrial species would occur within the project area. 


The Proposed Project will cross a known historic waterfowl staging area within the Susquehanna 
River along the Cecil County side. Waterfowl will not be permanently affected by either build 
alternative, but may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. 


No construction related short-term impacts to terrestrial federally or state-listed endangered or 
threatened species are anticipated. Temporary displacements of waterfowl within the 
Susquehanna River are likely during the construction phase of the Proposed Project. 
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AQUATIC RESOURCES 


HYDROLOGY 


During operation of the Proposed Project under Alternative 9A, the piers supporting the new 
west and east bridges would not be expected to significantly change river hydrology in the 
project site relative to the existing condition. For the girder approach/arch main span bridge 
design, there would be a net decrease of 4,074 square feet of structure volume below the water 
surface after removal of the existing bridge and the remnant piers. In addition, the majority of 
the west and east bridge piers would be aligned, or nearly aligned with each other and parallel 
with the direction of the river’s incoming and outgoing tidal flow. Replacement of the existing 
bridge with the proposed west and east bridges would likely cause a small shift in the current 
spatial distribution of areas receiving scour and sediment deposition. In-water structures of the 
new bridges under Alternative 9B would be identical to those of Alternative 9A; any differences 
between the two alternatives in other ways would be inconsequential with regard to potential 
operational effects on hydrology. 


GROUNDWATER 


The Proposed Project would be constructed mostly within, or immediately adjacent to, the 
existing ROW and would not introduce a new source of potential pollutants. In addition, 
treatment of surface water runoff from project construction and permanent stormwater best 
management practices (BMPs) will further reduce these negligible project-related impacts on 
groundwater. 


WATER QUALITY 


Construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would require in-water work with the potential 
to resuspend bottom sediment, resulting in minimal, temporary, and localized effects on water 
quality of the Susquehanna River in the vicinity of the project site. These activities include 
construction of temporary finger piers, construction of west and east replacement bridge piers, 
and demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers. Aside from minor potential changes in 
sedimentation and scouring, there would be no differences between the operation of the new 
bridges under Alternative 9A and the operation of the existing bridge that would have the 
potential to influence water quality. Operational differences between Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B would be inconsequential with regard to potential operational effects on water 
quality. Construction-phase staging areas and haul roads, if needed, could also disturb the 
ground, potentially causing erosion and sedimentation. However, with the minimization 
techniques discussed below, long-term and short-term construction-related impacts to water 
quality from the Proposed Project are expected to be minimal. Potential short-term and long- 
term impacts to water quality will be minimized through strict adherence to an effective Erosion 
and Sediment Control Plan and implementation of stormwater BMPs that meet the conditions of 
the Maryland Stormwater Act of 2007. 


SEDIMENT QUALITY & CONTAMINANTS 


Sediment containment techniques, such as turbidity curtains and other approved BMPs, will be 
used during construction to minimize sediment releases from the Proposed Project. However, 
under Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, some minor resuspension of sediment and changes in 
sedimentation properties within the Proposed Project area may occur. Sediment types within the 
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study area are primarily sand and gravely sand, which are not easily resuspended and would 
quickly settle. Construction of the proposed temporary finger piers would eliminate the need for 
dredging that would otherwise be required for construction barges to access the project site, and 
would thereby avoid the more substantial disturbance to river sediments that would be caused by 
dredging. Operational differences between Alternative 9B and Alternative 9A would be 
inconsequential with regard to potential operational effects on sediment quality and 
contaminants. Operational effects would be minor and temporary under both alternatives. 


AQUATIC BIOTA 


As discussed above in “Water Quality,” under Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, operation of 
the replacement bridges in place of the existing bridge would not have effects on water quality or 
other habitat characteristics that would alter the biological community present within the project 
area. Impacts to aquatic biota are anticipated to primarily be construction related. Minimal 
bottom disturbance and sediment resuspension may occur with the drilling of large-diameter 
piles for the replacement bridges and the driving of small-diameter piles for the temporary finger 
piers; however, these disturbances will be temporary and localized and are not expected to 
substantially affect aquatic biota. 


Although the replacement bridges under Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would result in a net 
increase of 21,095 square yards of shading, both bridges would have a large height to width ratio 
(0.8 [44 feet high by 52 feet wide at their widest point]) that would slightly exceed the level 
below which shading impacts to aquatic organisms (including SAV) are generally considered to 
occur (0.7; Struck et al. 2004). Shading from the relatively narrow temporary finger piers would 
also not have the potential to result in significant adverse effects to benthic organisms, but would 
result in permanent adverse effects to SAV (see below). 


For both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, approximately 0.37 acre of the Susquehanna 
Riverbed would be permanently affected and 0.23 acre would be temporary affected from 
construction activities. Construction of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B would result in the temporary loss of approximately 680 square feet of benthic 
habitat within the footprint of the piles supporting the temporary finger piers. The temporary loss 
of benthic habitat for temporary cofferdam construction for the bridge piers would total 
approximately 7,926 square feet (0.18 acre) for the girder approach/arch main span bridge 
design. Temporary impact to the riverbed for existing and remnant pier demolition using either 
blasting techniques (inside temporary sheet piles) or cutting using a wire saw would total 
approximately 1.4 acres. However, following demolition of the existing bridge and remnant 
piers this area of river bottom will return to benthic habitat, thereby more than offsetting losses 
from the construction of the replacement bridges. As such, construction of Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B would result in a potential net gain of populations of benthic organisms and their 
predators higher in the food web. 


The low-speed vibratory drilling method that would be used to install the five- to six-foot 
diameter piles for the replacement bridge piers would not generate impulse noise underwater, 
and, therefore, would not have significant adverse noise impacts to fish. The smaller, 18 to 24 
inch piles that would support the temporary finger piers would be installed by impact 
hammering, but would not be expected to cause physical impacts to fish because noise levels 
generated during the driving of small piles typically do not exceed 200 dB re 1 pPapea at a 
distance of 10 meters from the pile (Caltrans 2009). Following best practices for pile installation 
(NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier piles would be minimized by first 
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allowing piles to sink into the sediment under their own weight before impact hammering the 
remainder of the pile. In addition, impact hammering would begin with a series of light taps of 
gradually increasing strength, which is an effective method to avoid sudden disturbances to fish 
and provide them with an opportunity to move away from the site of the activity (FHWA 2003). 
The most likely response of fish to the underwater sound produced during pile driving for the 
finger piers would be temporary avoidance of the area. Fish would also potentially avoid the area 
of activity during the drilling of the large-diameter piles for the replacement bridges piers. 
Should pile installation cause any fish to temporarily avoid the portion of the Susquehanna River 
in the vicinity of the activity, the extent of the area that would be affected at any one time would 
be negligible relative to the amount of suitable habitat that would remain available nearby, and 
no significant adverse effects to these individuals would be expected to occur. 


As noted above, demolition of the existing bridge piers and remnant piers would be largely 
achieved through the use of mechanical means and methods (e.g., barge cranes, wire saws), 
which will have negligible impacts on aquatic biota. Blasting is not anticipated; however, 
removal of the existing and remnant bridge piers may require the use of blasting techniques as 
per the contractor’s means and methods. Any blasting would be conducted in such a manner as 
to minimize adverse effects on fish. 


SAV 


SAV is regulated at the federal and state levels (see Appendix E, Section D). Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B would each have the same number of bridge piers within the Susquehanna River. 
Both alternatives include four bridge piers that would intercept SAV resources in slightly 
different amounts and locations. Permanent cofferdam bridge pier design is proposed 
immediately adjacent to the two shorelines. The permanent impacts to SAV for the girder 
approach / arch main span bridge design would total approximately 3,357 square feet (0.08 acre) 
under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Indirect SAV shading impacts of the new bridge 
are also possible; however, the new bridges will be slightly higher than the existing bridge, 
providing the potential for sufficient light to support SAV beneath the bridge. 


Impacts to SAV may also occur during the construction of the bridges. Dredging is not currently 
proposed to provide access for bridge pier construction in this location. However, if dredging is 
required, this would uproot SAV species and temporarily displace sediments necessary for SAV 
growth. The suspended sediments could block sunlight necessary for SAV growth and cover 
SAV beds. To avoid the need for dredging, finger piers are proposed in shallow water to allow 
for deep water construction access. These finger piers would remain for at least three years 
during construction build-out of the two rail bridges. Because of the low profile of the finger 
piers and their long-term use during bridge construction, permanent impacts to SAV would be 
expected to occur from finger pier piles as well as shading effects of the finger pier footprint. 
Therefore, though the finger piers would ultimately be considered a temporary construction 
element, owing to the length of time the piers would be in place, they would likely result in 
permanent SAV impacts totaling approximately 0.48 acre. Other SAV impacts could occur from 
the installation of temporary cofferdams in shallow water. The impact to SAV from cofferdam 
installation during construction would be approximately 2,298 square feet (0.05 acre) for the 
girder approach / arch main span bridge design. These structures would be removed once piers 
are completed; however, the cofferdams will likely be in place for longer than six months, 
causing SAV impacts to be considered permanent rather than temporary. Additional disturbance 
of SAV by sediments from the installation of cofferdams could also affect SAV as described 
above for potential dredging operations. 
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For both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, the total permanent SAV impact from bridge 
construction would total approximately 0.61 acre, based on the permanent impacts to SAV for 
the girder approach / arch main span bridge design, finger piers, and cofferdam installation. 


THREATENED, ENDANGERED, OR SPECIAL CONCERN AQUATIC SPECIES/SECTION 7 
CONSULTATION 


As discussed above, under “Aquatic Biota,” operation of the replacement bridges under 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would not be expected to result in significant changes to 
water quality or other aquatic habitat parameters that would affect aquatic organisms. As such, 
the Proposed Project would not have significant adverse impacts to any Atlantic sturgeon, 
shortnose sturgeon, sea turtles, freshwater mussels, logperch, or map turtles potentially occurring 
in the project area. 


Construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B is anticipated to have negligible direct or 
indirect effects on Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon potentially occurring in the Susquehanna 
River. By drilling rather than driving the large-diameter piles for the replacement bridges’ piers, 
underwater noise levels would be minimal and well below both the physical and behavioral 
effect thresholds that have been established by the Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group and 
adopted by NMFS for evaluations of underwater noise impacts to sturgeon and other fish 
species. Impact pile driving for the finger piers would be attenuated by the use of wooden 
cushion blocks to levels where they are likely to be discountable according to the NMFS 
assessment protocol. Potential impacts of demolition activities to remove existing bridge piers 
would be minimized by implementing the protective measures discussed above. In particular, 
any blasting activities would be scheduled to occur within a work window that corresponds to 
the time period of the year when sturgeon are least likely to occur in the vicinity of the project 
area. 


Construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would not have significant adverse impacts to 
sea turtles at the individual or population level. Kemp’s ridley, green, and loggerhead sea turtles 
have the potential to occur within the project area, while the leatherback sea turtle is a more 
pelagic species that is not expected to occur within the Susquehanna River. By drilling rather 
than driving large-diameter piles for the replacement bridges’ piers, and by driving only small- 
diameter piles to support the finger piers, underwater noise levels during construction of 
Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would not be expected to have harmful effects on any sea 
turtles potentially occurring nearby. As described for sturgeon, the potential impacts of 
demolition activities required to remove existing bridge piers would be minimized by 
implementing the protective measures discussed above and any blasting activities would be 
scheduled to occur within a work window corresponding to the period of the year when sea 
turtles are least likely to occur in the vicinity of the project area. The work barges, delivery 
barges, and crew vessels for this project are expected to have drafts of less than 6 to 8 feet in 
most cases and, therefore, provide vessel clearance above the river bottom of at least 12 feet. 
Because both Atlantic and shortnose sturgeons are demersal (bottom-dwelling) species and 
spend the majority of the time within a few feet of the bottom while foraging, the risk of vessel 
interaction with sturgeon is small. 


As there is a potential for freshwater mussel species to be found within the study area, further 
coordination will be necessary on the potential mussel presence and BMPs for their protection. 
This will include using construction and demolition methods to reduce impacts to freshwater 
mussel species. 


11-28 


Chapter 11: Natural Resources 


The logperch is a freshwater fish that occurs within the non-tidal portion of the Susquehanna 
River, above the Conowingo Dam. Logperch would not be expected to occur within the project 
area, where conditions are brackish during flood tides. In addition, construction of Alternative 
9A or Alternative 9B would not have significant adverse effects on water quality or other habitat 
conditions for fish, and drilling of the large-diameter piles would avoid potentially harmful 
underwater construction noise levels. Protective measures would be identified in coordination 
with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and implemented during any blasting activities to 
minimize the potential impacts to logperch, should they occur. As such, construction of 
Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B and demolition of the existing bridge and remnant bridge piers 
would not have the potential to cause adverse impacts to the logperch. 


DNR-WHS may require restrictions on construction projects in order to protect map turtles, 
including, but not limited to; conducting nesting surveys during the nesting season to identify the 
presence/absence of nests within the project area, in-stream time-of-year restrictions, and/or 
removal of turtles from the work zone using trained scuba divers. Map turtles are known to 
occur within the project area and could potentially be affected by construction and demolition. 
Further coordination with DNR-WHS will occur as the Proposed Project progresses, and the 
above-referenced avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented as appropriate. 


CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA 


Permanent impacts to the Critical Area resulting from the Proposed Project are expected to result 
from earth disturbance, removal of vegetation, placement of fill, and increased impervious area. 
The anticipated Critical Area impacts resulting from Alternative 9A are 6.4 acres and for 
Alternative 9B are 6.1 acres. All impacts to Critical Area are limited to the Corporate Limits of 
Havre de Grace and Perryville; no impacts to RCA designated Critical Area are anticipated. 


The CAC for the Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays was contacted about the Proposed 
Project. In a response letter, the CAC requested continued coordination as the Proposed Project 
becomes more defined to determine whether a full CAC review is required. Copies of all agency 
correspondence can be found in Appendix E, Attachment E. Coordination with the CAC will 
continue during the design phase of the Proposed Project to ensure compliance with all Critical 
Area criteria, mitigation requirements, and regulations. 


COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 


Because the Proposed Project is subject to the provisions of Section 307 of CZMA, the Coastal 
Zone consistency decision is coordinated through the Coastal Zone Consistency Division of the 
MDE. Applicants for federal licenses/permits (including U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Section 
10 and Section 404 activities) must certify that their proposed action will be conducted in a 
manner consistent with Maryland’s CZMP. MDE is responsible for coordinating the review with 
appropriate state agencies, consolidating the state’s comments, and forwarding the state’s 
response and decision to the USACE. Examples of state approvals and other state agency actions 
related to the federal consistency decision and the overall review process are provided in 
Appendix E, Attachment B. 


Pursuant to Section 307 of the CZMA, Coastal Zone consistency review will commence after the 
submittal of the MDE Joint Permit Application (JPA). The MDE permit authorization, received 
at subsequent phases of the Proposed Project, will constitute the federal consistency decision. 
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UNIQUE AND SENSITIVE AREAS 


As there are no NHAs or Wild and Scenic Rivers within the study area, no impacts are 
anticipated. Although Green Infrastructure hubs and corridors occur within the study area, 
neither Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B will affect Green Infrastructure resources. One forest 
conservation easement occurs within the limits of the study area, but lies outside the limits of 
disturbance for either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. No impacts to the conservation 
easement are anticipated. The federally protected Garrett Island lies outside the study area limits 
to the north, and will not be impacted by the Proposed Project. 


F. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 


For both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, several methods could be implemented to decrease 
erosion effects, including structural, vegetative and operational methods during construction. 
These control measures may include: 


e Seeding, sodding, and stabilizing slopes as soon as possible to minimize the exposed area 
during construction, 


e Stabilizing ditches at the tops of cuts and at the bottoms of fill slopes before excavation and 
formation of embankments, 


e Using sediment traps, silt fences, slope drains, water holding areas, and other control 
measures, and 


e Using diversion dikes, mulches, netting, energy dissipaters, and other physical erosion 
controls on slopes where vegetation cannot be supported. 


A grading plan and erosion and sediment (E&S) control plan will be prepared and implemented 
in accordance with MDE regulations. The grading and E&S control plans will minimize the 
potential for impacts to water quality from erosion and sedimentation that would occur before, 
during, and after construction. Furthermore, temporary and permanent controls will be reviewed 
and approved by MDE prior to initiation of construction. Additionally, the Proposed Project 
must obtain a Notice of Intent under the 2014 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity designed to 
control pollution runoff, including sediment, during construction. 


FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


FLOODPLAINS 


Efforts to minimize permanent impacts to 100- and 500-year floodplains are ongoing, and will 
continue throughout the project planning and design process. Longitudinal crossings have been 
avoided where possible to reduce the potential for greater floodplain fill and resulting reductions 
in flood conveyance and floodplain storage. Any construction within the 100-year floodplain 
would require a Waterway Construction Permit from MDE. To ensure that floodwater impacts 
resulting from rail construction are minimized, drainage structures are required to maintain the 
current flow regime and prevent associated flooding. This is being investigated for the proposed 
Lily Run crossing where a new bottomless culvert may be installed to increase the hydraulic 
capacity, resulting in desirable flood relief for the area of Havre de Grace upstream of the rail 
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project. Other minimization and mitigation efforts that may be investigated in later planning and 
design phases for impacted 100- and 500-year floodplains could also include: 


e Bridge spans over the 100- and 500-year floodplain, 
e Reducing encroachments by using 2:1 minimum slopes for rail berms, and 


e Building retaining walls where practicable. 


As part of the MDE Waterways Construction Permit application process, hydrologic and 
hydraulic studies will be performed for the selected alternative to determine the effects of the 
proposed track bed fill on floodplain elevations during the design and permitting phase. 


WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


Unavoidable impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. will require federal and state 
permit authorizations. These permits and associated agencies include: 


e Section 404 Individual Permit from the USACE for the discharge of dredged or fill materials 
into waters of the U.S. (greater than 2,000 linear feet), including wetlands (greater than 1 
acre) 


e Section 10 permit from the USACE for construction of bridge structures over the navigable 
waters of the Susquehanna River 


e Section 9 (Rivers and Harbors Act) permit from the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) for 
construction of a new bridge over a navigable waterway 


e Section 401 Water Quality Certification from MDE in conjunction with the Section 404 
permit 

e Nontidal Wetland and Waterways permit from MDE for impacts to nontidal wetlands and 
streams, including a 25-foot buffer surrounding the wetland 


e Waterway Construction Permit from MDE for work in streams and floodplains 


e Tidal Wetland License issued by the Board of Public Works for impacts to tidal wetlands 
and waters associated with the Susquehanna River 


The two Build Alternatives would have direct permanent impacts to both nontidal and tidal 
wetland resources and their corresponding buffers (see Table 11-3). Both alternatives would 
also have permanent impacts to streams from culvert extensions, possible relocations, and 
piping, and would have permanent impacts to the riverbed of the Susquehanna River from bridge 
pier installation. Impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, from the Build Alternatives 
would total less than an acre of wetlands and more than 3,000 linear feet of streams. After all 
practicable measures have been taken to avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic resources, 
unavoidable impacts will require mitigation in the form of creation, enhancement, or 
preservation to replace the loss of wetland, stream, and/or other aquatic resource (e.g., SAV) 
functions. 


The two Build Alternatives retained for detailed study were selected in part because of their 
reduced impacts to wetlands/waterways and other natural resources. These alternatives lie closer 
to the existing track ROW than other alternatives studied, and generally involve replacement of 
the existing track with the new eastbound and westbound tracks. The Project Team has 
incorporated avoidance and minimization measures with respect to wetland impacts, in part by 
optimizing the use of the existing rail ROW. The Project Team will continue to explore 
minimization measures during final design. Construction of the culvert extensions, or 
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replacements as needed, will include the minimum extent necessary to provide support for the 
additional rail tracks. Also, these necessary extensions or replacements will use bottomless 
culverts to provide for a more natural stream bed through the culvert. 


Compensatory mitigation must be evaluated in accordance with state and federal regulations and 
guidance. Compensatory mitigation focuses on the replacement of the functions provided by an 
aquatic resource or wetland, in addition to the acreage affected. Traditionally, mitigation 
requirements under Section 404 and COMAR are determined by the ratio of wetland acres 
replaced to wetland acres lost, based on the following ratios: 


e Nontidal emergent wetlands are often mitigated on a 1:1 replacement ratio; 
e Nontidal forested and scrub-shrub wetlands are mitigated on a 2:1 ratio; 
e Tidal emergent wetlands are replaced at a 2:1 ratio; and 


e Tidal forested and scrub-shrub wetlands are mitigated on a 2:1 ratio. 


Table 11-7 summarizes the wetland and stream impacts and potential required mitigation for 
each of the two Build Alternatives. 


Few on-site mitigation options are likely available to compensate for unavoidable nontidal 
wetland impacts given the linear nature of the Amtrak ROW. Even so, opportunities will be 
investigated during project design. If Alternative 9A is selected, wetland creation may also be 
possible within the expanded ROW adjacent to Havre de Grace Middle School. For the tidal 
wetland impacts along the Cecil County shoreline, mitigation could occur in the form of control 
of existing, invasive common reed and establishment of native, tidal wetland species. The area 
of degraded tidal wetland is approximately two acres, more than sufficient size to accommodate 
the higher enhancement ratio of at least 4:1. Other potential onsite mitigation options will also be 
investigated as the Proposed Project advances through later design phases. If further on-site 
mitigation is not an option, compensation could be sought through the purchase of credits at an 
approved mitigation bank or through permittee sponsored mitigation at an approved offsite 
location. 


Table 11-7 
Wetland and Stream Impacts and Estimated Minimum Required Mitigation 


|. PRRs” Tenet in Tapa |r 
Resource (Ac/Lf) (Ac/Lf) Ratio (Ac/Lf) 


Perennial Streams (If) 


The agencies also typically require compensatory stream mitigation projects to replace stream 
functions when feasible. In addition to stream channel improvements, mitigation measures for 
waterway impacts consider the size, stream order, and location of the stream to determine 
appropriate stream mitigation. Other mitigation measures, such as removal of fish blockages, 
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riparian buffer enhancements, in-stream habitat improvements, and water quality improvements, 
may also be used at the agencies’ discretion. 


Based on the currently identified permanent stream impacts, the Proposed Project would be 
expected to provide stream restoration totaling at least 3,190 linear feet for Alternative 9A and 
2,943 linear feet for Alternative 9B (see Table 11-7). However, of these stream impacts, over 
2,500 linear feet of impact is to previously disturbed headwater streams running parallel to the 
existing track that had been relocated during construction of the original rail track. These stream 
reaches are currently linear ditches with mostly rock ballast or sand substrates and little habitat 
structure. To mitigate for these permanent stream impacts resulting from track widening, the 
reaches would be relocated to the new track toe of slope. As part of this relocation, opportunities 
for in-stream habitat and water quality improvements will be investigated. Further mitigation 
options will be determined as the Proposed Project moves forward in design. 


To address the potential need for off-site mitigation, a preliminary desk-top level mitigation site 
search was conducted within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds, as 
project impacts will occur within those two watersheds. All nontidal wetland impacts will occur 
within the Lower Susquehanna River watershed so the site search for nontidal wetlands was 
conducted only within that watershed. Site search criteria included non-forested sites located 
within topographic depressions or floodplains with areas of mapped hydric soils providing at 
least an acre of created wetland. The site search also targeted potential tidal wetland creation or 
restoration sites and hardened shoreline areas where more natural shoreline protection measures 
might allow for creation or enhancement of aquatic habitat. For stream mitigation, riparian areas 
within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds were investigated for their 
restoration potential, including stream channel stabilization, fish blockage removal, in-stream 
habitat improvements, riparian buffer enhancements, and water quality improvements. After 
potential wetland and stream mitigation sites were selected during the desk-top level site search, 
a windshield survey of publicly accessible sites was conducted to confirm landscape position 
and land use within the potential site. 


Based on the windshield surveys, a total of eight potential nontidal wetland creation sites were 
carried forward. For potential stream restoration sites, one site was extended and the overall 
number of potential stream sites to carry forward was reduced to 17. Sites were eliminated for 
various reasons, including changed site conditions, steep topography, presence of utilities, etc. 
Additionally, an offsite potential tidal wetland enhancement area was identified along the 
Susquehanna River in Harford County. During the subsequent final design and permitting phase, 
these potential sites will be explored in more detail, and property access notification letters will 
be sent seeking permission to conduct more detailed on-site investigations. More detailed 
information on the site search process and full mitigation site descriptions are located in 
Appendix E, Attachment D. 


Any mitigation measures employed due to unavoidable project impacts to waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, will follow the Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule (33 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] Parts 325 and 40 CFR Part 230), and Maryland state compensatory 
mitigation guidelines, as well as other practicable recommendations from federal and state 
resource agencies. Mitigation options under both the Federal Rule and state mitigation 
guidelines could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee-responsible 
mitigation using a watershed approach in that order of preference. 
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FOREST RESOURCES 


Avoidance of a larger forest tract at the western end of the study area was accomplished by 
reducing the scope of the Proposed Project to tie back into the existing tracks prior the start of 
the large forest tract. Incorporation of tree protection measures during the development of the 
FCP will be coordinated, reviewed, and approved by DNR. 


Where unavoidable permanent forest impacts occur, Amtrak will offset those impacts by 
planting trees in cleared areas (reforestation) and/or in areas not previously forested 
(afforestation). During the final design and permitting stage, Amtrak will develop and implement 
a DNR-approved FCP that prescribes the reforestation and afforestation acreage, mitigation site 
selection process, planting requirements and specifications, and monitoring plan. 


Goals of the FCP are to: protect all priority forests, specimen trees, and sensitive areas on-site 
where possible; minimize impacts to other on-site vegetated areas to the greatest extent 
practicable; and define mitigation areas for unavoidable impacts to forest resources and 
specimen trees. Priority forests are those that include wetlands, streams, 100-year floodplains, 
endangered species, and specimen trees. 


Forest mitigation must comply with Forest Conservation Act requirements for linear 
transportation projects. Based on afforestation and reforestation rules under this law, preliminary 
calculations of required mitigation for effects including forested and non-forested areas would 
total approximately 5.0 acres of tree planting for Alternative 9A and 3.4 acres of tree planting for 
Alternative 9B. This meets the requirements of the State Forest Conservation Technical Manual 
as defined in the Forests Section, Section II. 


AQUATIC RESOURCES 


The Project Team minimized aquatic impacts through refined engineering design and reducing 
the number of in-water piers required for the proposed bridges. Further minimization of aquatic 
impacts is mandated by MDE sediment and erosion control regulations in the form of time of 
year in-stream work restrictions for the protection of fish spawning or migration. These stream 
closure periods prohibit in-stream work from March | through June 15 for Use I streams and 
from June 1 through September 30 and December 16 through March 14 for Use II streams. 


Sediment containment techniques, such as turbidity curtains and other approved best practices, 
will be used during construction to minimize sediment releases that could harm SAV. In 
addition, MDE sediment and erosion control regulations require time of year work restrictions 
within designated SAV beds. The closure period for work within designated SAV areas is from 
April 1 through October 15. 


Mitigation for unavoidable permanent impacts to SAV will follow the Federal Compensatory 
Mitigation Rule (33 CFR Parts 325 and 40 CFR Part 230), and other state compensatory 
mitigation guidelines, as well as other recommendations from federal and state resource 
agencies. The typical in-kind compensation ratio for SAV impacts is 3:1. For the estimated 
permanent impacts to SAV from the two selected alternatives, replacement of at least 1.83 acres 
would be required. Mitigation options under both the Federal Rule and state mitigation 
guidelines could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee-responsible 
mitigation using a watershed approach in that order of preference. A preliminary site search was 
conducted to identify potential mitigation sites to offset wetland, stream, and SAV. Details of the 
mitigation site search are included in Appendix E, Attachment D. The NMFS has indicated that 
mitigation of SAV impacts should include replanting the beds disturbed during construction 
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following project completion. This will be investigated along with other out-of-kind mitigation 
alternatives as the Proposed Project advances to later design phases. The final decision to replace 
function, acreage, or both may be adjusted at the discretion of the USACE or MDE, depending 
on the practicability of the proposed mitigation. 


CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA 


Minimization efforts to avoid the Critical Area were incorporated as part of the early design for 
the Proposed Project. Also, whenever possible, the Critical Area has been further avoided by the 
proposed Alternatives. Further minimization and mitigation measures for unavoidable impacts to 
the Critical Area could include: 


e Erosion and sediment control measures would be provided and strictly enforced to minimize 
impacts. 


e Replacement lands of equal or greater natural resource and economic value. 


e Additional appropriate mitigation measures, such as landscaping (where applicable with 
respect to the resource), would be developed through coordination with the appropriate 
parties. 


Additional discussions are anticipated to occur regarding the Proposed Project’s potential 
impacts to the Critical Area and mitigation measures that could lessen potential impacts. 


COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 


Although minimization/mitigation are not typically identified specifically for Coastal Zone 
Management, appropriate avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts to wetlands, 
waterways, and floodplains will be addressed as part of the permit application/authorization 
process with MDE and the USACE, and will be considered the Coastal Zone Management 
consistency review. 


UNIQUE AND SENSITIVE AREAS 


With no impacts anticipated to NHAs or Wild and Scenic Rivers, avoidance and minimization 
measures for these resources are not appropriate for the Proposed Project. Impacts to Green 
Infrastructure hubs have been minimized by placing the Proposed Project within and adjacent to 
the existing rail alignment. In addition, the proposed new alignments tie into the existing 
alignment as close to the river bridge as possible to avoid impacts to a large forested area that 
serves as a hub. Any reforestation requirements due to tree and forest loss could consider 
locations that would promote Green Infrastructure efforts, such as buffer enhancement, forest 
connectivity (FIDS habitat development), and reforestation near, or adjacent to, existing hubs 
and corridors. 


G. REFERENCES 
See Appendix E. * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter assesses how operation of the Proposed Project would affect ambient air quality. 
The potential short-term temporary impact on air quality from construction of the Build 
Alternatives is discussed in Chapter 17, “Construction Effects.” 


The air quality analyses are based on the anticipated changes in train operations with the Build 
Alternatives, as described in Chapter 3, “Transportation.” (The alternatives are described in 
detail in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives.”) This chapter examines the effect of changes in train 
operations and track alignment on both regional (mesoscale) emissions and local (microscale) 
concentrations of air pollutants. The Project would not introduce any new, permanent stationary 
emission sources, such as boilers or generators. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


The methodology, including train volumes and other assumptions, regulatory context, and 
detailed discussion of the results are presented in Appendix F, “Air Quality, Noise, and 
Vibration.” 


C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


Cecil County and Harford County are within a nonattainment area for ozone. In addition, 
Harford County is within a maintenance area for PM 5, as described in more detail in Appendix 
F. Pollutant levels measured at area monitoring stations are used to characterize existing 
conditions. Table 12-1 shows relevant regulated pollutants studied, including: 

e Carbon monoxide (CO) 

e Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 


e PM: Particulate matter (PM) with aerodynamic diameter of less than or equal to 10 
micrometers 


e PMz:: Particulate matter with aerodynamic diameter of less than or equal to 2.5 micrometers 
e Nitrogen dioxide (NO2) 
e Ozone (measured in 2014 at monitoring stations closest to the project area) 


These values are the most recent data available at the time the analysis was undertaken, and are 
consistent with the background conditions used in the future conditions analyses (see below). 
Monitored levels of ozone exceed the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), as 
discussed in Appendix F. 


While the measured concentrations of pollutants other than ozone are lower than the NAAQS, 
the monitors are not located adjacent to specific sources such as highways or rail lines and do 
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not represent concentrations specifically-affected by such operations, but rather the background 
concentrations in the area in general. Concentrations of PM, CO, and NO, in the existing 
condition near the tracks are likely higher than those presented in Table 12-1. 


Table 12-1 
Representative Monitored Ambient Air Quality Data 


Averaging 
Pollutant Location Units Period Concentration” NAAQS 
| shor {| 13 =| 9 | 
oe Eaton Ss 


1,300 
See vee [wont Fee ep 
Baltimore, Baltimore County 


Fair Hill, Cecil Count a eer | 86 D 
PM Edgewood, Harford County He 
2.5 


Fair Hill, Cecil County 
Saree oe 
Fair Hill, Cecil County | = 0.074 

Churchville, Harford County Spon 0.070 He 


All concentrations presented are based on 2014 data. CO and PMjo concentrations 
are the second-highest values. SO, 1-hour is the 99th percentile of daily maximum 
1-hour average concentrations. NO, 1-hour is the 98th percentile of daily maximum 
1-hour average concentrations averaged over the 3-year period of 2012 to 2014. 
24-hour average PM, 5 is the 98th percentile. Annual value is the mean for the year. 
8-hour average ozone concentrations are the 4th highest-daily values for 2014. 
Concentrations in bold exceed the NAAQS. 

USEPA, Air Data, Monitor Values Report for 2014 
http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html, accessed January 6, 2016. 


Notes: | 


D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


REGIONAL (MESOSCALE) ANALYSIS 


Regional (mesoscale) emissions are assessed on an incremental basis (emissions change 
resulting from a Build Alternative as compared with the No Action Alternative). Therefore, a 
mesoscale analysis is not presented for the No Action Alternative separately. 


LOCAL (MICROSCALE) ANALYSIS 


Projected maximum concentrations of pollutants in 2040 at locations near the south wye track 
for the No Action Alternative are presented in Table 12-2. The reasons why this location was 
selected for the microscale analysis are discussed in Appendix F. Maximum projected PM2 5 
(24-hour and annual average), PMio (24-hour average), and annual average NO» concentrations 
would be lower than the respective NAAQS. However, |-hour average NO» concentrations 
could potentially exceed the NAAQS in the No Action Alternative. Exceedances could 
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potentially occur all along the tracks, up to 500 feet to the east and west of the at-grade crossing 
of the Norfolk Southern (NS) Port Road at Ostego Street in Perryville; and up to 200 feet to the 
north and south of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge approach in Perryville (see Figure 12-1). 
Concentrations at other locations along the track, including areas outside the study area, may be 
lower due to lower engine loads (lower grade and/or less track curvature), fewer freight trains, 
and a lack of idling locomotives; however, 1-hour NO, exceedances are, nonetheless, possible in 
all areas where this level of diesel operations would occur, as discussed in more detail in 
Appendix F. Note that while detailed concentrations in existing conditions were not analyzed, it 
is expected that the concentrations near the tracks in the existing conditions would be similar to 
those projected for the No Action Alternative. 


Table 12-2 
Maximum Projected Concentrations— No Action Alternative (ug/m*) 


pea No Action Rat foe Tam] 
Time Background Modeled Total — 
Pollutant} Period | Concentration NAAQS 


wo fs Hour 
2.5 


Notes: 

Results in bold exceed the NAAQS. 

' Consistent with EPA guidance, total NO 1-hour concentrations include seasonal 
hourly background concentrations developed from hourly monitored NO, 
concentrations at the Fair Hill monitoring station over the years 2010 to 2014. 


The above 1-hour average NO, concentrations were predicted using a conservative modeling 
approach where peak activity within the overnight and daytime periods were modeled 
throughout these respective periods at all hours. Peak overnight activity assumed in the model 
includes three diesel powered freight locomotives, while daytime activity assumed includes one 
diesel powered freight locomotive and three diesel powered MARC locomotives. The approach 
of applying peak activity to all hours a peak may occur ensures that the combination of worst- 
case emission rates and worst-case meteorological conditions, resulting in peak potential 
concentrations at each of the nearby receptors, are captured. However, due to the infrequent 
number of times that peak activity would occur, it is unlikely that peak activity would 
consistently occur during worst-case meteorological conditions at any one receptor, and 
therefore, this approach results in conservatively high estimates of potential 1-hour NO» 
concentrations. To demonstrate this effect, the Project Team analyzed the effect of actual hourly 
freight train activity recorded on the Northeast Corridor (NEC) from September 2015 to April 
2016. With actual recorded hourly freight activity (including hourly number of freight trains by 
direction and train tonnage) projected 1-hour NO, concentrations resulting from freight rail fell 
below the NAAQS threshold of 188 yg/m*. While concentrations are only representative of 
freight locomotive sources, these sources would result in the worst-case 1-hour concentrations. 
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E. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


REGIONAL (MESOSCALE) ANALYSIS 


Table 12-3 illustrates projected increases in emissions associated with the Build Alternatives 
within each Air Quality Control Region (AQCR) in the study area. These represent the total 
increase in emissions with the Build Alternatives, associated with increased freight movement 
along the rail track between areas to the north towards Pennsylvania and either Baltimore or 
Wilmington. Additionally, the increased MARC train volumes traveling between Baltimore and 
Elkton as well as the exclusive utilization of diesel powered trains are included in the regional 
annual emissions. Note that this analysis does not present the net change in emissions in the non- 
attainment areas, nor does it account for the overall benefits of the NEC FUTURE region-wide. 
This analysis conservatively compares only the increments with the de minimis thresholds for 
general conformity, demonstrating that the Build Alternatives would not require a conformity 
determination. The projected increases presented do not take into account the shift in intercity 
travel within the nonattainment area from motor vehicles to the improved Amtrak high speed rail 
and MARC service. The Build Alternatives would promote this shift to more fuel efficient 
transportation, reducing vehicle miles traveled—and consequently pollutant emissions—within 
the region. 


Table 12-3 
Predicted Increases in Regional Annual Emissions 


Emissions Increases (ton/year) 
Criteria Philadelphia-Wilmington-| De Minimis 
Pollutant Baltimore Atlantic City Threshold 


Note: This table conservatively present potential increases only, and does 
not show the net change which would include decreases associated 
with the shift from highway travel to rail. 


Regulations under the Clean Air Act (“conformity regulations”) require that federal agencies, 
when taking action to assist, fund, permit, or approve projects in areas with a non-attainment or 
maintenance status regarding any of the NAAQS, ensure that the projects conform to the 
applicable State Implementation Plans (SIPs) for attaining those standards, so as not to interfere 
with the state’s ability to attain and maintain the NAAQS. The total projected emissions in each 
AQCR represent a small fraction of the de minimis levels defined in the conformity regulations. 
This demonstrates that the operation of the Build Alternatives would not require a conformity 
determination and would not interfere with SIPs for attainment of the ozone NAAQS or 
maintenance of the PM,; NAAQS within each AQCR. Emissions increases may also occur in 
other non-attainment areas traversed by affected rail lines beyond the project study area; those 
emissions increases would likely be on the order of those shown in Table 12-3; therefore, no 
conformity determinations would be required for any other non-attainment or maintenance areas. 
Overall, the Proposed Project would not substantially affect regional air quality in the 
nonattainment areas. 


As described above, the conformity analysis for the non-attainment area does not include the 
benefits of shifting of travel from highway to the more efficient rail mode. Furthermore, in the 
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larger region including the NEC, the NEC FUTURE would promote the more efficient passenger 
rail service. As described in Chapter 13, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” 
overall, Amtrak service is 33 percent more efficient per passenger-mile than average highway 
travel (nationwide), and is likely more efficient than that along the NEC where ridership is high. 
The Build Alternatives are a component of the larger sustained effort to enhance passenger rail 
and freight rail for the long term, benefitting air quality and reducing pollutant emissions overall. 


LOCAL (MICROSCALE) ANALYSIS 


Table 12-4 presents maximum total concentrations projected to occur at locations near the south 
wye track west of Perryville Station due to track realignment and increased locomotive activity. 
The projected maximum concentrations and increments presented in Table 12-4 are the same for 
with Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Appendix F includes a more detailed discussion of 
results. Similar to the No Action Alternative, maximum projected PM, (24-hour and annual 
average), PMyo (24-hour average), and annual average NO» concentrations with the Build 
Alternatives would be lower than the respective NAAQS. As with the No Action Alternative, the 
1-hour average NO, concentrations were projected to potentially exceed the NAAQS up to 500 
feet to the east and west of the at-grade crossing of the NS Port Road at Otsego Street in 
Perryville. Peak hourly freight train volume and alignment will be the same with the Build 
Alternatives and the No Action Alternative; therefore the 1-hour NO, exceedances in these areas 
would occur in both the No Action Alternative and Build Alternatives, and would not be a result 
of the Proposed Project. The 1-hour average NO, concentrations were projected to potentially 
exceed the NAAQS up to 280 feet north and south of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
approach in Perryville where diesel locomotives operate—80 feet farther from the freight track 
than in the No Action Alternative because of the track realignment and grade changes. 


Table 12-4 
Maximum Projected Concentrations 


Background No Action 
Time Concentration ae ae 
Pollutant | Period (ug/m*) (ug/m*) 


7 


Notes: 

Results in bold exceed the NAAQS. 

Project concentrations represent results at the wye track under Alternative 9A and 

Alternative 9B. 

' Consistent with EPA guidance, NO, 1-hour concentrations utilized seasonal hourly 
background concentrations developed from hourly monitored NO, concentrations at 
Fair Hill monitoring station over the years 2010 to 2014. 


While total concentrations at residences adjacent to the track curve re-alignment (south of Broad 
Street and west of the wye track) are projected to be lower than the above maximums (at most 
209 wg/m* and 226 wg/m* in the No Action and Build Alternatives, respectively), the 
concentrations at those locations would nonetheless also potentially exceed the NAAQS, and 
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would represent an increase of up to 3 percent over the levels predicted under the No Action 
Alternative (see Figure 12-1). (Note that this section focuses only on potential local effects; for 
discussion of the benefits of efficient rail travel and freight in region-wide air quality and 
greenhouse gas emissions, see the “Regional (Mesoscale) Analysis” section above and Chapter 
13, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change.”) 


As described for the No Action scenario, the above Build Alternative concentrations were 
predicted using a modeling approach that necessarily results in conservative estimates of 
potential 1-hour NO, concentrations. Due to the infrequent number of times that peak activity 
would occur, it is unlikely that peak conditions would consistently occur during worst-case 
meteorological conditions at any one receptor. To demonstrate this effect, additional modeling 
was performed using actual hourly freight train activity recorded on the NEC from September, 
2015 to April, 2016. When actual hourly freight train activity was modeled, projected 1-hour 
NO) concentrations fell below the NAAQS threshold of 188 g/m’. While concentrations are 
only representative of freight locomotive sources, these sources would result in the worst-case 1- 
hour concentrations. Therefore, it is possible that the predicted 1-hour average NO2 NAAQS 
exceedance shown in Table 12-4 is purely due to the conservative nature of the regulatory 
modeling approach. Actual 1-hour NO, concentrations and the increase in those concentrations 
with the Build Alternatives will likely be lower than shown in Table 12-4. 


The increment as compared with the No Action Alternative is associated with the proposed track 
realignments described above and the increase in freight movement and MARC diesel train 
volumes with the Build Alternatives. Concentrations at other locations near the freight tracks 
between the wye track in Perryville and areas to the north and areas along the NEC to the south 
of the bridge (Havre de Grace and farther south) are also anticipated to increase somewhat with 
the Build Alternatives when compared with the No Action Alternative due to the growth in daily 
and annual freight movement, but would be less than the results presented above since there 
would be no change in track location or grade at those locations. However, peak hourly 
concentrations, including 1-hour average NO», would not increase in areas outside the study 
areas as compared with the No Action Alternative since peak hour freight train volume would 
not increase. 


In summary, local 1-hour average NO, concentrations may increase near the proposed bridge 
that would be used by MARC and freight trains. Concentrations with the Build Alternatives 
(both the Preferred Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B) could increase by up to 8.6 percent in 
areas where the model predicts an exceedance of the 1-hr NO2 NAAQS under the No Action 
Alternative. Given the necessarily conservative modeling approach required to address the 
complex form of the 1-hour NO, standard, actual increases of 1-hour NO, concentrations would 
likely be much lower than the modeled 8.6 percent and actual total concentrations would likely 
not exceed the NAAQS. Furthermore, concentration increases would likely be limited to smaller 
areas than those shown in Figure 12-1. Overall, local air quality with and without the Proposed 
Project is likely to be very similar. Considering all of the above, the low probability of NAAQS 
exceedance, the small potential increment, and the limited area potentially affected, the Build 
Alternatives would not result in a significant adverse impact on air quality. 


F. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


Measures to minimize and mitigate the effects of the Proposed Project on air quality that can be 
implemented by the Project Team are discussed in Chapter 17, “Construction Effects.” During 
operation, the Project Team will have limited influence on emissions from rail. 
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Amtrak trains are electric and therefore have zero emissions at the local level. Furthermore, 
Amtrak actively works on increasing ridership and efficiency. This helps to avoid emissions 
from personal vehicle travel and to minimize per passenger use of electricity (and associated 
regional emissions) to operate the trains. 


Freight trains have diesel locomotives and are operated by Norfolk Southern. Their emissions 
are subject to USEPA regulations and cannot be reduced by the Proposed Project. MARC 
currently has a program to purchase diesel locomotives meeting Tier IV emission standards. 
While Tier IV locomotives would emit less than the diesel locomotives in the existing fleet, 
further emission reductions would be possible if MARC trains were electric. The electrification 
of MARC fleet is beyond the control of the Proposed Project and is therefore not part of 
minimization and mitigation measured for the Proposed Project. 


Should MARC switch to an electric fleet independent of the Proposed Project, total 
concentrations would be only slightly lower than those shown for the Proposed Project in Table 
12-4. However, excluding ambient backgrounds, the 24-hour average and annual concentrations 
would decrease by approximately 5 percent and 22 percent, respectively. The emission reduction 
benefits of possible electrification of MARC service would not decrease the 1-hour average NO 
concentrations reported in Table 12-4, as the 1-hour NO, concentrations are affected by diesel 
freight trains to a much greater extent than by MARC trains (whether they run on diesel or 
electricity). * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter discusses energy use, energy savings, greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, and GHG 
emissions reduced as a result of the Proposed Project, and its consistency with established 
sustainability measures and GHG reduction goals. As discussed in the Council on Environmental 
Quality’s (CEQ) guidance,’ climate change is projected to have wide-ranging effects on the 
environment, including rising sea levels, increases in temperature, and changes in precipitation 
levels. Although this is occurring on a global scale, the environmental effects of climate change 
are also likely to be observed at the local level. The U.S. has established sustainability initiatives 
and goals for greatly reducing GHG emissions and for adapting to climate change. 


While the contribution of any single project to climate change is infinitesimal, the combined 
GHG emissions from all human activity impact the global climate. The nature of the impact 
dictates that all sectors identify practicable means to reduce GHG emissions. Following the CEQ 
guidance and given that the Proposed Project operation would reduce GHG emissions and 
energy use, this chapter does not specify the incremental contributions of the Proposed Project to 
climate effects, but rather identifies opportunities to further reduce energy consumption and 
GHG emissions during operation and construction. GHG emissions and energy are discussed in 
Section B. 


The Proposed Project would constitute a major public investment in infrastructure with a useful 
life on a timescale at which the effects of climate change may become more noticeable. Effects 
of climate change that could affect the rail bridge, its approaches, and associated infrastructure 
include, but are not limited to, more frequent and intense heat waves, severe cold weather, more 
frequent and intense downpours and flooding, sea-level rise, and more intense or more frequent 
storms. Therefore, this chapter discusses the need to consider the potential effects of climate 
change when designing or upgrading the proposed infrastructure. The discussion is consistent 
with the available National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) guidance. The Proposed Project’s 
resiliency to future climate conditions is discussed in Section C. 


As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) 
evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. 


' Executive Office of the President, CEQ. Final Guidance for Federal Departments and Agencies on 
Consideration of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects of Climate Change in NEPA Reviews. 
August 1, 2016. 
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B. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND ENERGY USE 


POLICY, REGULATIONS, STANDARDS, AND BENCHMARKS 


As a result of the growing consensus that human activity resulting in GHG emissions has the 
potential to profoundly affect the Earth’s climate, countries around the world have undertaken 
efforts to reduce emissions by implementing both global and local measures addressing energy 
consumption and production, land use, and other sectors. Although the U.S. has not ratified 
international agreements which set emissions targets for GHGs, in December 2015, the U.S. 
signed the international Paris agreement” that pledges deep cuts in emissions, with a stated goal 
of reducing emissions to between 26 and 28 percent lower than 2005 levels by 2025° to be 
implemented via existing laws and regulations with executive authority of the President. 


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) is required to regulate greenhouse gases 
under the Clean Air Act (CAA), and has begun preparing and implementing regulations. In 
coordination with the National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA), USEPA 
currently regulates GHG emissions from newly manufactured on-road vehicles. In addition, 
USEPA regulates transportation fuels via the Renewable Fuel Standard program, which will 
phase in a requirement for the inclusion of renewable fuels increasing annually up to 36.0 billion 
gallons in 2022. The U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) is also involved in many 
activities, programs, and partnerships, including collaborations with other federal agencies and 
international organizations, aimed at reducing GHG emission.*” 


Various federal policies are aimed at reducing GHG emissions. For example, Executive Order 
13514 of October 5, 2009 establishes the policy of the United States that “Federal agencies 
increase energy efficiency; measure, report, and reduce their GHG emissions from direct and 
indirect activities; conserve and protect water resources through efficiency, reuse, and 
stormwater management; eliminate waste, recycle, and prevent pollution; leverage agency 
acquisitions to foster markets for sustainable technologies and environmentally preferable 
materials, products, and services; design, construct, maintain, and operate high performance 
sustainable buildings in sustainable locations; strengthen the vitality and livability of the 
communities in which Federal facilities are located ... agencies shall prioritize actions based on 
a full accounting of both economic and social benefits and costs ...”” USDOT’s implementation 
and reporting under this order® includes a focus on enhancing, expanding, and improving the 
efficiency of the national freight and passenger rail networks. 


There are also regional and state efforts to reduce GHG emissions. Maryland is a participant in 
the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative (RGGI), a cooperative effort by Northeast and Mid- 
Atlantic states to reduce carbon dioxide emissions from power plants by 10 percent by 2019, 
through a regional cap-and-trade program. The RGGI program is mandated by State law and is 
fully implemented and enforceable through regulations (COMAR 26.09) adopted and enforced 
by Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE). 


° Conference of the Parties, 21st Session. Adoption of The Paris Agreement, decision -/CP.21. Paris, 
December 12, 2015. 

> United States of America. Intended Nationally Determined Contributions (INDCs). March 31, 2015. 

“ http://climate.dot.gov/policies-legislation-programs/federal-org-directory.html 

* http://climate.dot.gov/policies-legislation-programs/dot-partnerships/international-activities.html 

° http://www.transportation.gov/mission/sustainability/our-sustainability-efforts-0 
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In 2009, Maryland Governor O'Malley and the Maryland General Assembly passed the 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Act of 2009 (GGRA). The law requires the State to 
develop and implement a plan to reduce GHG emissions 25 percent from a 2006 baseline by 
2020; the bill was reauthorized in 2016 with a new target of 40 percent reduction by 2030. The 
State has also established a goal of doubling transit ridership by 2020 from the 2006 levels. 
These and other strategies for reducing GHG emissions at the state level are described in 
Maryland’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Act Plan.’ 


METHODOLOGY 


Currently, there are no standards or regulations applicable to GHG emission levels or impacts 
from actions subject to environmental review. Accordingly, the potential effects of the Proposed 
Project are evaluated in the context of their consistency with the objectives stated in federal and 
state policies. Potential GHG emissions and emission savings from the Proposed Project are 
qualitatively assessed, and the feasibility and practicability of various measures available for 
reducing GHG emissions are discussed. This level of analysis is commensurate with the level of 
NEPA analysis per the CEQ guidance. 


POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) and Maryland Area Regional Commuter 
(MARC) enable travel by a mode that is more energy efficient and emits less GHG per 
passenger-mile, and usually per net-trip, than travel by car alone. The U.S. Department of 
Energy (USDOE) has reported that intercity (Amtrak) rail travel (in terms of energy used per 
passenger-mile) is 33 percent more efficient than travel by car.* Amtrak has made efforts to 
reduce CO, emissions from its diesel locomotive fleet and has made additional voluntary 
commitments and efforts to reduce and report emissions, through the Carbon Disclosure Project 
(CDP) and The Climate Registry (TCR).’ Based on Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 
ridership and energy data,'’ travel via MARC is 9 percent more efficient than by car (in terms of 
energy used per passenger-mile). MARC is planning for growth in ridership and support of 
transit oriented development (TOD).'' There are several factors indicating that this efficiency 
will increase and associated GHG emission from these passenger rail modes will continue to 
decrease in the future. Passenger rail projects that may result in increased ridership, such as NEC 
FUTURE, will result in higher efficiency per passenger mile because they will result in higher 
ridership per car and/or locomotive. GHG emissions will also decrease in the future as the 
generation of electric power (used by Amtrak trains) becomes more efficient and increasingly 
relies on renewable energy. 


Rail is also an efficient way to move freight. While there is a large variability in efficiency based 
on route, equipment, and other characteristics of freight movement via truck and rail, rail is 
generally much more efficient. For example, a study of a wide variety of competitive freight 


7 Maryland Department of the Environment. Maryland’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Act Plan Update. 
October, 2015. 

* Oak Ridge National Laboratory. Transportation Energy Data Book. Ed. 34. August 2015. 

” Amtrak. How Amtrak Commits to Sustainability. The Official Blog of Amtrak. January 22, 2014. 

' FTA. National Transit Database (NTD) 2014 Data Tables. Tables 17 and 19. 
http://www.ntdprogram.gov, accessed 3/10/2016. 

'' MTA Maryland. MARC Growth and Investment Plan. September 2007. 
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routes that analyzed 23 routes found rail to be more fuel efficient in all cases, by a factor ranging 
from 1.9 to 5.5.'7 


Freight rail operators are also seeking to further improve energy efficiency in their operations. 
Norfolk Southern (NS) has reported that over five years, from 2010 through 2014, the company 
reduced its GHG emissions by 8.5 percent per revenue ton-mile of freight; this is the result of 
several factors, including but not limited to a 2.2 percent increase in locomotive operational 
efficiency, various idle-emissions reduction measures, and efficiency improvements at 
facilities.'* In 2009, NS also introduced a prototype battery-operated switcher locomotive, the 
NS 999, and has continued to refine it. NS continues to investigate cleaner fuel options and 
additional energy efficiency measures, with the intent of continuing this trend and setting a new 
longer-term emission reduction goal. In 2015, NS scored 99 for carbon disclosure in the Climate 
Disclosure Project’s Leadership Index and ranked in the top 10 percent of S&P 500 companies 
that participated in the voluntary survey.' 


Therefore, the shift of passengers and freight from on-road modes to rail, enabled by the 
Proposed Project and components of NEC FUTURE, would result in a net reduction in 
operational energy use and ensuing GHG emissions. 


GHG emissions associated with construction of the Proposed Project would result from direct 
sources, such as on-road and non-road vehicles, and other engines. GHG emissions would also 
result from indirect sources, including the energy and emissions associated with producing and 
transporting materials used in construction, especially energy intensive and carbon intensive 
materials, such as cement and steel. 


ELEMENTS THAT WOULD REDUCE GHG EMISSIONS 


As a routine part of designing railway projects, energy efficiency is a primary concern. Track 
grade and curvature—the main design elements affecting energy consumption'’—are scrutinized 
to the extent practicable within the constraints of a rail project (such as land use and acquisition, 
connection to existing track). This would be the case for the Proposed Project design. 


Regarding construction, the Proposed Project would use cement replacements, such as slag, fly- 
ash, silica fume, and calcined clay to the extent practicable. While the vast majority of structural 
steel and rebar available are from recycled sources, the Proposed Project would nonetheless set a 
minimum target of 25 percent of recycled steel to be used and tracked as part of the contract 
requirements. 


Overall, the Proposed Project would result in long-term reductions in GHG emissions from 
freight transport due to the efficient nature of rail versus on-road modes, as described above. In 
general, system-wide, including energy and emissions embedded in construction of roadway and 
railway infrastructure, there is a net energy and GHG benefit of rail systems versus on-road 


'? Federal Railroad Administration. Comparative Evaluation of Rail and Truck Fuel Efficiency on 
Competitive Corridors. November 19, 2009. 

'S Norfolk Southern. Norfolk Southern 2015 Sustainability Report. 2015. 

'4 CDP. https://www.cdp.net, accessed 3/11/16. 

'S Increased grade requires more power to overcome gravity, and the power conserved in the downhill 
direction does not fully compensate for the increase in the uphill direction. Added curvature requires 
more power to overcome friction. 
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systems.'*!’ The Proposed Project would be consistent with state, regional, and federal policies 
for GHG emissions reduction. 


C. CLIMATE CHANGE RESILIENCE 


DEVELOPMENT OF POLICY TO IMPROVE CLIMATE CHANGE RESILIENCE 


In recognition of the important role that the federal government has to play to address adaptation 
to climate change, a federal executive order signed October 5, 2009 charged the Interagency 
Climate Change Adaptation Task Force, composed of representative from more than 20 federal 
agencies, with recommending policies and practices that can reinforce a national climate change 
adaptation strategy. The 2011 progress report by the Task Force included recommendations to 
build resilience to climate change in communities by integrating adaptation considerations into 
national programs that affect communities, facilitating the incorporation of climate change risks 
into insurance mechanisms, and addressing additional cross-cutting issues, such as strengthening 
resilience of coastal, ocean, and Great Lakes communities.'* In February 2013, federal agencies 
released Climate Change Adaptation Plans for the first time. The President’s Climate Action Plan'® 
outlines a plan for resiliency that includes building stronger and safer infrastructure through agency 
support in investment, developing standards, and other measures, and was followed by an executive 
order” directing agencies to implement the plan. In January 2015, a Presidential executive order 
was issued”! requiring that federal actions use natural systems and approaches where possible when 
developing adaptation alternatives for consideration. The executive order also redefined the 
floodplain elevation as either: 


e Future projected levels; 

e ©The level that results from adding 2 feet (or 3 feet for critical actions) to the current base 
flood elevation; 

e = The “500-year” elevation (elevation of the flood with 0.2 percent probability in any given 
year); or 

e ©The level obtained via other methods yet to be developed. 


USDOT is currently working with State Departments of Transportation (DOTs) and 
Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) to develop approaches to conduct climate change 
vulnerability and risk assessments of transportation infrastructure. 


'© Nahlik et al. Journal of Industrial Ecology. Goods Movement Life Cycle Assessment for Greenhouse 
Gas Reduction Goals. May 2015. 

'7 Horvath, A. Int J Life Cycle Assessment. 11: 229. doi:10.1065/lca2006.02.244 February 2006. 

'S The White House Council on Environmental Quality. Progress Report of the Interagency Climate 
Change Adaptation Task Force: Federal Actions for a Climate Resilient Nation. October, 2011. 

'° Executive Office of the President. The President’s Climate Action Plan. June 2013. 

°° The White House. Executive Order—Preparing the United States for the Impacts of Climate Change. 

November 1, 2013. 

*! The White House. Executive Order [13690]—Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard 

and a Process for Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input. January 30, 2015. 
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PROJECTED CHANGES IN CLIMATE IN THE STUDY AREA 


Due to its low-lying topography and proximity to the mid-Atlantic coast, the State of Maryland 
is one of the most vulnerable states in the country to sea level rise. Tide gauge measurements 
show that Maryland has experienced approximately one-foot of sea level rise over the last 
century and impacts, such as increased coastal flooding, inundation of low-lying lands, more 
shoreline erosion, and salt-water intrusion, have been detected.” The Scientific and Technical 
Working Group to the Maryland Climate Change Commission”’ recommended that while it may 
be acceptable to use the “Best” projection of sea-level rise of 3.7 feet (end of century) for 
planning facilities or public infrastructure that would have a relatively short useful life (not 
extending beyond this century) or which could tolerate very occasional inundation, the “High” 
estimate of 5.7 feet may be more appropriate for investment in infrastructure or facilities with 
longer expected lifetimes or where there is a very low acceptance of any flooding risk. The 
Working Group also recommended that planners and engineers take into consideration 
anticipated changes in storm surge heights and tidal flood levels as a result of future sea-level 
rise. 


Other changes potentially relevant to the Proposed Project would include temperature, wind, and 
precipitation. The Working Group found that 


e Average temperature is projected to increase by approximately 3 degrees Fahrenheit (°F) by 
mid-century; the amount of warming later in the century is dependent on the mitigation of 
GHG emissions, with summer temperatures projected to increase by as much 9°F, and heat 
waves extending throughout most summers. 


e Projections of precipitation are much less certain than those for temperature, but modest 
increases are more likely in the winter and spring. Because of more intermittent rainfall and 
increased evaporation with warmer temperatures, droughts lasting several weeks are 
projected to be more likely during the summer. 


The Working Group did not provide specific projections for Maryland regarding wind. However, 
based on general projections for the region, it is possible that there would be an increase in the 
frequency and/or severity of severe storms, including high wind gust events. 


RESILIENCE OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT TO CLIMATE CHANGE 


Given the scope and anticipated 100-year lifespan of the proposed replacement bridges, and 
based on the above federal guidance, the most appropriate design flood elevation (DFE) for the 
Proposed Project would be the best available estimates for future end-of-century flood 
elevations—in the range of 3.7 to 5.7 feet above the current “100-year flood” elevation (the 
flood elevation with a probability of one percent of occurrence in any given year). Based on the 
current data from FEMA, the future 100-year flood elevation would range up to 13 feet 
NAVD88 over water in the center of the bridge, 11 feet NAVD88 on land in Havre de Grace, 
and 10 feet NAVD88 on land in Perryville. 


°° State of Maryland, Climate Change and Coast Smart Construction Infrastructure Siting and Design 
Guidelines, January 2014. 

°° Boesch, et al. Updating Maryland’s Sea-level Rise Projections. Special Report of the Scientific and 
Technical Working Group to the Maryland Climate Change Commission. University of Maryland 
Center for Environmental Science, Cambridge, MD, June 26, 2013. 
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The bridge itself would be designed to provide a 60-foot vertical clearance above MHW to 
reasonably meet current and future demand of the navigation traffic, and would, therefore, be 
well above the future potential flooding levels described above. This clearance would be reduced 
over time by sea level rise, estimated to be between 3.7 feet and 5.7 feet by the end of the 
century. The current moveable swing span provides a 52-foot vertical clearance above MHW in 
the closed position and a 127-foot vertical clearance in the open position, limited by overhead 
electric transmission lines. Based on a detailed navigation study,” the existing navigation 
channel addresses the needs of most mariners without requiring an opening, with only 3 to 11 
openings per year since 2007. The proposed increase in vertical clearance, from 52 feet to 60 
feet, may provide additional clearance for some vessels, which may be reduced in the future as 
the sea level rises. However, these few vessels do currently pass under the existing bridge at low 
tide, and could continue to do so in the future with the additional 8 feet of elevation. Overall, 
while there may be a small degradation in the benefit of additional clearance provided by the 
new bridge, the penalty for additional elevation beyond that considered for the Proposed Project 
would be substantial energy demand for freight moving across the bridge, and the need for 
additional property acquisition to design the approaches to a higher bridge. 


The bridge approaches, landings, and track elevations modified or constructed by the Proposed 
Project would all be well above the above-mentioned flood elevations and, therefore, no special 
design considerations are necessary. 


In addition to flooding, railways are potentially vulnerable to high temperatures and wind gusts. 
The Proposed Project would include auto-tensioned catenary designed to ensure that overhead 
electrical contact systems do not sag during heatwaves. Track design generally accounts for 
track buckling via design criteria—for the bridges criteria for structural steel temperature 
addresses a range of zero to 120°F. This generally prevents buckling even at rail temperatures of 
up to 150°F.*° The bridge design will also accommodate changes in length of spans due to 
thermal movement. In general, track buckling occurs predominately on continuously welded 
track, though it also can occur on older jointed track when the ends of the track become frozen in 
place.” Track buckling is most prevalent on an isolated hot day in the springtime or early 
summer, rather than mid- to late summer when temperatures are more uniformly hot. Buckling 
also is more likely to occur in alternating sun/shade regions and in curves. Since the track is 
more stable when the rail is in tension at temperatures below the neutral temperature, the target 
neutral temperature is generally 75 percent of the expected maximum temperature of the region. 
An increase in temperature may slightly raise the neutral temperature used for installation but be 
unlikely to necessitate track design changes.” 


Since there is currently no reliable indication that wind climate will substantially change, the 
bridge and catenary will be designed to resist wind based on the latest wind load design criteria. 


Overall, the Proposed Project would be designed to accommodate any reasonably foreseeable 
potential future changes in climate, and would, therefore, be consistent with state and federal 
policies requiring climate change resiliency. * 


** HNTB for Amtrak. Susquehanna River Bridge Project Navigation Study. January 2014. 

°° European Commission. Impacts of Climate Change on Transport: A Focus on Road and Rail Transport 
Infrastructures. Available: http://ftp.jrc.es/EURdoc/JRC72217.pdf. 2012. 

°° FHWA. U.S. Climate Change Science Program Synthesis and Assessment Product 4.7: Impacts of 
Climate Change and Variability on Transportation Systems and Infrastructure: Gulf Coast Study, Phase 
I. March 2008. 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter assesses the potential noise impacts due to operation of the Proposed Project by 
comparing existing noise levels with the projected future noise levels at sensitive receptors near 
the project site. The potential for significant vibration impacts with regard to operation of the 
Proposed Project is also assessed. 


The analysis was conducted according to methodology set forth in a guidance manual prepared 
by the Federal Transportation Authority (FTA), Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 
FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006 as well as a manual prepared by the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA), High-Speed Ground Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment, DOT/FRA/ORD-12/15, October 2005. The FTA guidance manual is used for 
analysis of “conventional” rail activity (i.e., at speeds less than 125 mph), and the FRA guidance 
manual is used for “high speed” rail activity (i.e., at speeds of 125 mph or greater). The guidance 
documents set forth methodologies for analyzing noise and vibration from commuter and 
intercity rail operations and as such are the standard methodology for assessing potential impacts 
of new rail bridges and transit systems. This chapter briefly describes the methodology used and 
results of the analysis conducted. 


As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,’ this Environmental Assessment (EA) 
evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. 


B. NOISE FUNDAMENTALS, STANDARDS, AND IMPACT CRITERIA 


AIRBORNE NOISE FUNDAMENTALS 


Sound pressure levels are measured in units called “decibels” (dB). The particular character of 
the noise that we hear is determined by the rate, or “frequency,” at which the air pressure 
fluctuates, or “oscillates.” Frequency defines the oscillation of sound pressure in terms of cycles 
per second. One cycle per second is known as | Hertz (Hz). People can hear over a relatively 
limited range of sound frequencies, generally between 20 Hz and 20,000 Hz, and the human ear 
does not perceive all frequencies equally well. High frequencies are more easily discerned and 
therefore more intrusive than many of the lower frequencies’. 


“A”-WEIGHTED SOUND LEVEL (DBA) 


To bring a uniform noise measurement that simulates people’s perception of loudness and 
annoyance, the decibel measurement is weighted to account for those frequencies most audible 
to the human ear. This is known as the A-weighted sound level, or “dBA,” and because of the 


' Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006. 
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weighting based on human perception, it is the most often used descriptor of noise levels where 
community noise is the issue. As shown in Table 14-1, the threshold of human hearing is 
defined as 0 dBA; very quiet conditions (as in a library, for example) are approximately 40 dBA; 
levels between 50 dBA and 70 dBA define the range of normal daily activity; levels above 70 
dBA are considered noisy, and then loud, intrusive, and deafening as the scale approaches 130 
dBA. For most people to perceive an increase in noise, it must be at least 3 dBA. At 5 dBA, the 
change will be readily noticeable (Bolt, Beranek and Newman, 1973). An increase of 10 dBA is 
generally perceived as a doubling of loudness. 


Table 14-1 
Common Noise Levels 


(dBA) 


Military jet, air raid siren 
Amplified rock music 


Jet takeoff at 500 meters 
Freight train at 30 meters 
Train horn at 30 meters 
Heavy truck at 15 meters 
Busy city street, loud shout 
Busy traffic intersection 


Highway traffic at 15 meters, train 


Predominantly industrial area 

Light car traffic at 15 meters, city or commercial areas or residential areas close to 
industry 

Background noise in an office 

Suburban areas with medium density transportation 

Public library 


Soft whisper at 5 meters 


Threshold of hearing 
A 10 dBA increase in level appears to double the loudness, and a 10 dBA decrease 
halves the apparent loudness. 

Cowan, James P. Handbook of Environmental Acoustics. Van Nostrand Reinhold, 
New York, 1994. Egan, M. David, Architectural Acoustics. McGraw-Hill Book 
Company, 1988. 


Combinations of different sources are not additive in an arithmetic manner, because of the 
decibel scale’s logarithmic nature. For example, two noise sources—a vacuum cleaner operating 
at approximately 72 dBA and a telephone ringing at approximately 58 dBA—do not combine to 
create a noise level of 130 dBA, the equivalent of a jet airplane or air raid siren. Rather, the noise 
produced by the telephone ringing may be masked by the noise of the vacuum cleaner and not be 
heard, and the logarithmic combination of these two noise sources would be 72.2 dBA. 
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EFFECTS OF DISTANCE ON NOISE 


Noise varies with distance. For example, highway traffic 50 feet away from a receptor (such as a 
person listening to the noise) typically produces sound levels of approximately 70 dBA. The same 
highway noise measures 66 dBA at a distance of 100 feet, assuming soft ground conditions (such as 
grass). This decrease is known as “drop-off.” The outdoor drop-off rate for line sources, such as 
traffic, is a decrease of approximately 4.5 dBA (for soft ground) for every doubling of distance 
between the noise source and receptor. For hard ground (such as concrete), the outdoor drop-off rate 
is 3 dBA for line sources. Assuming soft ground, for point sources, such as amplified rock music, the 
outdoor drop-off rate is a decrease of approximately 7.5 dBA for every doubling of distance between 
the noise source and receptor (for hard ground the outdoor drop-off rate is 6 dBA for point sources).’ 


NOISE DESCRIPTORS USED IN IMPACT ASSESSMENT 


The sound-pressure level unit of dBA describes a noise level at just one moment, but since very 
few noises are constant, other ways of describing noise over more extended periods have been 
developed. One way of describing fluctuating sound is to describe the fluctuating noise heard 
over a specific period as if it were a steady, unchanging sound (i.e., as if it were averaged over 
that time period). For this condition, a descriptor called the “equivalent sound level” (L,,) can be 
computed. Le, is the constant sound level that, in a given situation and period (e.g., 1 hour, 
denoted by Leq1), or 24 hours, denoted as Leqi24)), conveys the same sound energy as the actual 
time-varying sound. 


A descriptor for cumulative 24-hour exposure is the day-night average sound level, abbreviated 
as Lan. This is a 24-hour measurement that accounts for the moment-to-moment fluctuations in 
A-weighted noise levels due to all sound sources, combined. Mathematically, the Lg, noise level 
is the energy average of all Leq1) noise levels over a 24-hour period, where nighttime noise levels 
(10 PM to 7 AM) are increased by 10 dBA before averaging because of increased noise 
sensitivity during nighttime when people are typically sleeping. 


Following FTA guidance, either the maximum L,,. 1) sound level or the Lg, sound level is used 
for impact assessment, depending on land use category as described below. 


VIBRATION FUNDAMENTALS 


Fixed railway operations have the potential to produce high vibration levels, since railway vehicles 
contact a rigid steel rail with steel wheels. Train wheels rolling on the steel rails create vibration 
energy that is transmitted into the track support system. The amount of vibrational energy is strongly 
dependent on such factors as how smooth the wheels and rails are and the vehicle suspension system. 
The vibration of the track structure “excites” the adjacent ground, creating vibration waves that 
propagate through the various soil and rock strata to the foundations of nearby buildings. As the 
vibration propagates from the foundation through the remaining building structure, certain resonant, 
or natural, frequencies of various components of the building may be excited. 


The effects of ground-borne vibration may include discernable movement of building floors, rattling 
of windows, and shaking of items on shelves or hanging on walls. In extreme cases, the vibration can 
cause damage to buildings. The movement of building surfaces and objects within the building can 
also result in a low-frequency rumble noise. The rumble is the noise radiated from the motion of the 
room surfaces, even when the motion itself cannot be felt. This is called ground-borne noise. 


* FTA Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-VA-90-1003-06. 
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All vibration levels in this document are referenced to 1x10° inches per second as is 
recommended in the FTA guidance manual for vibration analysis. “VdB” is used for vibration 
decibels to reduce the potential for confusion with noise decibels. 


EFFECT OF PROPAGATION PATH 


Vibrations are transmitted from the source to the ground, and propagate through the ground to 
the receptor. Soil conditions have a strong influence on the levels of ground-borne vibration. 
Stiff soils, such as some clay and rock, can transmit vibrations over substantial distances. Sandy 
soils, wetlands, and groundwater tend to absorb movement and thus reduce vibration 
transmission. Because subsurface conditions vary widely, measurement of actual vibration 
conditions, or transfer mobility, at the site can be the most practical way to address the 
variability of propagation conditions’. 


HUMAN RESPONSE TO VIBRATION LEVELS 


Although the perceptibility threshold for ground-borne vibration is about 65 VdB, the typical 
threshold of human annoyance is 72 VdB. As a comparison, buses and trucks rarely create 
vibration that exceeds 72 VdB unless there are significant bumps in the road, and these vehicles 
are operating at moderate speeds’. Vibration levels for typical human and structural responses 
and sources are shown in Table 14-2. 


Table 14-2 
Typical Levels of Ground-Borne Vibration 


Velocity 
Human/Structural Response Level (VdB) Typical Sources (at 50 feet) 


: : Blasting from construction projects 

Threshold, minor cosmetic damage £ pre} 

: 2.5% Bulldozers and other heavy tracked 
fragile buildings : ; 

construction equipment 

Difficulty with vibration-sensiti : : : 
eee D aac Locomotive powered freight train 
tasks, such as reading a video screen 


Residential annoyance, infrequent Rapid Transit Rail, upper range 


events ommuter Rail, typical range 
Bus or Truck over bump 


Residential annoyance, frequent 
events Rapid Transit Rail, typical range 


Limit for vibration-sensitive Bus or truck, typical 
equipment. Approximate threshold 
for human perception of vibration Typical background vibration 


Source: U.S. Department of Transportation, FTA, Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment, May 2006. 


> Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006. 
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NOISE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA 


AIRBORNE NOISE STANDARDS AND CRITERIA 


The FTA guidance manual’ defines noise criteria based on the specific type of land use that 
would be affected, with explicit operational noise impact criteria for three land use categories. 
These impact criteria are based on either peak 1-hour L., or 24-hour La, values. Table 14-3 
describes the land use categories defined in the FTA report, and provides noise metrics used for 
determining operational noise impacts. As described in Table 14-3, categories | and 3—which 
include land uses that are noise-sensitive, but where people do not sleep—require examination 
using the 1-hour L,, descriptor for the noisiest peak hour. Category 2, which includes residences, 
hospitals, and other locations where nighttime sensitivity to noise is very important, requires 
examination using the 24-hour Lg, descriptor. 


Table 14-3 
FTA’s Land Use Category and Metrics for Transit Noise Impact Criteria 


Land Use | Noise Metric 
—anegory (dBA) Description of Land Use Category 


Outdoor | Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in the intended 
Leaty* purpose. This category includes lands set aside for serenity and 
quiet, and such land uses as outdoor amphitheaters and concert 
pavilions, as well as National Historic Landmarks with significant 
outdoor use. Also included are recording studios and concert halls. 


Outdoor Lg, | Residences and buildings where people normally sleep. This cate- 
gory includes homes, hospitals, and hotels, where a nighttime 
sensitivity to noise is assumed to be of utmost importance. 


Outdoor | Institutional land uses with primarily daytime and evening use. This 
Licatis* category includes schools, libraries, and churches, where it is im- 
portant to avoid interference with such activities as speech, 
meditation, and concentration on reading material. Places for study 
or meditation associated with cemeteries, monuments, museums, 
campgrounds and recreational facilities can also be considered to be 
in this category. Certain historical sites and parks are also included. 
*L., for the noisiest hour of transit-related activity during hours of noise sensitivity. 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA, May 2006. 


Figure 14-1 shows FTA’s noise impact criteria for transit projects. The FTA impact criteria are 
keyed to the noise level generated by the project (called “project noise exposure’) in locations of 
varying existing noise levels. Two types of impacts—moderate and severe—are defined for each 
land use category, depending on existing noise levels. Thus, where existing noise levels are 40 
dBA, for land use categories | and 2, the respective L., and Lg, noise exposure from the project 
would create moderate impacts if they were above approximately 50 dBA, and would create 
severe impacts if they were above approximately 55 dBA. For category 3, a project noise 
exposure level above approximately 55 dBA would be considered a moderate impact, and above 


“ The FRA guidance manual includes noise impact evaluation criteria identical to those in the 
FTA guidance manual. 
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approximately 60 dBA would be considered a severe impact. The difference between “severe 
impact” and “moderate impact” is that a severe impact occurs when a change in noise level 
occurs that a significant percentage of people would find annoying, while a moderate impact 
occurs when a change in noise level occurs that is noticeable to most people but not necessarily 
sufficient to result in strong adverse reactions from the community. 


VIBRATION STANDARDS AND CRITERIA 


With the construction of new rail rapid transit systems in recent years, the acoustical industry has 
gained considerable experience about how communities react to various levels of building 
vibration. This experience, combined with the available national and international standards, 
represents a good foundation for predicting annoyance from ground-borne noise and vibration in 
residential areas (see Table 14-2). 


The FTA criteria for environmental impact from ground-borne vibration and noise are based on 
the maximum levels for a single event. The impact criteria as defined in the FTA guidance 
manual are shown in Table 14-4. The criteria for acceptable ground-borne vibration are 
expressed in terms of root-mean square velocity levels in decibels and the criteria for acceptable 
ground-borne noise are expressed in terms of A-weighted sound level. As shown in the table, the 
FTA methodology provides three different impact criteria—one for “infrequent” events, when 
there are fewer than 30 vibration events per day, one for “occasional” events, when there are 
between 30 and 70 vibration events per day, and one for “frequent” events, when there are more 
than 70 vibration events per day. It should be noted that these impacts occur only if a project 
causes ground-borne noise or vibration levels that are higher than existing vibration levels. Thus, 
if the vibration level for a building in Category 1 is already 70 VdB (5 VdB above the 65 VdB 
threshold listed in Table 14-4) but a hypothetical project will not increase that level, then the 
project will not be considered to have an impact. 


The limits are specified for the three land use categories defined below: 


e Category 1: High Sensitivity—Buildings where low ambient vibration is essential for the 
operations within the building, which may be well below levels associated with human 
annoyance. Typical land uses are vibration-sensitive research and manufacturing, hospitals, 
and university research operations. 


e Category 2: Residential—This category covers all residential land uses and any buildings 
where people sleep, such as hotels and hospitals. No differentiation is made between 
different types of residential areas. This is primarily because ground-bore vibration and 
noise are experienced indoors and building occupants have practically no means to reduce 
their exposure. Even in a noisy urban area, the bedrooms often will be quiet in buildings that 
have effective noise insulation and tightly closed windows. Hence, an occupant of a 
bedroom in a noisy urban area is likely to be just as sensitive to ground-borne noise and 
vibration as someone in a quiet suburban area. 


e Category 3: Institutional—This category includes schools, churches, other institutions, and 
quiet offices that do not have vibration-sensitive equipment, but still have the potential for 
activity interference. 
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Table 14-4 
Ground-Borne Vibration and Ground-Borne Noise Impact Criteria for 
General Assessment 


Bre mierodnch 
(VdB re 1 micro-inch/sec) (dB re 20 micro Pascals) 
Land Use Categor Events’ | Events’ | Events’ | Events! | Events’ | Events° 


Category 1: Buildings |65 VdB* |65 VdB* [65 VdB* N/A* N/A* N/A* 
where vibration would 

interfere with interior 

operations 

Category 2: Residences |72 VdB |75 VdB 80 VdB 35dBA |} 38dBA | 43dBA 
and buildings where 

people normally sleep 

Category 3: Institutional |75 VdB |78 VdB 83 VdB 40dBA |} 43dBA | 48dBA 
land uses with primarily 

daytime use 


Notes: 
'- “Frequent Events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
Most rapid transit projects fall into this category. 

’ “Occasional Events” is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per 
day. Most commuter trunk lines have this many operations. 

’ “Infrequent Events” is defined as fewer than 30 vibration events of the same kind per day. 
This category includes most commuter rail systems. 

’ This criterion limit is based on levels that are acceptable for most moderately sensitive 
equipment such as optical microscopes. Vibration-sensitive manufacturing or research will 
require detailed evaluation to define the acceptable vibration levels. Ensuring lower vibration 
levels in a building often requires special design of the HVAC systems and stiffened floors. 

' Vibration-sensitive equipment is not sensitive to ground-borne noise. 


There are some buildings, such as concert halls, TV and recording studios, auditoriums, and 
theaters that can be very sensitive to vibration and ground-borne noise, but do not fit into any of 
these three categories. Special vibration level thresholds are defined for these land uses. 


In addition, FTA has established vibration criteria for fragile buildings (94 VdB, 0.2 in/sec) and 
very fragile buildings (90 VdB, 0.12 in/sec). The operational activities associated with the 
project will not reach these levels and therefore, these criteria are only evaluated in the 
construction impacts assessment (see Chapter 19, “Construction Effects”). 


C. METHODOLOGY 


AIRBORNE NOISE ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY 


The analysis of airborne noise was conducted according to methodology set forth in the FTA’s 
Transit Noise and Vibration Impact guidance manual and the FRA’s High-Speed Ground 
Transportation Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment guidance manual. Following the 
methodologies set forth in these documents, airborne noise impacts are analyzed using a three- 
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step process that consists of a screening procedure, a general noise assessment, and potentially a 
detailed noise analysis. The screening procedure is performed first to determine whether any 
noise-sensitive receptors are within distances where impacts are likely to occur. If the screening 
reveals that there are noise-sensitive receptors in locations where impacts are likely to occur, 
then a general noise assessment is performed to determine locations where noise impacts could 
occur. If this general assessment indicates that a potential for noise impact does exist, then a 
detailed noise analysis may be necessary. The detailed analysis methodology is used to predict 
impacts and evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation with greater precision than can be achieved 
with the general noise assessment. The methodology and results of the noise analysis screening 
procedure are presented below. 


ANALYSIS PROCEDURE 
The Project Team employed the following procedures for the noise analysis: 


e Identified noise-sensitive land uses (i.e., residential, church, certain parks, etc.) within the 
screening distance from the rail corridor; 


e Selected representative noise receptor sites to represent those noise-sensitive land uses 
identified within the screening distance. The selected noise receptor sites provide geographic 
coverage of the study area and represent those locations with the greatest potential to 
experience a significant increase in noise levels associated with the Proposed Project; 


e Determined existing noise levels at the aforementioned receptor sites by performing field 
measurements and using acoustical fundamentals. For sites at which direct access to conduct 
noise level measurements was not available, measurements occurred at a nearby location 
with a comparable level of non-rail noise; 


e Calculated existing rail noise levels at each receptor site using a combination of the FTA’s 
Chicago Rail Efficiency and Transportation Efficiency (CREATE) model for rail activity at 
speeds less than 125 mph and the FRA’s High Speed Rail (HSR) model for rail activity at 
speeds at or above 125 mph as well as data associated with the existing conditions on the 
railway; 


e Subtracted the calculated existing rail noise levels for each receptor site from measured 
existing noise levels to determine the non-rail component of the noise level (e.g., noise from 
vehicular traffic, aircraft, parking lots, etc.) at each site; 

e Calculated future rail noise levels for each Build Alternative according to the CREATE and 
HSR models; 

e Determined future noise levels for each Build Alternative at each receptor site as the sum of 
calculated rail noise level and the calculated non-rail noise level; 

e Used the future noise levels for each Build Alternative to determine the project noise 
exposure at each receptor site; and 

e Compared the project noise exposure for each analysis alternative to the FTA criteria to 
identify potential impacts. 


STEP 1: NOISE SCREENING 


The FTA methodology begins with a noise screening to determine whether any noise-sensitive 
receptors are within a distance where an impact is likely to occur. According to the FTA 
screening methodology, potential impacts may occur if noise receptors are within 750 feet of the 
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centerline of a commuter rail mainline if the pathway between the track and the receptor is 
unobstructed, or 375 feet from the track centerline if the pathway is obstructed (since 
obstructions block some noise and therefore reduce the distance the noise will travel). Based on 
a review of current aerial photography, site visits, and land use maps, the Project Team 
determined that noise-sensitive receptors are located within the screening distances of the 
Proposed Project site. 


STEP 2; GENERAL NOISE ASSESSMENT 


Since sensitive receptors are present within the screening distance, a general noise assessment 
was conducted to examine the effect of the Proposed Project (including the replacement bridge 
as well as changes in train volume and speed) on noise levels. The assessment used the 
procedures contained in the FTA guidance manual and the calculation method contained in the 
FRA guidance manual for “high speed” rail activity. According to FTA’s guidance document, 
the potential for noise impacts at sensitive land use locations will occur if the project-generated 
noise levels, or “noise exposure,” exceed the levels shown in Figure 14-1. 


The general noise assessment methodology consists of determining the project noise exposure at 
50 feet from the centerline of track, adjusting the noise level based on the actual distance from 
the rail right-of-way (ROW) and the receptor, and comparing the calculated levels with the 
criteria based on land use categories. In order to perform the general noise assessment, FTA’s 
CREATE railroad noise model and FRA’s HSR noise model were used to determine the rail 
component of the total noise level at a receptor location. Both models calculate hourly- 
equivalent (L.q) or day-night (Lan) noise levels taking into account the type of trains and types of 
locomotives (freight vs. passenger, diesel vs. electric), the number of locomotives on each train 
and length of train, the number of trains per day, the speed of the trains, characteristics of the 
track, and the time of day. The calculations predict the noise levels from the proposed increased 
train volume, the new rail alignments, and the expected increase in train speeds. 


The (total) noise level at a receptor location near the project site is the sum of the noise 
generated by rail operations and non-rail sources. As described below non-rail noise levels at 
receptor sites were calculated based upon field measurements of existing noise levels. 


VIBRATION AND GROUND-BORNE NOISE METHODOLOGY 


STEP 1: VIBRATION SCREENING 


The FTA methodology begins with a vibration screening to determine whether any vibration- 
sensitive receptors are within a distance where an impact is likely to occur. According to the 
FTA screening methodology, potential impacts may occur if high-sensitivity vibration receptors 
are within 600 feet of the centerline of a commuter rail mainline, or if residential receptors are 
within 200 feet from the track centerline. Based on a review of current aerial photography, site 
visits, and land use maps, the Project Team determined that residences are located within the 
screening distance of the Proposed Project as shown in Figure 4-1. 


STEP 2: GENERAL NOISE ASSESSMENT 


As mentioned above, there are sensitive receptors within the screening distances from the 
Proposed Project area, so the general assessment methodology was used to evaluate vibration 
associated with the Proposed Project. 
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The Project Team used the following procedures for the general vibration assessment: 


e Identified vibration-sensitive land uses (i.e., residential, school, etc.) within the screening 
distance from the rail corridor; 


e Selected a representative worst-case vibration receptor site to represent vibration-sensitive 
land uses identified within the screening distance. The selected receptor site represents the 
location with the greatest potential to experience a significant increase in vibration 
associated with the Proposed Project; 


e Calculated future rail vibration levels for each Build Alternative according to the FTA 
general vibration assessment guidance; and 


e Compared the predicted vibration levels for each Build Alternative to the FTA criteria to 
identify potential impacts. 


D. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


AIRBORNE NOISE 


SELECTION OF NOISE RECEPTOR LOCATIONS 


In order to assess potential project impacts, 12 representative noise receptor sites were selected 
to represent all noise receptor sites within the screening distance. Noise analysis results at each 
of the representative receptor sites were applied to other receptors nearby and with comparable 
distance from the rail ROW. The Project Team used information on land use and proximity to 
existing railway to identify those locations that would be particularly sensitive to noise increases 
(e.g., residences, places of worship, parkland, etc.) or that would be likely to experience the 
greatest increases in noise from the project to select representative receptor sites. At each of the 
representative receptor sites, the Project Team performed noise measurements to establish 
existing conditions. 


A combination of 24-hour continuous noise level measurements and 1-hour spot noise 
measurements were conducted at the selected receptor sites. Due to site access and security 
concerns, it was not possible to conduct 24-hour measurements at all of the selected 
representative noise receptor sites. Because the dominant noise source in the study area is the 
existing rail activity, the 24-hour temporal distribution of the noise levels is consistent at each 
site, following the pattern of rail activity over the course of the day. Consequently, at locations 
where the Project Team conducted 1-hour spot noise level measurements, the Project Team 
developed 24-hour noise levels by prorating the 1-hour noise level based on the 24-hour 
distribution of noise levels at the nearest 24-hour noise measurement location. 


The locations of the noise receptor sites considered in this analysis and their land use categories 
are shown in Table 14-5 and on Figure 14-2. 


Perryville 


Of the six noise representative receptor sites selected in Perryville, the Project Team conducted a 
24-hour continuous noise level measurement at one location and 1-hour spot noise level 
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measurements at the other five locations.° Due to site access and security concerns, it was not 
possible to conduct 24-hour measurements at all of the selected representative noise receptor 
sites. Because the dominant noise source in the study area is the existing rail activity, the 24- 
hour temporal distribution of the noise levels is consistent at each site, following the pattern of 
rail activity over the course of the day. Consequently, the Project Team applied the temporal 
distribution of noise levels in the area as measured at the 24-hour measurement location to each 
of the other measurement locations to determine hourly noise levels over a 24-hour period. The 
locations are described below. 


e Site | is in the Perryville MARC Station overflow parking area at southeast commer of Broad 
Street and Susquehanna Avenue. A 1|-hour spot measurement was conducted at this 
intersection to represent existing noise levels at the residences immediately adjacent to the 
railways in Perryville. 


e Site 2 is at the corner of Elm Street and Susquehanna Avenue. The Project Team conducted 
a |-hour spot measurement at this intersection to represent existing noise levels at the 
residences in the area bounded by Broad Street, Roundhouse Drive, Locust Street, and 
Evans Street. 


e Site 3 is on River Road north of Broad Street. The Project Team conducted a 1-hour spot 
measurement at this location to represent existing noise levels at the residences along the 
east bank of the Susquehanna River, including the park and piers located immediately north 
of the Susquehanna Bridge. 


e Site 4 is at the south end of South Woodland Farms Lane. The Project Team conducted a 1- 
hour spot measurement at this location to represent existing noise levels at the residence on 
South Woodland Farms Lane. 


e Site 5 is at the corner of Avenue D and Ist Street. The Project Team conducted a 24-hour 
continuous measurement at this intersection to represent existing noise levels at residences 
and other noise receptors in Perryville south of the railway. 


e Site 6 is on Ellis Court south of Broad Street. The Project Team conducted a 1-hour spot 
measurement at this location to represent existing noise levels at the residences in the area 
north of the railway between Aiken Avenue and Coudon Boulevard. 


Havre de Grace 


Of the six representative receptor sites for noise selected in Havre de Grace, the Project Team 
conducted a 24-hour continuous noise level measurement at one location and 1-hour spot noise 
level measurements at the other five locations. The 24-hour measurement showed the temporal 
distribution of noise levels in the area, which was applied to each of the other measurement 
locations to determine hourly noise levels over a 24-hour period. The locations are described 
below. 


> The Project Team conducted measurements on Wednesday, April 2, and Thursday, April 3, 
2014 using Briiel & Kjaer Noise Level Meters Type 2260 and 2250, Briiel & Kjzr Sound Level 
Calibrators Type 4231, and Briiel & Kjzr %-inch microphones Type 4189. The measuring 
instruments were mounted at a height of approximately five feet above the ground on a tripod. 
The Project Team calibrated the meters before and after readings using Briel & Kjzr Type 4231 
sound-level calibrators using the appropriate adaptors. All measurement procedures conformed to 
the requirements of ANSI Standard $1.13-2005. 
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e Site 7 is in the parking lot at the intersection of Freedom Lane and Franklin Street. The 
Project Team conducted a 1-hour spot measurement at this intersection to represent existing 
noise levels at the residences in the area south of the railway between South Juniata Street 
and St. John Street. 


e Site 8 is in David Craig Park. The Project Team conducted a 1-hour spot measurement at 
this location to represent existing noise levels at David Craig Park and Jean S. Roberts 
Memorial Park. 


e Site 9 is at the intersection of North Stokes Street and Otsego Street. The Project Team 
conducted a |-hour spot measurement at this intersection to represent existing noise levels at 
the residences in the area bounded by the railway, Linden Lane, Water Street, and North 
Juniata Street. 


e Site 10 is at the end of the Anderson Avenue cul-de-sac. The Project Team conducted a 1- 
hour spot measurement at this location to represent existing noise levels at the residences in 
the area south of the railway and west of Lewis Lane. 

e Site 11 is in the parking area south of Warren Street at Legion Drive. The Project Team 
conducted a 24-hour continuous measurement at this intersection to represent existing noise 
levels at residences north of the railway and west of North Juniata Street. 

e Site 12 is on Williams Drive east of Oakington Road. The Project Team conducted a 1-hour 


spot measurement at this location to represent existing noise levels at the residences along 
Williams Drive. 


Table 14-5 
Noise Receptor Sites 


Duration of Existing 
Noise Land Use Conditions Noise 
Site Location Catego Level Measurement 
Perryville 
Perryville 
River Road North of Broad Street, 
3 : 1 hour 
Perryville 


Woodlands Farm Road South, Perryville| 2 | hour 
Avenue D at Ist Street, Perryville 


Ellis Court South of Broad Street, 
: 1 hour 
Perryville 


NIN 


Anderson Avenue Cul-de-Sac, HdG 
Warren Street at Legion Drive, HdG 


Williams Drive East of Oakington Road, 
HdG 


Notes: For definition of land use categories, see Appendix F, “Air Quality, Noise, and 
Vibration.” 


| 8 
| 9 [North Stokes Street at Otsego Street, HdG | 
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MEASURED NOISE LEVELS 


Table 14-6 shows measured existing noise levels at each noise survey location. The Lan values 
shown are the calculated values. Data from the measurement program, as well as details of the 
calculations of the Ly, value, are contained in Appendix F, “Air Quality, Noise, and Vibration.” 
Noise levels at each location are a function of traffic on the adjacent roadways as well as 
passenger and freight rail activity. In general, the noise monitoring results reflect the level of 
traffic on the roadway and railway near and adjacent to the noise receptor locations. Based on 
FTA and FRA noise impact criteria, when existing noise levels are high, the allowable increase 
in cumulative noise level with the Proposed Project versus the existing noise level must be 
relatively small to avoid a potential moderate impact or severe impact. 


Table 14-6 
Existing Noise Levels (in dBA) 


FTA Land Noise Noise Level 
Site Location Use Categor Descriptor (dBA) 
Broad Street at Susquehanna Avenue, 67.4 
Perryville 
Elm Street at Susquehanna Avenue, 
2 ; dn 60.5 
Perryville 


| 3__|River Road North of Broad Street, Perryville] 2 da 67.8 
| 4 [Woodlands Farm Road South, Perryville | 2 | en S| 57.8 
Avenue D at Ist Street, Perryville 65.0 
Ellis Court South of Broad Street, Perryville 66.8 
Freedom Lane at Franklin Street, HdG 52.6 


David Craig Park, HdG Peak Hour Legian 63.5 
North Stokes Street at Otsego Street, HdG 68.8 


Anderson Avenue Cul-de-Sac, HdG 53.8 
Warren Street at Legion Drive, HdG 62.4 


Williams Drive East of Oakington Road, 59.0 


: Field measurements were performed by AKRF, Inc. on April 2 and 3, 2014. 
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VIBRATION AND GROUND-BORNE NOISE 


The analysis of vibration and ground-borne noise does not involve an assessment of existing 
vibration and ground-borne noise levels per FTA and FRA guidance. 


E. POTENTIAL EFFECTS OF THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 
AIRBORNE NOISE 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge will remain in service 
as-is. However, increases in train service (including Northeast Regional and Long Distance, 
Intercity Express, MARC Commuter, and freight) are expected to occur even without the 
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replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. This will result in noise level increases at all 
of the analyzed receptors. Table 14-7 shows the noise levels and incremental change in noise 
levels for the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative noise levels shown in Table 
14-7 are the sum of the rail noise component (calculated using the CREATE and HSR models) 
and the non-rail noise component (which is assumed to be the same level calculated for existing 
conditions). The No Action noise exposure is the level of noise produced by the No Action 
Alternative, and is compared to the impact criteria to determine whether this alternative could 
potentially result in a noise impact. 


As shown in Table 14-7, noise levels with the No Action Alternative would be somewhat higher 
than the existing condition as a result of the increase in train volume, but the increases would be 
imperceptible, and the noise exposure would be considered neither a moderate nor a severe 
impact at any analyzed receptor according to FTA and FRA noise impact criteria. 


Table 14-7 
No Action Alternative Noise Levels (in dBA 


Severe |No Action} Action | No Action 
Impact Noise |Noise Level 


gory Increment |Impact’? 
60.5 | 581 | 63.7 | 44.0 | 60.6 | 


65.0 
0.8 | 


67.8 68.0 


578 


Impact criteria are based on the existing noise level, as shown in Figure 14-1. 

The noise exposure for the alternative is compared to the moderate impact and severe impact 
thresholds to determine whether a moderate impact and/or sever impact are predicted to 
occur; severe impacts are considered significant adverse impacts and moderate impacts may 
or may not be considered significant adverse impacts depending on site-specific context. 
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ALTERNATIVE 9A 


Alternative 9A would construct a new two-track 90 mph bridge to the west of the existing bridge 
and a second new two-track 160 mph bridge on the existing bridge alignment. With this 
alternative, the volume and speed of train service (including Northeast Regional and Long 
Distance, Intercity Express, MARC Commuter, and freight) would increase within the study area 
compared with the existing condition or the No Action Alternative. As discussed in Chapter 3, 
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“Transportation,” the intercity rail analysis assumes implementation of NEC FUTURE in the 
2040 Build condition’. Table 14-8 shows the noise levels and incremental change in noise levels 
for Alternative 9A. Noise levels shown for Alternative 9A in Table 14-8 are the sum of the rail 
noise component (calculated using the CREATE and HSR models) and the non-rail noise 
component (which is assumed to be the same level calculated for existing conditions). The 
Alternative 9A noise exposure is the level of noise produced by Alternative 9A, and is compared 
with the impact criteria to determine whether this alternative could potentially result in a noise 
impact. It is important to note that the analysis is based on rail traffic volumes that would not 
result solely from the Proposed Project, but represent the sum of proposed enhancements all 
along the NEC which enable the service levels assumed by NEC FUTURE.’ 


Table 14-8 
Alternative 9A Noise Levels (in dBA) 


Category 

. 

Mo 

. N 
| 2 | 538 | 548 | 607 | 585 | 598 | 6.0 |Mo 


Notes: 
'- Impact criteria are based on the existing noise level, as shown in Figure 14-1. 

The noise exposure for the alternative is compared to the moderate impact and severe impact 
thresholds to determine whether a moderate impact and/or sever impact are predicted to 
occur; severe impacts are considered significant adverse impacts and moderate impacts may 
or may not be considered significant adverse impacts depending on site-specific context. 


es! 
ial 
roel 
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As shown in Table 14-8, the project noise exposure predicted for Alternative 9A at receptor sites 
1, 2, 5, 7, 9, and 11 would be considered neither a moderate nor a severe impact according to 
FTA and FRA noise impact criteria. Additionally, incremental changes in noise levels between 
Alternative 9A and existing condition would be less than 2 dBA at these receptors, which would 


° FRA, NEC FUTURE Tier I FEIS, December 2016. 


’ NEC FUTURE forecasts are being used as a reasonable assumption but do not represent an 
approved project, nor are these numbers included in the No Action condition. 
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be imperceptible to barely perceptible. Consequently, Alternative 9A would not result in any 
significant adverse noise impacts at these receptor sites. 


At receptor site 3, which is representative of the residences along the east bank of the 
Susquehanna River west of the rail ROW in Perryville, the project noise exposure predicted for 
Alternative 9A would constitute a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA 
and FRA noise impact criteria. However, the incremental change in noise level between 
Alternative 9A and existing condition at this location would be less than 1.5 dBA, which would 
be considered imperceptible. Consequently, Alternative 9A would not result in any significant 
adverse noise impacts at this receptor site. 


At receptor site 4, which is representative of the residence on Woodlands Farm Road 
immediately west of the rail ROW in Perryville, the project noise exposure predicted for 
Alternative 9A would constitute a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA 
noise impact criteria. The incremental change in noise level between Alternative 9A and existing 
condition at this location would be 5.1 dBA, which would be considered readily noticeable. The 
total noise level predicted to occur at this receptor with Alternative 9A would be in the low 60s 
dBA, which is generally considered acceptable for residential uses* and is comparable to existing 
noise levels measured at the other receptor sites in Perryville as shown in Table 14-6. 
Furthermore, based on the results of noise level measurements, railroad noise is already the 
dominant noise source at this receptor, so the change in noise levels would not represent a 
change in the character of noise at the receptor. Consequently, the moderate impact predicted to 
occur at this receptor site with Alternative 9A would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 


At receptor site 8, which the David Craig Park directly under the existing Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge in Havre de Grace, the noise exposure predicted for Alternative 9A would constitute 
a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA and FRA noise impact criteria. The 
incremental change in noise level between Alternative 9A and existing condition at this location 
would be 6.5 dBA, which would be considered readily noticeable. The peak hourly noise level 
predicted to occur at this receptor with Alternative 9A would be 70.0 dBA, which is generally 
slightly higher than recommended for open space uses’. However, this noise level represents the 
peak hourly level in the location of the park closest to the proposed replacement bridge. During 
quieter hours of the day and at locations further from the bridge, levels would be lower and 
would likely be in the acceptable range for open space uses. Furthermore, based on the results of 
noise level measurements, railroad noise is already the dominant noise source at this receptor, so 
the change in noise levels would not represent a change in the character of noise at the receptor. 
Consequently, the moderate impact predicted to occur at this receptor site with Alternative 9A 
would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 


At receptor site 10, which is representative of residences immediately east of the rail ROW near 
Anderson Avenue in Havre de Grace, the noise exposure predicted for Alternative 9A would 
constitute a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA and FRA noise impact 
criteria. The incremental change in noise level between Alternative 9A and the existing 
condition at this location would be 6.0 dBA, which would be considered readily noticeable. The 
total noise level predicted to occur at this receptor with Alternative 9A would be in the high 50s 


* Based on United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) noise 
exposure standards as described in the HUD Noise Guidebook, March 2009. 

° Based on Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria as shown in 
Table 3-4 of the FTA guidance manual. 
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dBA, which is generally considered acceptable for residential uses' and is comparable to or 
lower than existing noise levels measured at the other receptor sites in Havre de Grace as shown 
in Table 14-6. Furthermore, based on the results of noise level measurements, railroad noise is 
already the dominant noise source at this receptor, so the change in noise levels would not 
represent a change in the character of noise at the receptor. Consequently, the moderate impact 
predicted to occur at this receptor site with Alternative 9A would not constitute a significant 
adverse impact. 


At receptor site 12, which is representative of residences in the vicinity of Oakington Road east 
of the rail ROW in Havre de Grace, the project noise exposure predicted for Alternative 9A 
would constitute a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA noise impact 
criteria. However, the incremental change in noise level between Alternative 9A and existing 
condition at this location would be 3.3 dBA, which would be considered barely perceptible. 
Consequently, Alternative 9A would not result in any significant adverse noise impacts at this 
receptor site. 


Based on the above discussion, Alternative 9A would not be expected to result in any significant 
adverse noise impacts. 


ALTERNATIVE 9B 


Alternative 9B would construct a new two-track 90 mph bridge to the west of the existing bridge 
and a second new two-track 160 mph bridge on the existing bridge alignment. The difference 
between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B occurs in Havre de Grace along the east side of the 
corridor from Lewis Lane to the Susquehanna River. Alternative 9B improves the curve in 
Havre de Grace and would allow for a maximum speed of 150 mph. With this alternative, the 
volume and speed of train service (including Northeast Regional and Long Distance, Intercity 
Express, MARC Commuter, and freight) would increase within the study area as compared with 
the existing condition or the No Action Alternative. The potential effects of the proposed 
replacement bridge and increase in train volume and speed on noise levels at the receptors in the 
study area were analyzed using the methodology described above. As discussed, the train 
volumes considered for intercity rail assume implementation of the NEC FUTURE 2040 Build 
condition.'° Table 14-9 shows the noise levels and incremental change in noise levels for 
Alternative 9B. Noise levels shown for Alternative 9B in Table 14-9 are the sum of the rail 
noise component (calculated using the CREATE and HSR models) and the non-rail noise 
component (which is assumed to be the same level calculated for existing conditions). The 
Alternative 9B noise exposure is the level of noise produced by Alternative 9B, and is compared 
with the impact criteria to determine whether this alternative could potentially result in a noise 
impact. It is important to note that the analysis is based on rail traffic volumes that would not 
result solely from the Proposed Project, but represent the sum of proposed enhancements all 
along the NEC which enable the service levels assumed by NEC FUTURE." 


' FRA, NEC FUTURE Tier I FEIS, December 2016. 
'' NEC FUTURE forecasts are being used as a reasonable assumption but do not represent an 
approved project, nor are these numbers included in the No Action condition. 
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Table 14-9 
Alternative 9B Noise Levels (in dBA) 
Total 
Land _ |Existing} Moderate | Severe |Alternative|Alternative| 9B Noise 
Impact | 9B Noise | 9B Noise 
Site|Category| Level |Threshold'|Threshold'| Exposure Level _| Increment |Impact’? 


pi} 2) | 674 | 625 | 677 | 60.2 | 682 | 08 | No | 
}2 | 2 | 605 | 581 | 63.7 | 506 | 609 | 04 | No | 
p4{ 2 | 578 | 566 | 623 | 612 | 629 | 5.1 |Moderate 
}5{ 2 | 650 | 608 | 662 | 55.3 | 654 | 04 | No | 
}6{| 2 | 668 | 620 | 673 | 63.1 | 684 | 16  |Moderate 
|7{| 2 | 526 | 543 | 603 | 494 | 543° | 17 | No | 
A 
po} 2 | 688 | 63.5 | 68.7 _} 60.1 _{ 69.31 __0.5_{_No_| 
fof 2 V ssa {sas [oor [sas [598 [6.0 [Moderate 
ri2t 2 590 | 572 | 629 | 59.5 | 623 | 3.3 [Moderate 
PyOne®: 

Impact criteria are based on the existing noise level, as shown in Figure 14-1. 

The noise exposure for the alternative is compared to the moderate impact and severe impact 
thresholds to determine whether a moderate impact and/or sever impact are predicted to 
occur; severe impacts are considered significant adverse impacts and moderate impacts may 
or may not be considered significant adverse impacts depending on site-specific context. 


2s 


As shown in Table 14-9, the noise exposure predicted for Alternative 9B at receptor sites 1, 2, 5, 
7, 9, and 11 would be considered neither a moderate nor a severe impact according to FTA and 
FRA noise impact criteria. Additionally, incremental changes in noise levels between 
Alternative 9B and existing condition would be less than 2 dBA at these receptors, which would 
be imperceptible to barely perceptible. Consequently, Alternative 9B would not result in any 
significant adverse noise impacts at these receptor sites. 


At receptor site 3, which is representative of the residences along the east bank of the 
Susquehanna River west of the rail ROW in Perryville, the noise exposure predicted for 
Alternative 9B would constitute a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA 
and FRA noise impact criteria. However, the incremental change in noise level between 
Alternative 9B and existing condition at this location would be less than 1.5 dBA, which would 
be considered imperceptible. Consequently, Alternative 9B would not result in any significant 
adverse noise impacts at this receptor site. 


At receptor site 4, which is representative of the residence on Woodlands Farm Road 
immediately west of the rail ROW in Perryville, the project noise exposure predicted for 
Alternative 9B would constitute a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA 
and FRA noise impact criteria. The incremental change in noise level between Alternative 9B 
and existing condition at this location would be 5.1 dBA, which would be considered readily 
noticeable. The total noise level predicted to occur at this receptor with Alternative 9B would be 
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in the low 60s dBA, which is generally considered acceptable for residential uses’? and is 
comparable to existing noise levels measured at the other receptor sites in Perryville as shown in 
Table 14-6. Furthermore, based on the results of noise level measurements, railroad noise is 
already the dominant noise source at this receptor, so the change in noise levels would not 
represent a change in the character of noise at the receptor. Consequently, the moderate impact 
predicted to occur at this receptor site with Alternative 9B would not constitute a significant 
adverse impact. 


At receptor site 8, which is the David Craig Park, directly under the existing Susquehanna River 
Bridge in Havre de Grace, the noise exposure predicted for Alternative 9B would constitute a 
moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA and FRA noise impact criteria. The 
incremental change in noise level between Alternative 9B and existing condition at this location 
would be 6.4 dBA, which would be considered readily noticeable. The peak hourly noise level 
predicted to occur at this receptor with Alternative 9B would be 69.9 dBA, which is generally 
higher than recommended for open space uses'*. However, this noise level represents the peak 
hourly level in the location of the park closest to the proposed replacement bridge. During 
quieter hours of the day and at locations further from the bridge, levels would be lower and 
would likely be in the acceptable range for open space uses. Furthermore, based on the results of 
noise level measurements, railroad noise is already the dominant noise source at this receptor, so 
the change in noise levels would not represent a change in the character of noise at the receptor. 
Consequently, the moderate impact predicted to occur at this receptor site with Alternative 9B 
would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 


At receptor site 10, which is representative of residences immediately east of the rail ROW near 
Anderson Avenue in Havre de Grace, the project noise exposure predicted for Alternative 9B 
would constitute a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA noise impact 
criteria. The incremental change in noise level between Alternative 9B and the existing condition 
at this location would be 6.0 dBA, which would be considered readily noticeable. The total noise 
level predicted to occur at this receptor with Alternative 9B would be in the high 50s dBA, 
which is generally considered acceptable for residential uses'* and is comparable to or lower 
than existing noise levels measured at the other receptor sites in Havre de Grace as shown in 
Table 14-6. Furthermore, based on the results of noise level measurements, railroad noise is 
already the dominant noise source at this receptor, so the change in noise levels would not 
represent a change in the character of noise at the receptor. Consequently, the moderate impact 
predicted to occur at this receptor site with Alternative 9B would not constitute a significant 
adverse impact. 


At receptor site 12, which is representative of residences in the vicinity of Oakington Road east 
of the rail ROW in Havre de Grace, the noise exposure predicted for Alternative 9B would 
constitute a moderate impact but not a severe impact according to FTA noise impact criteria. 
However, the incremental change in noise level between Alternative 9B and existing condition at 


' Based on United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) noise 
exposure standards as described in the HUD Noise Guidebook, March 2009. 

'? Based on Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) Noise Abatement Criteria as shown in 
Table 3-4 of the FTA guidance manual. 

'4 Based on U. S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) noise exposure 
standards as described in the HUD Noise Guidebook, March 2009. 
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this location would be 3.3 dBA, which would be considered barely perceptible. Consequently, 
Alternative 9B would not result in any significant adverse noise impacts at this receptor site. 


Based on the above discussion, Alternative 9B would not be expected to result in any significant 
adverse noise impacts. 


VIBRATION 


As described above, there are receptors located within the screening distance from the railway 
within the Proposed Project area, so a general vibration analysis was conducted for the project. 
The nearest residences to the railway are located at a distance of approximately 90 feet. A 
representative residence at this distance was selected for analysis. This residence is located on 
North Stokes Street south of Otsego Street in Havre de Grace and roughly corresponds to 
receptor site 9 from the airborne noise analysis. 


Vibration levels resulting from rail activity with the Build Alternatives (the differences between 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would not affect the level of vibration at this receptor) were 
calculated for site 9 using the general vibration assessment methodology previously described. 
The frequency of rail activity in the existing condition, with the No Action Alternative, or with 
either of the Build Alternatives would fall into the “Frequent Events” category as described 
above in Table 14-4. Consequently, the vibration impact threshold is 72 VdB for category 2 uses 
(i.e., residences) or 75 VdB for category 3 uses (i.e., open space), and the ground-borne noise 
impact threshold is 35 dBA for category 2 uses or 40 dBA for category 3 uses. Table 14-10 
shows the results of the general vibration assessment, and Table 14-11 shows the results of the 
ground-borne noise assessment. 


Table 14-10 
Vibration Impact Evaluation 
No Action Alternative 


Distance Alternative 9A/9B 


from 


Vibration 
Land Use 
Category 


Track 
Center 
Line 
(feet) 


Distance 


Vibration 
Level at 
Receptor 
(VdB) 


Ground- 


Impact 


Exceedance? 


Vibration 
Level at 
Receptor 
(VdB) 


Impact 


Exceedance? 


Vibration 
Level at 
Receptor 
(VdB) 


Impact 


Exceedance? 


Table 14-11 


Ground-Borne Noise Impact Evaluation 
Alternative 9A/9B 


Ground- 
Borne 
Noise 

Level at 

Receptor 
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As shown in Table 14-10, the predicted level of vibration at site 9 would not exceed the 
vibration impact threshold in the No Action or either of the Build Alternatives. The level of 
vibration predicted to occur at the worst-case receptor location with the Build Alternatives 
would be right at the vibration impact threshold, but would not exceed the threshold. This 
receptor location represents the closest point at the closest residence to the railway. At other 
locations and other sensitive receptors, which would be located further from the railway, 
vibration levels would be lower and would consequently also not exceed the vibration impact 
threshold. Consequently, the Build Alternatives would not result significant adverse vibration 
impacts at any nearby receptors. 


The Proposed Project in its operational condition would not have the potential to result in 
vibration at a level that could cause damage to nearby historic structures. As described above, 
vibration produced by the Proposed Project would not exceed the significant impact thresholds 
specified in the FTA guidance document's general assessment methodology. These impact 
thresholds are designed to avoid human annoyance and disruptions to human activity, and as 
such are substantially lower than those that could potentially result in building damage, even at 
historic structures. Because the impact thresholds are based on the more stringent criterion of 
human annoyance, damage to adjacent buildings is not specifically addressed in the FTA's 
general assessment methodology. However, since operational vibration resulting from the 
Proposed Project would not result in exceedances of the vibration impact criteria, it would not 
have the potential to result in vibration levels that could damage historic resources. 


As shown in Table 14-11, the predicted level of ground-borne noise at site 9 would not exceed 
the ground-borne noise impact threshold in the No Action Alternative, and the predicted level of 
ground-borne noise with Alternative 9A, as well as with Alternative 9B, would be 37 dBA, 
which would exceed the ground-borne noise impact threshold for category 2 (i.e., residential) 
uses. However, while the predicted level of ground-borne noise would exceed the impact 
threshold, the predicted difference between the existing condition ground-borne noise level and 
the ground-borne noise level with the Build Alternatives would be 4 dBA, which would be 
considered a barely perceptible change in the level of ground-borne noise. Consequently, 
ground-borne noise produced by the Build Alternatives at site 9 would not constitute a 
significant adverse ground-borne noise impact. At other receptors located further from the 
railway, levels of ground-borne noise would be lower, and the Build Alternatives would also not 
result in a significant adverse impact. 


Based on the above discussion, Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would not be expected to 
result in any significant adverse vibration or ground-borne noise impacts. 


Overall, the general noise analysis conducted according to FTA and FRA analysis guidance 
found that there would be the potential for a noise impact at five of the receptors. At these five 
receptors, moderate impacts were predicted to occur, but based on the incremental change in the 
noise levels, which would be considered imperceptible to readily noticeable, and considering the 
total noise levels with the Build Alternatives, which were in the typically acceptable range and 
comparable to existing levels measured in the surrounding area, these receptors were predicted 
not to experience significant adverse impacts. The general vibration and ground-borne noise 
analysis found that there would be no potential for exceedances of the vibration impact criteria, 
and that while the ground-borne noise level with the Build Alternatives would have the potential 
to exceed the ground-bome noise impact criteria, the change in ground-borne noise would be 
barely perceptible, and consequently the ground-borne noise would not constitute a significant 
adverse impact. 
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Based on the conclusion that the Build Alternatives would not have the potential to result in 
significant adverse impacts relating to airborne noise, vibration, or ground-borne noise at any of 
the analyzed receptor sites, and that these receptor sites represent the sites closest to the railway 
having the greatest potential to experience noise and vibration impacts as a result of the Build 
Alternatives, the Build Alternatives would not be expected to result in any significant adverse 
impacts related to noise or vibration. * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


When conducting construction activities there is potential for contaminated materials to be 
encountered. The term “contaminated materials” refers to soil, groundwater, or building 
materials that contain substances potentially harmful to human health and/or the environment. 
Contaminated materials are most often encountered during construction activities in industrial 
areas or in areas historically used for industrial purposes. This chapter assesses the potential for 
the presence of contaminated materials within the study area, the potential risks to human health 
and/or the environment that may be posed by disturbing any such materials and specific 
measures that would be employed to mitigate any such risks. 


The potential for contaminated materials to be present within the study area was evaluated 
through the use of historical maps and aerial photographs to identify areas of past or present 
industrial use within the study area, a review of regulatory records and databases to identify sites 
known or suspected to contain contaminated materials within the study area, and a review of 
regulatory files for those sites identified. 


As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) 
evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. 


POTENTIAL CONTAMINANTS 


Historical and regulatory research indicated that portions of the study area were used for various 
purposes that may have contaminated soil and/or groundwater. These uses included railroad 
operations, railroad car repair and maintenance, ship building, electrical substation operations, 
aircraft engine manufacturing, cleaning product, aerosol, and acrylics manufacturing, adhesives 
manufacturing, bulk petroleum/pesticide storage and distribution, dry cleaning, gasoline filling 
stations, automobile maintenance and repair, manufactured gas plant (MGP) operations, and 
polyvinyl chloride (PVC) resin manufacturing. Based on these land uses, there is potential for 
the following contaminants to be encountered during the construction phase of the Proposed 
Project: polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), heavy metals (such as arsenic and lead), volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, herbicides, 
petroleum compounds, and asbestos. 


The use of PCBs began in the 1930s in electrical capacitors and transformers, hydraulic fluids, 
and in heat transfer systems. Rail lines, railroad maintenance facilities, and electrical 
transformers are potential sources for PCBs in the study area. Arsenic and other herbicides may 
also be present along rail lines as they were often used to control vegetation. Many train engines 
use diesel fuel and therefore diesel range organics (DRO) are a common contaminant in rail 
yards and along rail lines. 
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Other heavy metals such as antimony, copper, lead, mercury, and vanadium could potentially be 
encountered in the study area as they are widely used in various industrial applications. Slag,, 
historically used as a fill material in industrial areas or as railroad track ballast, is a source of 
heavy metals that could potentially be encountered in the study area. Research has shown that 
heavy metals can leach from slag into soil and groundwater. 


VOCs that may potentially be encountered within the study area include tetrachloroethene (PCE) 
in the vicinity of Havre de Grace as well as 1,1 dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1,1- 
trichloroethane (TCA), trichloroethene (TCE), and vinyl chloride (VC) in the vicinity of Havre 
de Grace. Degreasing and parts washing fluids are also sources of PCE and TCE and are widely 
used in various industrial applications. Other VOCs that could potentially be encountered in the 
study area include benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylenes (BTEX) found in various 
petroleum products. SVOCs that may be encountered in the study area include polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) that are found in petroleum products and also may be formed by 
incomplete combustion of carbon-containing fuels like coal. Partially combusted coal and coal 
ash were historically used as fill materials in industrial areas or as railroad track ballast. Coal tar 
and coal tar derived products such as creosote are also sources of PAHs that may be present in 
the study area. Wooden railroad ties were often treated with creosote for preservation. 


Based on the age of the existing bridge, there is also the potential that asbestos-containing 
materials (ACM) are present in the bridge or in the approaches to the bridge (e.g., in electrical 
insulation, tar paper, caulks or utility lines). Asbestos could also potentially be encountered 
within the study area in buildings or areas where buildings were located or in materials have 
been dumped. Removal or disturbance of asbestos is subject to extensive regulatory 
requirements, including those relating to testing, agency notification, licensing and certifications, 
removal and disposal. Similarly, the bridge and other structures in the study area may include 
lead-based paint. Activities with the potential to disturb lead-based paint are also subject to 
multiple regulatory programs including Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) 
29 CFR 1926.62 - Lead Exposure in Construction). 


B. METHODOLOGY 


REGULATORY CONTEXT 


There are numerous state and federal regulations applicable to the above potential contaminants. 
NEPA, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act 
(CERCLA), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the National Emissions 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAPS), and the Toxic Substances Control Act 
(TSCA) are examples of federal regulations applicable to these contaminants. Many laws and 
regulations have been enacted throughout the U.S. at the state level to implement these federal 
regulations. The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) is the regulatory agency 
responsible for enacting and enforcing these federal regulations in Maryland. MDE regulations 
are described in the Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) under Title 26. 


REGULATORY RECORDS SEARCH 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) subcontracted Environmental Data 
Resources, Inc. (EDR) to search federal, state, and/or local agency databases to find information 
about any sites that may pose environmental concerns within the study area and surrounding 
properties. The EDR search boundary consisted of the study area plus a one-mile buffer and is 
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depicted on Figure 1 of Appendix G, “Contaminated Materials Technical Report.” The EDR 
Corridor Report is included in Appendix G. Federal and state regulatory agencies maintain 
databases of investigated sites that are then used to identify potential environmental concerns. 
These databases include, but are not limited to, the following: 


e National Priority List (NPL) (also known as Superfund sites) 


e Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System 
(CERCLIS) 


e CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) list 
e State Hazardous Waste Site (SHWS) - State of Maryland HWS list 
e = Maryland Oil Control Program (OCP) Case Sites 
e State of Maryland Historic (HIST) Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) list 
e Maryland Solid Waste Facilities list 
e Maryland Brownfields List 
e Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Information System: 
- RCRA Treatment, Storage and Disposal (TSD) Sites 


- RCRA CORRACTS and non-CORRACTS (Corrective Action Sites) 
e Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) 


The Project Team evaluated the location of the sites and the (generally limited) information 
provided in the EDR Corridor Report to assess which sites could present potential environmental 
hazards within the study area. The Project Team submitted Public Information Act (PIA) 
requests to MDE to obtain additional information for those sites that appeared to present 
potential environmental concerns based on their listings. After reviewing the information 
obtained from the PIA request, the Project Team conducted a reconnaissance to visually evaluate 
the identified sites of potential concern and other potential environmental hazards within the 
study area not identified in regulatory databases. 


C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The historic research, the EDR Corridor Report, and documents obtained from the PIA requests 
to MDE were evaluated to determine sites of potential concern for the Proposed Project. After 
these sites were determined, the available information for each site was evaluated and the sites 
were categorized as green, yellow, or orange. Green sites are low potential environmental hazard 
sites and would generally be regarded as not needing further evaluation or investigation. Green 
sites have minimal environmental issues or are sufficiently far from the study area to likely have 
little or no environmental impact. Yellow sites are moderate potential environmental hazard sites 
that may be impacted by the Proposed Project. These should be regarded with caution because 
moderate contamination may remain in site soil and/or groundwater. Orange sites are high 
potential environmental hazard sites, to be regarded with additional caution due to the likelihood 
of encountering soil and/or groundwater contamination and/or treatment system components. 


A total of 58 sites of potential concern were identified based on the historic research and 
regulatory file reviews. Of the 58 sites, 37 were classified as green, 19 as yellow, and 2 as 
orange. The yellow and orange sites are listed in Table 15-1. The site locations maps and a list 
of green sites are provided in Appendix G. 
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Table 15-1 
Sites of Potential Concern 


Yellow Sites 
Pulaski Highway - East Shoulder, Aberdeen 
Inc. 2226 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


, 2110 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
i Oil Company - Aero Energy 1757 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 

, Inc. 

- 

s Laundry 

Gilbert Tank Farm — Gilbert Enterprises 

Former Pennsylvania Railroad Shops 

Perryville Electrical Substation 

Norfolk Southern Railroad 
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation 


636 Broad Street, Perryville 
(Amtrak) Maintenance Facility Yard - 


Amtrak MOW 644 Broad Street, Perryville 


Ames Shopping Plaza - Master Cleaners 2015-2113 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Cleaning Solutions Group Site - Cello Site | 1354 Old Post Road, Havre de Grace 


|Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 
[Gilbert Tank Farm — Gilbert Enterprises 
[Former Pennsylvania Railroad Shops 
[Perryville Electrical Substation 
[Norfolk Southern Railroad 


Perryville Chevron 
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The Ames Shopping Plaza-Master Cleaners site is approximately 500 feet west of the study area 
at 2015-2213 Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. Dry cleaning operations were conducted at 
the site between 1969 and 2003. Investigations have indicated groundwater PCE concentrations 
up to 77,000 ug/L; well above the MDE groundwater clean-up standard of 5 ug/L. Recent 
investigations have indicated that a significant PCE plume is present in groundwater beneath the 
site and that the plume is migrating east (i.e., towards the study area). Review of a contaminant 
plume cross section prepared by MDE in 2012 indicates that concentrations of PCE as high as 
5,000 ug/L are present within the study area. These concentrations may have increased since 
2012 or may increase over time as significantly higher concentrations of PCE were detected in 
groundwater up-gradient of the study area. 


The Cleaning Solutions Group Site - Cello Site is located partially within the study area at 1354 
Old Post Road in Havre de Grace. Hexall first used the Cello site during the 1940s to 
manufacture aircraft engines. Subsequently Alcolac operated the site, and later, beginning the in 
1960s, the site was operated by Fuild-Stauford, a subsidiary of Alcolac. The operations that 
occurred during Fuild-Stauford’s use are unknown. In 1977, Cello Corporation, purchased the 
site and used it to manufacture cleaning products, aerosols, and acrylics. In 1995, Cello was 
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purchased by ICI. In March 1996, the Sherwin Williams Company purchased Cello from ICI. 
Site operations under Sherwin Williams have remained essentially the same as the historical 
operations of Cello. Between July 1985 and August 1987, MDE observed the unauthorized 
discharge of pollutants from the Cello site and the placement of pollutants in locations likely to 
result in unauthorized discharges. In 1988, an Administrative Consent Order required that Cello 
conduct an investigation to determine the extent of contamination that may have resulted from 
these unauthorized discharges. Investigations indicated the presence of VOCs in groundwater at 
the site at concentrations exceeding regulatory criteria. VOCs detected in groundwater at the site 
included 1,1-dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethane, TCA, trichloroethene (TCE), VC, 
chloroethane, 1,2-DCA, 1,2-dichloroethene (1,2-DCE), carbon tetrachloride,  1,1,2- 
trichloroethane, xylenes, acetone, and methylene chloride. The investigations indicated that 
groundwater beneath the site flows north and then east, i.e., away from the study area. 


D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Under the No Action Alternative, the demolition and subsurface disturbance associated with the 
Proposed Project will not occur. Although the assessment above identified a high potential for 
contaminated materials (including groundwater contaminated with chlorinated solvents), without 
subsurface disturbance there would be no significant potential for exposure (and associated 
potential for adverse impacts) to occur. The sites near the study area would continue to be 
addressed by state and federal regulatory agencies, independent of the Proposed Project. 


E. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


This section analyzes the potential for impacts from Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Because 
of the similarity in alignments and the existing areas of contamination presented above, the 
following discussion applies to both Build Alternatives. 


Construction of the Proposed Project would involve demolition, relocation or other disturbance 
of existing structures and excavation, relocation and potentially off-site disposal of some 
existing soil. Dewatering might also be required. The exact extent of disturbance associated with 
the Proposed Project will not be determined until final engineering, and the presence of 
contaminated materials would only present a threat to human health if exposure to these 
materials occurs. A health risk requires both a complete exposure pathway to the contaminants 
and a sufficient dose to produce adverse health effects. To prevent such exposure pathways and 
doses during construction, the Proposed Project would include appropriate health and safety and 
investigative/remedial measures. The need for additional investigation/remediation will be 
determined, in consultation with MDE, once the exact extent of disturbance is identified. 


The most likely route of exposure would be breathing volatile/semi-volatile compounds or 
particulate-laden air released during demolition, excavation, or construction activities. In order 
to prevent this and other exposure pathways, the Proposed Project would include measures such 
as: 


e Follow established regulatory requirements for pre-construction removal of asbestos and 
appropriate management of lead-based paint and of PCB-containing equipment. 


e Develop and implement an environmental Construction Health and Safety Plan (CHASP), 
conforming to applicable local, state, and federal regulatory requirements, including 
procedures for: 
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- Managing known or potential contamination (e.g., railroad ties, creosote-contaminated 
soil and any underground storage tanks unexpectedly encountered); 


- Minimizing and monitoring the generation of dust; 

- Characterizing surplus materials requiring off-site disposal; 

- Dewatering, including pre-treatment prior to discharge if needed; 
- Importing clean fill for grading during construction. 


The Proposed Project documents and construction specifications will address procedures for 
stockpiling, testing, loading, transporting (including truck routes), and properly disposing of all 
excavated materials requiring off-site disposal. Excavated materials will be characterized to 
classify the materials (e.g., as hazardous waste, petroleum-contaminated wastes, chromate- 
contaminated soils, historical fill containing construction and demolition debris, or 
uncontaminated native soils). Wastes containing hazardous materials require special handling, 
storage, transportation, and disposal methods to prevent releases that could impact human health 
or the environment. Depending on the nature of the materials, federal, state, and local 
regulations require the use of special containers or stockpiling practices for on-site storage of the 
materials to prevent the release of hazardous materials to the environment. The federal, state, 
and local departments of transportation have requirements for transportation of wastes 
containing hazardous materials. Facilities that receive hazardous materials require federal, state, 
and local permits to accept the waste, and generally require that specific representative waste 
sampling and laboratory analysis protocols be conducted prior to accepting materials for 
disposal. The extent and parameters of testing are dependent on the requirements of the waste 
disposal facilities, each of which may have different requirements for representative waste 
sampling and laboratory analysis prior to accepting materials for disposal. 


Dewatering of groundwater will most likely be required in specific locations. Where dewatering 
is required, it is possible that the water will require treatment prior to its discharge to surface 
water or existing sewers. Prior to any such discharge, the water will be tested. Discharge of 
water will be conducted in accordance with applicable requirements, including state 
requirements for discharge to surface water, and state and local requirements for sewer 
discharge. 


With the implementation of these measures, no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous 
materials will result from the demolition and construction activities associated with the Proposed 
Project. In addition, no significant adverse impacts related to hazardous materials would be 
expected to result from operation of the Proposed Project. * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter assesses potential public health, safety, and security impacts and benefits related to 
the operation of the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project’s potential public health impacts as 
they relate to air quality, noise and vibration, and hazardous materials are described below. The 
safety procedures and security systems that would be implemented to protect rail employees, 
passengers, marine users, freight users, and the general public during the operation of the 
Proposed Project are also described. All potential environmental impacts associated with the 
construction of the Proposed Project are described in Chapter 17, “Construction Effects.” 


As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) 
evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


This environmental review is based on the Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) Procedures 
for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Federal Register [FR] 28545 [May 26, 1999]), and 
therefore considers a project’s potential to adversely impact public health and public safety, 
including any impacts due to hazardous materials. FRA guidance requires that environmental 
reviews address safety and security concerns, including the short-term construction effects and 
long-term operational effects on residents and other users of the study area. The review should 
also include potential pedestrian and traffic hazards as well as transit user and employee security 
issues. 


C. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


PUBLIC HEALTH 


Public health may be jeopardized by poor air quality, hazardous materials, significant adverse 
impacts related to noise or odors, solid water management practices, and/or actions that result in 
exceedances in state or federal standards. Federal, state, and local government entities have a 
variety of laws and regulations to protect public health. 


SAFETY AND SECURITY 


EMPLOYEES 


The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) complies with all applicable federal 
safety regulations and industry standards. Adequate signaling and communications are currently 
in place to prevent any trains from entering the bridge when the movable span is open or when 
personnel are on site for repairs. Personnel undergo Amtrak Safety Training before they are 
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permitted on site. Amtrak inspects all bridge structural components regularly and repairs them as 
needed. 


In 2006, Amtrak instituted a System Safety Program Plan that applies to all Amtrak facilities, 
including the project site. The program provides guidance on hazard management, incident 
reporting, inspection, maintenance and repair of current facilities and stock, training and 
certification, emergency response, environmental management, drug and alcohol programs, and 
a number of security policies. One section of the System Safety Program is devoted to employee 
safety, with a particular focus on field safety. In August of 2009, Amtrak launched Safe-2-Safer, 
a company-wide program designed to improve employee safety and security.' This program 
changes at-risk behavior to safe behavior and fosters a more collaborative work environment. 
Safe-2-Safer places emphasis on reporting all potential incidents and removing barriers to 
performing safely in the workplace. 


PASSENGERS 


Amtrak maintains and updates a Passenger Train Emergency Response Plan that must be 
approved by FRA. The plan includes train operations on the Northeast Corridor (NEC) and 
covers the project site. Amtrak also conducts Passenger Train Emergency Response Training. In 
2014, training was conducted for more than 3,000 first responders along Amtrak routes across 
the U.S.” A passenger safety specialist position was created in 2014 within Amtrak’s System 
Safety department to address passenger injuries on trains, platforms, and in stations.” 


MARINE USERS 


To assess current conditions, Amtrak commissioned a Navigation Study in 2013.* The study 
focused on vessels greater than 50 feet in height. It found that the existing Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge opens approximately 10 times per year to accommodate marine traffic. The 
Navigation Study concluded that the existing navigation channel (both height and width) 
addresses the needs of most mariners and vessels. The Navigation Study also determined that 
while the existing horizontal clearance is sufficient, further widening of the horizontal clearance 
could increase sight distance, reduce vessel congestion, and aid tug boat and barge navigation 
through the bridge opening, increasing safety and resilience against potential bridge and fender 
system strikes. 


FREIGHT USERS 


Norfolk Southern (NS) operates between Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, and Baltimore, Maryland, 
using its “Port Road” route along the Susquehanna River between Harrisburg and Perryville, and 
using trackage rights along the NEC between Perryville and Baltimore. NS also provides freight 
service from points north of Perryville to and through Baltimore. NS has rights to conduct 
freight operations along the NEC in the study area, including over the Susquehanna River Rail 


: https://www.amtrak.com/ccurl/369/338/2014-Amtrak-Sustainability-Report.pdf. Accessed April 22, 
2016. 

; https://www.amtrak.com/ccurl/259/724/Amtrak-Ink-March-Apri-2015.pdf. Accessed April 22, 2016. 

, https://www.amtrak.com/ccurl/369/338/2014-Amtrak-Sustainability-Report.pdf. Accessed April 22, 
2016. 

Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project Navigation Study, dated January 
21, 2014, HNTB Corporation. 
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Bridge. In addition, CSX Corporation operates freight service on the CSX Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge approximately 0.9 mile to the northwest of the Amtrak Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge, and under agreement with NS, has rights to use the Amtrak bridge in the event of failure 
or closure of its own bridge. 


The existing bridge requires that the slow, heavy freight trains and Maryland Area Regional 
Commuter (MARC) trains share track with higher-speed Amtrak trains. The long, slow-moving 
freight trains can create congestion conflicts. For example, when the southbound NEC track is in 
use by an intercity or commuter train approaching the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (in either 
direction), NS freight trains coming from the west must stop on the Port Road rail line and wait 
for an appropriate window to enter the NEC. Similarly, NS trains coming up from the south 
must wait in Havre de Grace, occupying one of the main tracks to wait their turn to cross the 
bridge. Amtrak works with these freight users to ensure safe scheduling to cross the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


RESIDENTS ALONG THE NEC 


Due to the highly developed nature of the study area, many residents live in close proximity to 
the active NEC. Schools, public parks, and other publicly-accessible venues also are located near 
the rail right-of-way. 


FRA's Office of Railroad Safety promotes and regulates safety throughout the nation's railroad 
industry. The office executes its regulatory and inspection responsibilities through a diverse staff 
of railroad safety experts.” FRA data show that 96 percent of rail-related fatalities, most of which 
are preventable, are the result of incidents at railway-highway crossings and by trespassers.° 
Railway-highway crossings are commonly referred to as “at-grade crossings” or “street-level 
crossings”, defined as locations where railroad tracks intersect with a roadway at the same 
elevation—thereby increasing the potential for conflict. There are no at-grade crossings within 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project’s study area. 


Amtrak is a leader in the installation of Positive Train Control (PTC), a safety technology 
designed to match train speed to track conditions for improved safety.’ PTC provides an added 
layer of safety on top of the cab signal and Automatic Train Control safety systems already in 
place. In December 2015, Amtrak activated PTC on track between New York and Washington, 
DC, completing installation on most Amtrak-owned infrastructure on the NEC spine. 


D. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Under the No Action Alternative, the existing public health, safety, and security measures will 
remain unchanged. Amtrak and MDOT will continue to adhere to current regulations regarding 
public health and safety. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge will remain as in existing 
conditions. Service over the bridge would worsen in the future under the No Action Alternative. 
The bridge would continue to age, problems would occur more frequently, and the bridge would 
remain as a bottleneck; it would eventually need to be taken out of service. 


In the future, FRA and Amtrak will continue to implement multiple measures to ensure public 
safety and minimize the potential for accidents. As described above, PTC is a control technology 


* https://www.fra.dot.gov/Page/P0010. Accessed December 2, 2016. 
° https://www.fra.dot.gov/eLib/Details/L17371. Accessed December 2, 2016. 
" https://www.amtrak.com/national-facts. Accessed December 2, 2016. 
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used to prevent or avoid train collisions and derailments. The purpose of PTC is to slow or stop a 
train that is operating at an excessive speed or operating in a manner inconsistent with the 
section of track that it is traversing.* In the future, railroads throughout the U.S. will likely 
continue to implement PTC. 


E. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


The Proposed Project would be designed, built, and operated to comply with all relevant federal, 
state, and local regulations. 


PUBLIC HEALTH 


Potential health effects during operation of the Proposed Project would be related to air quality, 
noise and vibration, and hazardous materials. 


AIR QUALITY 


As described in Chapter 12, “Air Quality,” the Proposed Project would not substantially affect 
regional air quality. Increases in local concentrations will occur near the tracks used by trains running 
on diesel. With the Build Alternatives 1-hour average concentrations of nitrogen dioxide (NO2) will 
increase up to 8.6 percent, as compared with the No Action Alternative. Like the No Action 
Alternative, the Build Alternatives could result in concentrations above the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). The maximum projected increase in l-hour average NO, 
concentrations (8.6 percent) would occur in a very limited area affected by both the increase in diesel 
train activity and the Proposed Project changes in grade and alignment; in other areas potential 
increases would be much smaller, and in areas where the new track alignment would relocate tracks 
away from sensitive receptors concentrations would decrease. Additionally, 1-hour average NO, 
concentrations are projected using conservative assumptions and would likely be lower overall. 
While concentrations above the NAAQS in general are considered to potentially adversely affect 
public health, due to the limited magnitude and area affected by the small increases in concentrations, 
the Proposed Project itself would not cause a significant adverse impact on public health. 


NOISE AND VIBRATION 


Based on the information detailed in Chapter 14, “Noise and Vibration,” the Build Alternatives 
would not have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts relating to airborne noise, 
vibration, or ground-borme noise at any of the analyzed receptor sites. Therefore, the Build 
Alternatives would not be expected to result in any significant adverse impacts related to noise 
or vibration. 


HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 


As described in Chapter 15, “Contaminated and Hazardous Materials,” construction of the 
Proposed Project would involve demolition, relocation or other disturbance of existing structures 
and excavation, relocation and potentially off-site disposal of some existing soil. The presence of 
contaminated materials only presents a threat to human health if exposure to these materials 
occurs. A health risk requires both a complete exposure pathway to the contaminants and a 
sufficient dose to produce adverse health effects. To prevent such exposure pathways and doses 


* http://www.necfuture.com/pdfs/tierl_deis/c07_18.pdf. Accessed December 2, 2016. 
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during construction, the Proposed Project will include appropriate health and safety and 
investigative/remedial measures. The need for additional investigation/remediation will be 
determined, in consultation with Maryland Department of Environment (MDE), once the exact 
extent of disturbance is identified. With the implementation of these measures, no significant 
adverse impacts related to hazardous materials will result either during the demolition and 
construction activities associated with the Proposed Project or during operation of the Proposed 
Project. 


SAFETY AND SECURITY 


The Proposed Project would improve the reliability of traveling across the Susquehanna River 
and increase the safety of passengers and freight users traveling along the NEC. The Proposed 
Project would provide navigational benefits by improving the reliability of the bridge and 
minimizing delays during bridge openings and closings. 


EMPLOYEES 


Amtrak will design, build, and operate the Proposed Project to comply with all relevant federal, 
state, and local safety regulations. The Proposed Project would improve the structural and 
operational reliability of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, increasing the safety of employees 
that work on and travel over the bridge. 


PASSENGERS 


The Proposed Project would improve the structural and operational reliability of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, thereby increasing the safety of passengers traveling over the 
bridge. 


MARINE USERS 


The Proposed Project would eliminate the need for bridge openings and closings by replacing 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge as two high-level fixed bridges. Under either Alternative 9A 
or Alternative 9B, the Proposed Project would provide a 60-foot vertical clearance and, at 
minimum, a 230-foot horizontal clearance. This would provide sufficient vertical clearance, 
while widening the horizontal clearance. A wider horizontal clearance would improve safety by 
reducing the potential for conflicts between the rail bridge and marine traffic. 


FREIGHT USERS 


The Proposed Project would eliminate bridge malfunctions resulting from the opening of the 
existing movable span. The Proposed Project would also provide a separate track that would be 
used primarily by MARC commuter rail and NS freight rail service. This would improve 
scheduling and help to prevent freight trains from having to wait for an appropriate window to 
cross the bridge. This would improve the reliability of the bridge and scheduling, resulting in a 
long-term benefit to the safety of freight rail service across the bridge. Amtrak will continue to 
coordinate with freight users of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge to minimize any potential 
impacts to freight operations. 
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RESIDENTS ALONG THE NEC 


Amtrak is committed to creating a safe environment for both their passengers and the 
communities surrounding their infrastructure. FRA continually updates passenger equipment 
safety standards and safety regulations. The safety provisions included in the construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project would comply with all Amtrak policies and Federal safety 
regulations. These provisions would help minimize the potential for significant adverse impacts 
to public safety. 


F. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


Specific impact minimization and mitigation measures pertaining to air quality and hazardous 
materials are presented in Chapter 12 and Chapter 15, respectively. * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter describes the construction process for the Proposed Project and assesses the 
potential environmental impacts associated with these activities. Section B gives an overall 
description of the construction sequence and schedule, Section C includes a description of the 
construction methods and equipment that would likely be used to complete each of the key 
project elements, and Section D discusses potential environmental impacts and mitigation 
measures. 


As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) 
evaluates two Build Alternatives: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Alternative 9A was 
selected as the Preferred Alternative. The Build Alternatives (Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B) 
would likely be constructed using the same general construction sequencing and methods. The 
No Action Alternative would not involve any construction and is therefore not discussed further. 


The construction means and methods presented in this chapter are based on the current 
conceptual engineering design and the project sponsors’ past experience on similar projects. 
While the construction techniques ultimately utilized for the Proposed Project may vary, the 
potential for environmental impacts and types of mitigation measures described herein would not 
be substantially different. 


B. CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE AND SEQUENCE 


CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE 


The Proposed Project requires careful scheduling and coordination between various 
stakeholders. Before a construction contract can be awarded, preliminary design, final design, 
environmental permitting, and contractor procurement must be completed. Based on the work 
that needs to be completed prior to the contractor procurement, the Proposed Project schedule 
assumes that contracted construction will commence in 2020, subject to project funding. Certain 
force account work (work performed by railroad personnel rather than a contractor), which also 
requires design and procurement phases, must be completed prior to commencement of 
contracted construction. 


This section presents a construction schedule that is typical for a rail bridge replacement project. 
The schedule for the Proposed Project will comply with in-water restrictions and other 
limitations likely to be required by permits. Federal and state natural resource and permitting 
agencies typically enforce seasonal in-water work restrictions to prevent disturbance to the 
channel bottom during shellfish gestation and development or disturbance of migratory fish 
during spawning. These agencies may impose additional schedule restrictions to protect birds or 
other species. Any federal or state restrictions on in-water work will be more clearly defined 
during the final design and permitting stage. 
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With these potential limitations to the schedule, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) anticipate that contracted construction work 
for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B can be completed over approximately 5 years, beginning 
in 2020 and ending in 2025. The initial track work and catenary infrastructure installation and 
construction of the new bridges are the critical path elements. 


CONSTRUCTION SEQUENCE 


Construction will be carried out in three phases, plus early action work that would occur prior to 
the start of Phase A. 


Table 17-1 

Construction Sequence and Duration 

| Phase [| SSSCKey Components | Estimated Duration _| 
12 months prior to Phase 


Construct OCS/transmission structures A (Continues concurrent 
with Phase A) 


Early Action 
(Pre-Phase A) 


Construct new west bridge approach spans; complete 
Reanoastauan ‘ : 
phase modi ications to existing bridges and construction of Saaonihe 
retaining walls. Complete modifications to Prince, 
Perry and Grace Interlockings. 


Construct main channel span and install track and 

Phase B systems on bridge. Shift service to new west bridge. 5 months 
Demolish existing swing span. 
Demolish existing bridge approaches. Construct new 

Phase C east bridge and approaches. Construct track/systems 36 months 
and cut new bridge into service. 


Total Phases A-C: 


Source: HNTB 


C. CONSTRUCTION OF KEY ELEMENTS 


SUBSTRUCTURE 


Substructure construction is similar for the two Build Alternatives. Material transport and debris 
removal would be accomplished through a combination of barge and truck transport. To enable 
barge delivery of materials and equipment access in shallow water areas, finger piers (temporary 
docks) will be constructed both east and west of the proposed bridge alignment in Perryville. 
The finger piers would be constructed within the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
(Amtrak) right-of-way (ROW) east of the proposed alignment, and in a vacant Town-owned lot 
(Plot #231) west of the proposed alignment! (see Figure 17-1). The upstream finger pier would 
have an estimated overwater length of 495 feet and width of 38 feet; the downstream finger pier 
would have an approximate overwater length of 260 feet and width of 38 feet. Light required to 
support any submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in this area would likely reach 15 feet in on 
each side of the finger piers, but may adversely affect SAV survival over the 3 to 5 years they 


' HNTB Constructability Memo, January 2015. 
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are in place, so mitigation is planned. Precast concrete, concrete, steel reinforcement bars, and 
structural steel members could be transported to the Proposed Project site by barge. 


IN-RIVER STRUCTURES 


Construction work is assumed to begin simultaneously at multiple locations. Foundations in 
water are time-consuming but are completely off-line from the existing bridge; therefore, 
construction will start with drilled shafts for in-water piers using barge-mounted equipment. The 
use of several barges is anticipated for the construction of the drilled shafts, caps and piers— 
including barges used for mounted cranes, storage barges, and barges to hold materials. In 
shallow water, a temporary finger pier supported on piles or a causeway would be used for 
access and construction; dredging would have considerable adverse effects to benthic habitat and 
is not proposed. For piers located in shallow water, typical cofferdams may be used. For those in 
deeper water, float-in precast forms are anticipated to minimize on-site construction and to 
function as formwork for the caps. 


Once the foundations have been completed, the piers will be constructed using the arrangement 
put in place for the construction of the drilled shafts. During this step, construction activity will 
be above the MHW level. Construction of the fender system could start after completion of the 
piers adjacent to the navigable channel. Overall, the loss of 0.37 acre of bottom habitat for 
aquatic biota from construction of the new bridges will be more than offset by the approximately 
0.5 acre of river bottom that would return to benthic habitat upon demolition of the existing 
bridge and remnant piers. All other impacts will be temporary, including the potential loss of 
SAV from the finger piers that will be mitigated; this is expected to result in a potential net gain 
in the populations of benthic organisms and their predators who are higher in the food web. 


LAND-SIDE STRUCTURES 


New abutments can be built simultaneously with the erection of the piers in the water. New 
concrete walls will be built adjacent to existing masonry to support the new structure where 
feasible. New concrete backwalls will be installed. Existing masonry walls may be reinforced 
using tie-backs and wall heights extended as needed. Consolidation surcharge (the pre- 
compression of soft soils to avoid future structural damage from soil settlement) may be applied 
at the beginning of construction to minimize settlement of future embankment. Widening of the 
existing embankment will likely be accomplished with the use of modular precast systems (T- 
walls or similar). 


In Havre de Grace, the alignments of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B mostly overlap with the 
existing alignment, with a slight westward shift near the waterfront and the abutment. To realign 
the intersection of Otsego Street and North Union Avenue, as requested by the City, the new 
abutment will be located farther south (toward North Freedom Lane). At Perryville, the new 
abutment will be adjacent to the existing abutment, and a slight realignment of Avenue A (at the 
location of the existing abutment) may be necessary to accommodate the shifted abutment (see 
Figure 17-2). 


Along the north and south bridge approaches, one existing overhead bridge (in Havre de Grace) 
and 10 existing undergrade bridges (four in Perryville and six in Havre de Grace) will require 
modification to accommodate the proposed track alignments (see Figure 3-1). Two of the 
undergrade bridges in Perryville and one in Havre de Grace will be extended with a precast 
concrete culvert to extend the existing stone masonry arch; the remaining undergrade bridges 
will likely need to have their superstructures replaced in full, while further engineering studies 
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will determine whether their substructures can be replaced or retained and expanded. The Lewis 
Lane overhead bridge in Havre de Grace will need to be replaced under Alternative 9A. 


SUPERSTRUCTURE 


The preferred bridge type combines plate girder approach spans with a network tied arch 
navigation span. The 170-foot-long plate girder approach spans will likely be lifted into place by 
crawler cranes or barge-mounted cranes, based on their location. The network tied arch 
navigation span would be constructed off-site to reduce the schedule and minimize impacts to 
marine traffic in the channel. Upon erection of the approach spans and installation of the channel 
span bearings, the fully assembled network tied arch would be transported by barge to the site 
and lifted into position. Reinforced concrete deck will be cast in place on each of the spans. 


Due to the proximity of the existing and proposed alignments, the existing swing span cannot 
operate once the installation of the new channel span superstructure has started. Therefore, the 
installation of the superstructure over the channel span can only be accomplished between 
November and March, when no openings of the swing span typically occur. The erection of the 
superstructure should be scheduled early during this time window as the track work and removal 
of the existing through truss must also occur during this period. 


DEMOLITION OF THE EXISTING STRUCTURE 


For both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, after erection of the channel span and opening of 
the new structure to rail traffic, the swing span of the existing bridge will not be able to operate 
and will need to be removed. The demolition of the existing structure will most likely use a 
combination of barge crane(s) and barges equipped with transporters to lower the existing truss. 
Once the new bridge is in service, the existing swing span will need to be removed immediately 
in order to reopen the navigation channel. To prevent buckling, the existing truss spans may 
have to be modified prior to demolition. It is presumed that no blasting would be required; the 
anticipated method for removal of the substructure would require divers equipped with wire 
saws to cut the piers down to two feet below the mudline, after which the material would be 
removed with barge-mounted cranes. Another method of construction, which would involve 
blasting, is a cofferdam with blast mats and controlled explosives. 


ADDITIONAL STRUCTURES AND SYSTEMS 


Other railroad components will need to be replaced and/or reconstructed as part of Alternative 
9A and Alternative 9B. Fiber optic communications will need to be maintained during all phases 
of construction, as well as other communications infrastructure such as CCTV, telephones, and 
radio equipment. The rail signal system will be redesigned based on the new track configuration 
and new interlockings. A new compound auto-tensioned style catenary system is proposed. This 
will require replacement of some existing catenary structures and modification of others. 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would have minimal impact to the Perryville Electrical 
Substation. The transmission tower on the west side of the tracks may require relocation, but any 
relocation would be in close proximity to the existing tower. It is imperative to maintain the 
existing connections to the power grid throughout the construction period. 
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CONSTRUCTION ACCESS AND STAGING 


The Proposed Project reserves 10 feet from the embankment toe of slope or face of retaining 
wall for future maintenance along the corridor. In general, this width is sufficient for future 
maintenance with the exception that, at certain intervals, the width must be increased to allow 
for vehicles to pass each other and/or turn around. Based on conceptual design, these turn- 
around zones can likely be accommodated within Amtrak’s existing ROW and outside sensitive 
environmental resources, avoiding the need for property acquisition and further environmental 
impacts. 


The construction access road for the embankment and retaining walls along the corridor would 
be built to remain in place as the permanent access road. As the corridor approaches the 
structures on each side of the Susquehanna River, maintenance access is available utilizing local 
roads. However, staging areas temporarily required for construction fall outside Amtrak’s ROW. 
The staging areas include a vacant Town-owned lot in Perryville, which may be temporarily 
affected to build Pier 1W and Pier 2W. In Havre de Grace, staging and construction access will 
be avoided on the north side of the ROW between North Juniata Street and Lewis Lane, where 
larger forest tracts occur along Lily Run and Lewis Run. This area contains portions of three 
private commercial properties, one nonprofit commercial property (an Elks Club Lodge), and 
one property owned by the Havre de Grace Housing Authority”. 


Construction access for equipment and materials is not expected to be a major constraint. The 
project area is readily accessible from Interstate 95, US Route 40, several rail lines and the 
Susquehanna River, which supports commercial marine traffic. Access to the undergrade bridges 
along the NEC is achievable through the local roadway network. Access to the existing ROW for 
rubber-tired and rail equipment is available at several points in the project area. A construction 
access plan will be developed in coordination with the community to determine appropriate 
highway access routes and acceptable street closure schedules. 


The contractor would require a large area for site facilities including field offices, equipment and 
material storage, etc. The preferred solution would be to have access to an area within Amtrak’s 
ROW. One option is the area adjacent to the Perryville Electrical Substation. This appears to be 
the only viable location within Amtrak’s ROW; lease of privately owned land is another 
possibility. 


SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL 


The contractor will dispose of solid waste, including excavated soil or sediment, in accordance 
with all applicable regulations and the requirements of off-site waste disposal facilities. Most of 
the construction and demolition debris, including the existing river bridge structure, would be 
removed by barge. Some debris would be removed by truck. Special provisions will be made for 
handling and disposal of any contaminated or hazardous materials encountered during 
construction and demolition; these procedures are described in Chapter 15, “Contaminated and 
Hazardous Materials.” 


* Maryland Department of Planning, FINDER Online Light. 
http://mdpgis.mdp.state.md.us/finderonlinejs/pi/index.html, accessed 3/8/2016. 
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D. SOCIAL, ECONOMIC, AND ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 


TRANSPORTATION 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B allow for construction during normal hours while maintaining 
train operations without substantial impediment. This would be accomplished by pre- 
constructing the components of the replacement bridge along the new alignment off-site. The 
new bridge would be tied in and rail service would be redirected to it before starting demolition 
and reconstruction of the second new bridge along the existing alignment. 


INTERCITY RAIL, FREIGHT SERVICE, AND COMMUTER RAIL 


During the construction period, intercity, freight, and commuter trains operating through the 
project area may need to operate at slower speeds to ensure safety. Limited track outages may 
also be required to connect the newly constructed bridge approach spans to the existing track. 


PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 


Bus Service 


Construction of the Proposed Project would have only minimal effects on bus service. Some 
riders may temporarily switch to bus service to avoid any train service delays caused by the 
construction of the new bridge; however, this effect would be temporary. 


Transportation for the Elderly and Disabled 


Construction of the Proposed Project would have no adverse effects on paratransit service. 


NAVIGABLE WATERS 


To reduce the need for ROW acquisitions for the Proposed Project, the new bridge would be 
constructed within the swing of the existing movable span. This will prevent the existing bridge 
from opening for mariners while the channel span is being constructed, restricting navigation to 
vessels less than 52 feet high until the new bridge is placed into service and the existing movable 
through truss is removed. Typically, the existing bridge does not open for a five-month period 
from November | to March 31 due to low demand outside the recreational boating season. For 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, it is anticipated that construction of the new channel span 
and removal of the existing swing span could be completed within the five-month window when 
the bridge typically does not open. 


During the swing bridge closure period, there will be some impacts to river navigation beyond 
the restriction of swing bridge openings. Coordination will be required between the contractor, 
the U.S. Coast Guard, and local mariners to permit safe passage of vessels during construction 
activities. The contractor will be working in the channel to construct new bridge elements 
including the channel span piers and superstructure. Most of the contractor's work can be 
performed while maintaining one of the existing navigation channels for mariner use. Brief 
channel closure periods will be needed for erecting superstructure elements, demolishing the 
existing through trusses, and performing selected overhead work. 


In order to avoid damage to commercial fishing equipment during the construction period, 
waterborne construction traffic would use navigation routes selected in consultation with the 
local fishermen’s organization. Additional consultation with the commercial fishing community 
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would occur as needed during the construction process. Provisions to avoid damage to 
commercial fishing equipment will be included in construction documents for the Proposed 
Project. 


In summary, construction of the Proposed Project would result in some limited, temporary 
disruptions to mariners. Impacts to navigation will be temporary and limited to the construction 
of the replacement bridge. In addition, efforts will be made to undertake a large portion of the 
required construction activities outside of the recreational boating season, during the winter 
months, which will further reduce impacts to navigation. 


REGIONAL HIGHWAY SYSTEM 


Construction of the Proposed Project would have no adverse effects on regional highways. 


LOCAL ROADWAYS 


Construction access will be primarily from public streets. A construction access plan will be 
developed in coordination with the community, to determine appropriate highway access routes 
and acceptable street closure schedules. With these measures in place, construction of the 
Proposed Project would have no adverse effects on local roadways. 


LAND ACQUISITION, DISPLACEMENT, AND RELOCATION 


In addition to the necessary land acquisitions discussed in Chapter 4, “Land Use and Community 
Facilities,” Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would require temporary acquisition of several 
parcels for construction access and staging. These temporary acquisitions are discussed further 
under “Construction Access and Staging,” above. No significant adverse impacts to local land 
uses are expected from construction of the Proposed Project. 


PARKS AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 


The City of Havre de Grace recently approved the purchase of four properties, totaling 3.2 acres, 
as part of a proposed plan to develop Waterfront Heritage Park along the Susquehanna River, 
west of the existing NEC. The contractor may consider using this as yet undeveloped site as a 
construction staging area through a lease or other agreement with the City before the onset of 
park development. 


Beyond this potential use and the permanent impacts to parks discussed in Chapter 6, “Parks, 
Trails, and Recreational Resources,” there are no additional temporary impacts caused by 
construction. 


SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS 


Local businesses will not be significantly affected during the construction period. There will be a 
detour to reconstruct the Otsego-Union Street alignment and local marinas and their customers 
may be affected by the short-term navigation restrictions. Therefore, no significant adverse 
impacts to socioeconomic conditions are expected from construction of the Proposed Project. 


VISUAL AND AESTHETIC CONDITIONS 


During construction, there would be an increase in the level of activity within the study area. As 
the Proposed Project proceeds, cranes and other large pieces of equipment would be visible from 
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much of the study area. As described previously in Chapter 7, “Visual Resources,” the locations 
in the study area from which substantial views of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge are 
currently available are recreational resources along the Susquehanna River, the roadways and 
rail corridors that transect the study area, and the river itself, from which boaters have 
uninhibited views of the bridge. The views to visual resources that motorists and rail passengers 
experience are generally of short duration, due to the relatively high speeds at which they tend to 
travel through the study area. Boaters in the immediate vicinity of the bridge and pedestrians in 
nearby recreational areas would experience the longest duration and closest range views of the 
replacement bridge construction area. For the duration of construction, cranes, barges and other 
construction equipment, as well as staging areas on both sides of the Susquehanna River would 
be visible to boaters and pedestrians. These temporary changes would not constitute an adverse 
impact to visual resources. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES 


Cultural resources include both architectural and archaeological resources. As described in 
Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources,” no adverse effects on archaeological resources are expected to 
result from the construction of the Proposed Project. In terms of architectural resources, the 
S/NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would be replaced under both Build Alternatives. 
The removal of this resource constitutes an adverse effect under Section 106. Additionally, 
adverse effects on the undergrade bridges along the approaches to the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge, the Havre de Grace Historic District, the Rodgers Tavern, and the Perryville Railroad 
Station are anticipated as a result of constructing the Proposed Project, as described in Chapter 8. 
In order to avoid accidental damage to adjacent resources as a result of construction activities 
associated with the Proposed Project, a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) will be developed in 
consultation with SHPO for all historic properties that may be subject to inadvertent damage 
resulting from construction activities. Mitigation measures are discussed in further detail in 
Chapter 8. 


AIR QUALITY 


For a full description of the pollutants of concern and the regulatory context for air quality 
analyses, see Appendix F, “Air Quality, Noise, and Vibration.” The pollutants of concern 
include particulate matter (both PM, and PMjo) including dust and diesel engine emissions and 
nitrogen dioxide (NO2) from engine emissions. 


FUGITIVE EMISSIONS 


Fugitive dust emissions from land clearing and grading operations can occur from excavation, 
hauling, dumping, spreading, grading, compaction, wind erosion, and traffic over unpaved areas. 
Actual quantities of emissions depend on the extent and nature of the clearing operations, the 
type of equipment employed, the physical characteristics of the underlying soil, the speed at 
which construction vehicles are operated, wind speed, direction and duration, and the types of 
fugitive dust control methods employed. Much of the fugitive dust generated by construction 
activities consists of relatively large-sized particles, which are expected to settle within a short 
distance from the construction site. 


Common construction practices include extensive mitigation measures that would be 
implemented to suppress dust emissions. Appropriate fugitive dust control measures that could 
be employed include: temporarily paving areas expected to be used extensively, watering of 
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exposed areas regularly and/or using approved non-toxic soil stabilizers, minimizing the time 
that bare soil is exposed, requiring the use of continuous water spray on all materials transfer 
(e.g., excavation, loading/unloading) and demolition operations, covering lose materials and 
protecting them from wind, temporary vegetation planting on stockpiled soils, truck wash down 
stations at each exit from each site required to be used by all exiting vehicles, and use of dust 
tarps on trucks. Contracts will require the submission and approval of a detailed dust control 
plan for each site prior to the beginning of operations; the plan will define the precise measures 
to be used for each operation type and location and the enforcement mechanism so as to ensure 
that significant adverse impacts from fugitive emissions do not occur. 


MOBILE SOURCE EMISSIONS 


Mobile source emissions are emissions of air pollutants from vehicles operating off-site en route 
to and from the site, such as delivery vehicles, employee vehicles, and tug boats, and from on- 
road and non-road vehicles and engines operating on-site such as dump trucks, readymix 
concrete trucks, tug boats, cranes, excavators, portable generators, and more. Mobile source 
emissions are categorized according to whether they are from on-road sources (vehicles on 
public roadways) or non-road sources (marine engines, construction equipment and 
locomotives). Ultra-low sulfur diesel (ULSD) fuel is the primary fuel, although some smaller 
engines may use gasoline. 


Non-road Engines 


Major construction activities associated with the Build Alternatives would occur simultaneously 
at a number of locations throughout the project area. In order to reduce pollutant emissions from 
non-road engines and to reduce or avoid potential adverse impacts on air quality in the area 
surrounding the Proposed Project, construction contracts would include the following 
requirements along with appropriate enforcement mechanisms. 


Tier 4 engines or, where Tier 4 is not available or practicable, Tier 3 engines retrofitted with 
EPA, California Air Resources Board (CARB), or VERT°-approved after-market diesel particle 
filters (DPF) would be used where technically feasible (including safety considerations) for all 
non-road diesel engines greater than 60 horsepower (hp). After-market DPF for Tier 3 engines 
with ULSD fuel achieve nearly the same particulate matter emissions as the newer Tier 4 
engines, and the use of Tier 3 engines ensures the lowest practicable NO, emissions so as to 
minimize NO, concentrations in the nearby areas to the extent practicable. These requirements 
will apply to all construction engines including but not limited to marine engines, nonroad 
engines, and portable and/or truck mounted equipment such as generators, pumps, and drills, 
including all phases of construction and any exploratory work such as test drilling. Material and 
equipment delivery via rail is not proposed at this time. A reevaluation would be needed if 
deliveries via rail are proposed in the future. 


On-Road Engines 


In order to reduce pollutant emissions from on-road vehicles and to reduce or avoid potential 
adverse impacts on air quality in the area surrounding the Proposed Project, construction 
contracts would include the following requirements along with appropriate enforcement 
mechanisms. Localized effects due to increases in on-road mobile source emissions would be 
minimized through the use of barges or materials transport where feasible and the use of 


> An association dedicated to the promotion of best available technology for emission control. 
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appropriate routes for truck deliveries (that avoid residential areas to the extent practicable); 
these truck routes would be identified and specified in all construction contracts as appropriate. 
Truck idling will be strictly prohibited by contract and enforced, other than in cases where a 
truck engine is required to operate auxiliary devices such as loading and unloading or concrete 
mixing. All trucks expected to operate on site, including but not limited to concrete mixing 
trucks and dump trucks, would be required to be of model year (MY) 2007 or newer or equipped 
with DPF-approved similar to the above non-road requirements; MY 2007 or newer vehicles are 
equipped with advanced systems to substantially reduce both PM and NO, emissions. 


STATIONARY SOURCE EMISSIONS 


Electric power at land-based sites would be provided by applying for an electric grid power 
connection in advance and distributing grid power throughout the various sites where power 
would be needed. The use of small portable generators (including truck-mounted generators) up 
to 50 hp would be allowed at land-based sites only for sites where construction duration would 
be limited (less than two weeks) and at which obtaining a grid connection would be 
impracticable. Large generators would not be used at land-based sites. 


POTENTIAL EFFECTS 


Diesel particulate matter and NO are a concern, particularly from non-road engines that have 
traditionally been subject to lower emission standards than on-road sources. The potential for 
adverse air quality impacts during construction of the Build Alternatives would be reduced to the 
extent practicable using the strategies listed above. These measures would be specified in all 
construction contracts, including implementation details, reporting, and enforcement procedures. 


With these measures in place, the construction-related impacts on air quality would be 
substantially reduced, and any remaining impacts would be temporary and limited to the local 
vicinity. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts on air quality are expected from construction 
of the Proposed Project. 


Total maximum annual emissions from construction were estimated at 31 tons per year (tpy) of 
NO,, 4 tpy of VOC, and 3 tpy of PM); in each of the adjacent non-attainment and maintenance 
areas—substantially lower than the de minimis levels defined in the general conformity 
regulations. Therefore, the construction of the Proposed Project would not substantially impact 
region-wide pollutant concentrations, would not interfere with the SIP for region—wide 
attainment of the ozone NAAQS or maintenance of the PM); NAAQS, and would not require a 
conformity determination. 


NOISE AND VIBRATION 


Noise and vibration from construction equipment operation and noise from construction vehicles 
and delivery vehicles traveling to and from the Proposed Project area may occur during 
construction of the Proposed Project. The level of impact of these noise sources depends on the 
noise characteristics of the construction equipment and activities, the schedule, and the location 
of potentially sensitive noise receptors. Noise and vibration levels at a given location are 
dependent on the type and number of pieces of construction equipment being operated, as well 
as the distance from the construction site. Like most construction projects, construction of the 
Build Alternatives would result in increased noise and vibration levels for a limited time period. 
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NOISE 


Typical noise levels of construction equipment that may be employed during the construction 
process are provided in Table 17-2. Noise from construction equipment is regulated by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) noise emission standards. These federal 
requirements mandate that: (1) certain classifications of construction equipment and motor 
vehicles meet specified noise emissions standards; and (2) construction materials be handled and 
transported so as not to create unnecessary noise. These regulations would be carefully followed. 
Appropriate low-noise emission level equipment would be used and operational procedures 
implemented to ensure equipment noise emission levels that do not exceed the values shown in 
Table 17-2. Compliance with noise control measures would be ensured by including them in the 
contract documents as material specifications and by directives to the construction contractor. 
The contractor would be encouraged to use quiet construction equipment. 


Noise generated by construction equipment would decrease with distance. In general, the 
outdoor drop-off rate for moving noise sources is a decrease of 4.5 dBA for every doubling of 
distance between the noise source and the receiver. For stationary sources, the outdoor drop-off 
rate is a decrease of 6 dBA for every doubling of distance between the noise source and the 
receiver. In general, noise caused by construction activities would vary widely in volume, 
duration and location, depending on the task being undertaken and the piece of equipment used. 
Noise caused by delivery trucks, employees traveling to and from the site, and other construction 
vehicles would not be severe in volume or duration, and would be limited to the major access 
roadways leading to the project site. Highway access to the project site is good, minimizing the 
need for project-related trucks to travel on local roads. Major elements of the Proposed Project, 
such as the steel trusses for the river crossings, would be assembled off-site and delivered by 
barge. Some components would be delivered by truck, with the number of daily deliveries by 
estimated to range between 25 and 50 during peak construction activity. This level of truck 
traffic would not be expected to result in noise levels at any residential receptors that would 
constitute significant adverse impacts. 


The Federal Transit Administration’s (FTA) General Analysis methodology for construction 
noise was used to evaluate the potential for noise impacts resulting from construction of the 
Proposed Project. The General Analysis methodology considers the noise level produced by the 
two loudest pieces of construction equipment compared with construction noise impact criteria, 
which is 90 dBA during daytime hours and 80 dBA during nighttime hours*. In the case of the 
Proposed Project, two impact pile drivers were assumed to represent the two noisiest pieces of 
equipment. Table 17-3 shows the results of the general construction noise analysis. 


* While most construction is expected to occur during daytime hours, some specific activities may be 
required to occur during the evening, and schedule constraints may require some night-time work. 
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Table 17-2 
Construction Equipment Noise Emission Levels 


Sa GL 
Equipment 50 feet from source 
|Backhoe —“*é‘“‘iLESC“ (8 


Pile Driver (Sonic 
Pneumatic Tool 
Pump 

Rail Saw 


Scraper 


Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006. 
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Table 17-3 
Construction Noise Levels in dBA 


fae | eepetants ati 

Site Receptor Location Work Area (feet) Level 

Eicon OO EO PP 
1 | Perryville 118 62.6 


| 6 [Ellis Court South of Broad Street, Perryville | 1200 | 53.7 
| 8 |DavidCraigPark,HdG | 109 | 
| 9 |North Stokes Street at Otsego Street, HIG | 87 | 5.2 


As shown in Table 17-3, the predicted levels of construction noise are well below the 80 dBA 
threshold that is considered significant even during nighttime hours according to FTA’s 
construction noise evaluation criteria. However, construction activities related to the bridges, 
approach structures, embankment and retaining walls, and new track and ancillary equipment 
along each alignment would result in short-term noise increases in the vicinity of the actual work 
site. At receptors located along the waterfront and along the approach structures, construction 
activity would be audible and would result in perceptible increases in noise level during the 
periods of heavy construction activity, such as excavation and foundation construction. Like 
many corridor-type transportation projects, construction in any given area would be limited as 
the work progresses, minimizing the adverse noise impacts on any one site. 


However, because of the distance between the construction work areas and adjacent receptors, 
no significant adverse noise impacts are expected to result from construction of the Proposed 
Project. 


VIBRATION 


Tables 17-4 and Table 17-5 show architectural and structural damage risk and perceptibility 
distances for residential and historic structures in proximity to the types of construction activities 
that would occur during construction of the Proposed Project. Architectural damage includes 
cosmetic damage, such as cracked plaster, etc. Architectural damage is not considered 
potentially dangerous. As shown in Table 17-4, pile driving has the greatest potential to result in 
architectural damage to most building types. While not shown in the table, controlled blasting 
also can result in high vibration levels in excess of 100 VdB with resultant damage to existing 
structures. Most other construction activities require very small (i.e., less than 25 feet) distances 
between the structure and the construction equipment or the presence of highly fragile buildings 
for impacts to occur. For fragile and highly fragile buildings respectively, FTA recommends a 
limit of peak particle velocities of 0.2 and 0.12 inch per second (in/sec) or 94 and 90 VdB. 
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Table 17-4 
Vibration Source Levels for Construction Equipment 


PPV at 25 ft (in/sec) | Approximate L,» at 25 ft 
Pile Driver (impact) 0.644 
Pile Driver (sonic) 0.170 


=| 
(slurry wall) 

Hydromill 
lary watinssiy | 

Hydromill 

(slurry wall in rock) 

Hoe Ram 
| Loadedtrucks | 00076 | 8H 
Note: * RMS velocity in decibels (VdB) re 1 micro-inch/second 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 


FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006. 


Table 17-5 
Construction Vibration Damage Criteria 


| Il. Engineered concrete and masonry (no plaster) | 0.3 | 9B 


IV. Buildings extremely susceptible to vibrationdamage | 0.12, | 90s 
Note: * RMS velocity in decibels (VdB) re 1 micro-inch/second 
Source: Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, 


FTA-VA-90-1003-06, May 2006. 


The structure of most concern with regard to the potential for structural or architectural damage 
due to vibration is Rodgers Tavern in Perryville, west of the north approach to the proposed new 
bridge. Pile driving is the construction activity with the greatest potential to result in high levels 
of vibration. No pile driving is expected to occur within 80 feet of this structure, and 
consequently the maximum Peak Particle Velocity (PPV) expected to occur is less than 0.12 
in/sec, which is the threshold of potential for damage suggested by the FTA for buildings most 
susceptible to vibration damage. Consequently, the vibration resulting from construction of the 
Proposed Project would not have the potential to cause damage at this location. At other 
buildings and structures, which would be located still farther from construction activity, 
maximum PPV values resulting from construction of the Proposed Project would be even lower. 


While the predicted level of PPV is below the threshold that would have the potential to result in 
architectural or structural damage, vibration would be perceptible and have the potential to result 
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in annoyance within approximately 500 feet of pile driving activities, or within approximately 95 
feet of other heavy construction activity. While vibration within these ranges would be 
perceptible, it would be of limited duration because construction activity would move along the 
Proposed Project corridor. Consequently, vibration in the perceptible range would not occur over 
a prolonged period of time at any one receptor location. Typically, pile driving in a single pile 
location will take no more than two to five days, depending on the number and size of piles in 
the group to be driven for a single bridge support. Depending on the number of bridge supports 
within 500 feet of a given receptor, the duration of perceptible vibration at the receptor may last 
multiple weeks. Consequently, the vibration resulting from construction of the Proposed Project 
would not constitute a significant adverse impact. 


Special Provisions for Historic Structures 


In addition to the establishment of a project-wide Construction Protection Plan (CPP), special 
measures set forth by the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) would be followed to protect historic 
resources from increased vibration levels associated with construction activities. At any 
construction location where historic resources, and particularly older fragile buildings, are within 
an area of potential effect (see Chapter 8 for more details), construction contractors would be 
required to implement special vibration protection measures. These measures, to be included as 
part of the construction protection program for historic resources (discussed above under 
“Cultural Resources”), would likely include the following: 


e Inspect and report on the current foundation and structural condition of any historic 
resources. 


e Set up a vibration monitoring program to measure vertical and lateral movement and 
vibration to the historic structures within 150 feet of pile-driving activities. Details as to the 
frequency and duration of the vibration monitoring program would be determined as part of 
the Proposed Project’s ongoing consultation process with MHT. 


e Establish and monitor construction methods to limit vibrations to levels that would not cause 
structural damage to the historic structures, as determined by the condition survey. 


e Issue “stop work” orders to the construction contractor, as required, to prevent damage to the 
structures, based on any vibration levels that exceed the design criteria in lateral or vertical 
direction. Work would not begin again until the steps proposed to stabilize and/or prevent 
further damage to the designated buildings were approved. 


With these measures in place, the construction-related vibration impacts would be minimized, 
and any remaining impacts would be temporary and of short duration. Therefore, no significant 
adverse impacts to vibration conditions are expected from construction of the Proposed Project. 


NATURAL RESOURCES AND PERMITTING 


An analysis of construction period impacts on natural resources is provided in Appendix E, 
“Natural Environmental Technical Report.” 


CONTAMINATED AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 


An analysis of construction period impacts related to contaminated and hazardous materials is 
provided in Chapter 15, “Contaminated and Hazardous Materials.” 
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INFRASTRUCTURE AND UTILITIES 


As described above, construction of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would require minor 
modifications to Amtrak’s Perryville Electrical Substation. A transmission tower on the west 
side of the tracks provides power to the substation from the Safe Harbor Generating Station. 
Given the importance of the substation and its close proximity to the proposed installation of a 
new large retaining wall, the substation must be protected during construction so as to maintain 
power to the Proposed Project throughout the work. 


Alternative 9A would require that a county-owned water main currently located on Havre de 
Grace Middle School/High School property be relocated beneath the schools’ track and field 
facility. This would temporarily affect the use of the facility. Alternative 9B will not require 
relocation of the water main, and will not affect the track and field facility. 


Another utility consideration for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B is a fiber optic duct bank 
that carries Amtrak, AT&T, Qwest, and Verizon Business. The duct bank runs along the east 
side of existing rail for the full length of the proposed alignment; these utilities are carried across 
the existing bridge. Other known utilities that would be affected by the Proposed Project include 
lines owned by Zayo Fiber Optics, Comcast Communication, BGE (electric and gas), Delmarva 
Power (electric), and a Town of Perryville sewer line. The presence of additional aboveground 
and underground utilities may be determined during the final engineering stage. Relocation of 
the known utilities described above will be coordinated with the utility provider to minimize 
service disruptions. Therefore, no significant adverse impacts to utilities are expected from 
construction of the Proposed Project. * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)’s regulations implementing the procedural 
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), set forth in 40 C.F.R. Part 1500 et 
seq., require federal agencies to consider the potential for indirect and cumulative effects from a 
project. Indirect effects are those that are “caused by an action and are later in time or farther 
removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable” (40 C.F.R. 1508.8). Indirect effects can 
include the full range of impact types, such as changes in land use, economic vitality, 
neighborhood character, traffic congestion, air quality, noise, vibration, and water and natural 
resources. For example, transportation projects that provide new service to a neighborhood may 
result in indirect effects by inducing new growth in that neighborhood. Cumulative impacts 
result from the incremental consequences of an action when added to other past and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions (40 C.F.R. 1508.7). The direct effects of an individual action may be 
negligible, but may contribute to a measurable environmental impact when considered 
cumulatively with other past and/or future projects. Since the other analyses presented in this 
Environmental Assessment (EA) assess the potential direct effects of the Proposed Project 
within the defined project study area through 2040, this chapter addresses the potential for 
indirect and cumulative effects (ICE) that could occur within a larger geographic region, as 
discussed in Section D, “Geographic Boundary.” 


B. METHODOLOGY 


This ICE analysis follows the basic framework identified in the CEQ NEPA regulations for 
examining the indirect and cumulative effects of a proposed action, which are as follows: 

e Identify environmental resources of interest; 

e Determine geographic and temporal boundaries; 


e Identify past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects to be considered as a part of 
the ICE analysis; and 


e Assess the indirect and cumulative effects to the environmental resources of interest within 
the geographic and temporal boundary. 


C. ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES OF INTEREST 


Environmental resources analyzed are those that would be indirectly affected by the construction 
and operation of the Proposed Project and those that have the potential to experience cumulative 
effects from the Proposed Project and other reasonably foreseeable actions. The resources 
assessed in this ICE analysis are: 

e Transportation 


e Land Use and Community Facilities; 


18-1 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


e Socioeconomic Conditions and Environmental Justice; 

e Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources (includes Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) resources); 
e Visual and Aesthetic Conditions; 

e Cultural Resources (includes Section 4(f) resources); 

e Natural Resources; and 

e Public Health, Safety, and Security. 


Direct impacts due to contaminated and hazardous materials would be mitigated at the source as 
part of the Proposed Project and are therefore not considered in the ICE analysis. Elsewhere in 
this EA, the analyses of air quality (Chapter 12), energy and climate change (Chapter 13), and 
noise and vibration (Chapter 14) are cumulative in their scope as they study the effects of 
projected NEC FUTURE train volumes for 2040. Any indirect and cumulative effects on those 
resource areas are addressed in the respective chapters, and therefore these resources need not be 
analyzed in this chapter. 


D. GEOGRAPHIC BOUNDARY 


The geographic limits for the ICE analysis extend beyond those used for the direct impact 
analysis, which identified resources within or intersecting the 1,000-foot boundary on any side 
of the current rail right-of-way (ROW). The ICE boundary was established through a synthesis 
of multiple resource boundaries (i.e. study area, census tracts, rail lines, and watersheds) into one 
overall ICE boundary (see Table 18-1). Based on data available from state and county sources, 
the resources were mapped using GIS techniques and analyzed to determine the nature and 
extent of indirect and cumulative effects created by the project. 


Table 18-1 
Geographic Boundary Synthesis 


Land Use/Community Facilities City of Havre de Grace municipal limits; Town of 
Perryville municipal limits; 1,000-foot study area 
boundary 

radius of the current rail ROW 

Parks, Trails, and Recreational City of Havre de Grace municipal limits; Town of 


Facilities Perryville municipal limits; 1,000-foot study area 
boundary 


Grace Historic District 

Natural Resources Watershed/Sub-watershed boundaries (includes portions 
of Swan Creek-Bush River, HUC 02130706; Lower 
Susquehanna River, HUC 02120201; and Furnace Bay- 
Elk River, HUC 02130609) 

Public Health, Safety, and Security City of Havre de Grace municipal limits; Town of 
Perryville municipal limits; 1,000-foot study area 
boundary 
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E. TEMPORAL BOUNDARY 


Temporal boundaries are the timeframes for the ICE analysis, typically ranging from the year in 
the past when major events within the geographic boundary influenced population and/or land 
use changes to the foreseeable future. The timeframe used for this analysis was determined to be 
between 1976, when the bridge ownership was transferred to the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation (Amtrak), through 2040. 


F. REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIONS 


The reasonably foreseeable development projects within the ICE boundary are summarized in 
Table 18-2. 


Table 18-2 
Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 


Project/ 
Location Development Name Description 


Continued development of large residential, 
commercial and retail community within Havre de 
Grace that is located south of I-95 and north of the 
historic downtown of Havre de Grace. 
Existing residential community located immediately to 
Greenway Farms the east of Bulle Rock; plans to double the number of 
current homes. 
City of Havre de Grace plans call for potential new 
building heights as tall as 10 stories with the goal 
being to encourage taller development with a smaller 
footprint rather than “shorter and wider” buildings 
along the waterfront. 
The County has issued a design contract to combine 
Havre de Grace Middle/High | the currently separate high school and middle school 
School Redevelopment into one overall modernized facility along with a new 
field house for the football stadium and athletic fields. 


Acer Warehouse Expansion : 
company plans to expand in the future. 
The City plans to create a new Heritage Park with a 
“Water Shuttle Landing Site”, public waterfront 
promenade and fishing pier. 
Proposed MARC maintenance facility within the 
northern section of the project limits. FTA issued a 
FONSI in October 2015. 
Development project which includes a new police 
department, town hall, and little league baseball field 
adjacent to the MARC station in Perryville. 
Development of a park which includes a comfort 
Lower Ferry Park and Pier __| station, a band shell, playground equipment, and 
walking paths. 


Bulle Rock 


Havre de Grace Waterfront 
Havre De | Redevelopment 
Grace 


Proposed Waterfront 
Heritage Park 


MARC Northeast 
Maintenance Facility 


Perryville Municipal 


Perryville Complex 
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Table 18-2 (cont’d) 
Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 


Project/ 
Location Development Name Description 


The Conowingo Dam connects Cecil and Harford 
Counties in Maryland at river mile 10. The 
Exelon Generation Company, LLC is licensed by 
FERC to operate the Conowingo Hydroelectric 
Project. FERC is reviewing applications to 
relicense three hydropower projects located on 
the lower Susquehanna River, including the 
Conowingo Dam. A Final EIS was issued in 
March of 2015, outlining the new environmental 
measures and those that Exelon proposes to 
continue. 
WILMAPCO has proposed this project to 
alleviate a freight rail bottleneck by adding a third 
track between Perryville and North East, MD. 
Chesapeake Connector The Proposed Project has been designed so as not 
to preclude construction of the project, which is 
located on the eastern edge of the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge Project limits. 
MTA planning documents propose extending 
service northward, with an eventual shuttle 
connection to the SEPTA commuter rail network 
(presumably at the nearest SEPTA station, in 
Newark, Delaware), by 2030.' 
Aberdeen Station, located south of the study area, 
is the next stop on the MARC Penn Line after 
Aberdeen Station Square __| Perryville Station and is also served by Amtrak’s 
Master Plan Northeast Regional service. The Master Plan 
proposes future development around the 
Aberdeen railroad station. 
FRA, MDOT and Amtrak are studying various 
improvements to the B&P Tunnel, constructed in 
1873. The tunnel is nearing the end of its useful 
service life and suffers from deficient track 
geometry and other features that slow rail 
B&P Tunnel Project movement, creating a major bottleneck on the 
NEC. A Draft EIS was issued in December 2015, 
outlining alternatives which would replace the 
existing tunnel with new tunnels aligned in a 
broad arc north of the existing tunnel. FRA issued 
the Final EIS in November 2016. 


Conowingo, |Relicensing of the 
MD Conowingo Dam 


NEC north of 
Perryville 


NEC north of | MARC Northward Service 
Perryville | Extension 


Aberdeen, MD 


Baltimore, MD: 
NEC between 
West Baltimore 
MARC Station 
and Baltimore 
Penn Station 


' “MARC Growth and Investment Plan Update 2013-2050”, dated September 9, 2013, MTA. 
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Table 18-2 (cont’d) 
Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 


Project/ 
Location Development Name Description 


MTA, with funding from FRA, has proposed 
station and track improvements associated with 
the BWI Marshall Airport Rail Station. The 
project includes construction of a new platform, 
improvements to the current station with possible 
NEC from | BWI Rail Station multi-level transit oriented development and the 
Odenton to |Improvements and Fourth | addition of a fourth track along nine miles of the 
Halethorpe, MD] Track Project NEC. The general project area is defined as a 
500-foot-wide corridor centered on the existing 
rail line between the Odenton Station and 
Halethorpe Station. FRA issued a FONSI in 
January 2016, and the Federal Aviation 
Administration issued a FONSI in July 2016. 
The purpose of the FRA-led NEC FUTURE is to 
upgrade aging infrastructure and improve the 
reliability, capacity, connectivity, performance, 
and resiliency of passenger rail service on the 
NEC between Washington, D.C., and Boston, 
Massachusetts for both intercity and regional 
trips, while promoting environmental 
NEC FUTURE sustainability and economic growth. The planning 
effort was initiated in early 2012 and a Tier I 
Draft EIS was released in November 2015; a Tier 
I Final EIS was released in December 2016. The 
Preferred Alternative proposes an investment 
program that includes numerous upgrades and 
state-of-good-repair projects along the length of 
the NEC. 


NEC from 
Boston, MA to 
Washington, 
D.C. 


Notes: 

MARC = Maryland Area Regional Commuter; FERC = Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission; MTA = Maryland Transit Administration; EIS = Environmental Impact Statement; 
NEC = Northeast Corridor; SEPTA = Southeastern Pennsylvania Transportation Authority; 
B&P = Baltimore and Potomac; BWI = Baltimore-Washington International Airport; FONSI = 
Finding of No Significant Impact. 


G. INDIRECT EFFECTS ANALYSIS 


The purpose of the indirect effects analysis is to assess those impacts caused by an action, such 
as the Proposed Project, which occur later in time or farther removed in distance than direct 
effects, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects are sometimes referred to as induced 
impacts because they are the type of impacts that would not or could not occur if it were not for 
the implementation of the project. Indirect effects include those that occur further away in space 
or time from the direct effects of the action. Indirect effects may also occur if the action changes 
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the extent, pace, and/or location of development and if this change affects environmental 
resources. 


The Proposed Project is an effort to remove the bottleneck caused by an aging railroad bridge 
that is nearing the end of its useful life. For transportation, the primary indirect effect would be 
to improve existing rail service along the NEC, thereby improving trip times. This could lead to 
induced growth and improved socioeconomic outcomes in communities served by stations along 
the NEC due to the improved service and corresponding increases in ridership. However, these 
effects would be quite small due to the continued existence of other restrictions along the NEC, 
which would limit the trip time savings enabled by the Proposed Project alone. No indirect 
effects to parks, trails, and recreational resources, cultural or natural resources, or public health, 
safety, and security are anticipated to result from the Proposed Project. 


H. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS 


In accordance with CEQ regulations, cumulative impact is defined as “the impact on the 
environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non- 
Federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from 
individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time” (40 
CFR § 1508.7). A cumulative impact includes the total effect on a natural resource, ecosystem, 
or human community due to past, present, and future activities or actions of Federal, non- 
Federal, public, and private entities. Cumulative impacts may also include the effects of natural 
processes and events, depending on the specific resource in question. Cumulative impacts 
include the total of all impacts to a particular resource that have occurred, are occurring, and 
would likely occur as a result of any action or influence, including the direct and reasonably 
foreseeable indirect impacts of a Federal activity. Accordingly, there may be different 
cumulative impacts on different environmental resources. However, not all of the resources 
directly impacted by a project will require a cumulative impact analysis. The resources subject to 
a cumulative impact assessment are determined on a case-by-case basis. Table 18-3 provides a 
summary of the cumulative impacts analysis, organized by resource area. 
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Resource 


Transportation 


Land Use and 
Community 
Facilities 


Effects of Past Actions 
Disinvestment and 
deterioration of the rail 
network and associated 
infrastructure; Efforts to 
repair past damage, reach a 
state of good repair, and 
improve the NEC rail 
network 
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Table 18-3 


Overall Cumulative Impacts Summary 


Cumulative Effects with 

Proposed Project 
Planned investment in rail 
network to achieve state of 
good repair and enable service 
increases, including high- 
speed rail; associated benefits 
include reduced highway and 
airport congestion, faster and 
easier travel on all modes, 
VMT reduction, reduced 
roadway emissions, and 
economic benefits 


Projects/Actions Considered 
in Cumulative Effects 
Assessment 
NEC FUTURE; Chesapeake 
Connector; MARC Northeast 
Maintenance Facility; MARC 
Northward Service Extension; 
Aberdeen Station Square 
Master Plan; B&P Tunnel 
Project; BWI Rail Station 
Improvements and Fourth 
Track Project 


Development and 
redevelopment of residential, 
commercial, industrial and 
transportation uses; 
Development of community 
facilities to support other 
development 


Social and economic 
benefits from development; 
Regulations to avoid or 


Socioeconomic} minimize disproportionately 
Conditions and| high and adverse effects to 


Environmental 
Justice 


Parks, Trails, 
and 
Recreational 
Resources 


minority and low-income 
populations 


Development of new parks 
and park facilities; 
Development of lands 
adjacent to public parks limit 
expansion of facilities; 
Limited opportunities for 
connectivity 


Increased regional mobility 
and accessibility to 


Bulle Rock; Greenway Farms; 
Havre de Grace Waterfront 


neighborhoods and community} Redevelopment; Havre de 


facilities; Planning in place to 
minimize negative impacts to 


Grace Middle/High School 
Redevelopment; Acer 


neighborhoods and community] Warehouse Expansion; 


facilities 


Increased mobility, access to 
transit, and greater 
employment opportunities 
through continued 
development 


Continuing development of 
new parks and park facilities; 
Increased accessibility to 
public parks; Small taking of 
parkland with the project 
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Proposed Waterfront Heritage 
Park; Perryville Municipal 
Complex; Lower Ferry Park 
and Pier; Transportation 
projects listed above 

Bulle Rock; Greenway Farms; 
Acer Warehouse Expansion; 
MARC Northeast Maintenance 
Facility; Perryville Municipal 
Complex; MARC Northward 
Service Extension; B&P 
Tunnel Project; BWI Rail 
Station Improvements and 
Fourth Track Project; NEC 
FUTURE 

Havre de Grace Middle/High 
School Redevelopment; 
Proposed Waterfront Heritage 
Park; Perryville Municipal 
Complex; Lower Ferry Park 
and Pier; NEC FUTURE 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Resource 


Visual and 
Aesthetic 
Conditions 


Cultural 
Resources 


Natural 
Resources 


Public Health, 
Safety, and 
Security 


Effects of Past Actions 
Development in viewsheds, 
including residential, 
commercial, and 
transportation uses 


Impacts to various cultural 
resources, primarily from 
development on private 
lands 


Loss of resource areas due to 
draining, ditching or filling 
by development; 
Deterioration of water 
quality; Loss of floodplain 
areas and RTE habitat due to 
development 


Public health and safety 
improvements due to 
tightened state and federal 
standards for air and water 
quality and rail safety; 
Increased exposure to 


Table 18-3 (cont’d) 


Overall Cumulative Impacts Summary 


Cumulative Effects with 
Proposed Project 

Continuing development of 
residential, waterfront 
commercial, and park uses 
along the Susquehanna 
riverfront; Ongoing 
development along the NEC 
including in the vicinity of the 


Perryville Railroad Station and 


the Havre de Grace Historic 
District 

Ongoing preservation of 
cultural resources; Loss of 
some cultural resources 
including historic rail 
structures; Impacts to historic 
districts from development 


Regulations in place to avoid 
or minimize effects to water 
quality, wetland and stream 
resources, floodplains, and 
RTE habitat; Regulations in 
place to govern fill and 
construction in floodplains; 
Potential for habitat loss due 
to land use conversion 


Continuing public health 
improvements due to reduced 
congestion and VMT, 
reducing noise and emissions 
that contribute to air pollution; 
Improved system-wide 


hazardous materials and high| passenger rail safety 


noise levels due to rail 
activity 
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Projects/Actions Considered 
in Cumulative Effects 
Assessment 
Bulle Rock; Greenway Farms; 

Havre de Grace Waterfront 
Development; Proposed 
Waterfront Heritage Park; 
Perryville Municipal Complex; 
Lower Ferry Park and Pier; 
NEC FUTURE 


Havre de Grace Waterfront 
Redevelopment; Havre de 
Grace Middle/High School 
Redevelopment; Proposed 
Waterfront Heritage Park; 
Perryville Municipal Complex; 
Lower Ferry Park and Pier; 
Aberdeen Station Square 
Master Plan; B&P Tunnel 
Project, NEC FUTURE 

Bulle Rock; Greenway Farms; 
Havre de Grace Waterfront 
Redevelopment; Acer 
Warehouse Expansion; 
Proposed Waterfront Heritage 
Park; MARC Northeast 
Maintenance Facility; Lower 
Ferry Park and Pier; 
Conowingo Dam Relicensing; 
BWI Rail Station 
Improvements and Fourth 
Track Project; NEC FUTURE 
MARC Northeast Maintenance 
Facility; Chesapeake 
Connector; B&P Tunnel 
Project; BWI Rail Station 
Improvements and Fourth 
Track Project; NEC FUTURE 
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TRANSPORTATION 


Direct project impacts to Transportation are discussed in Chapter 3, “Transportation.” 


MARC IMPROVEMENTS 


MARC’s Northeast Maintenance Facility and the agency’s ongoing study of extending service 
northward beyond Perryville for eventual connections to SEPTA service would introduce 
MARC activity north of Perryville station, the current northern terminus of MARC service on 
the Penn Line. In combination with other projects along MARC’s Penn Line including the 
Aberdeen Station Square Master Plan, B&P Tunnel Project, and BWI Rail Station 
Improvements and Fourth Track Project, the extension would enable future service increases to 
Perryville and points north, which would have the potential to increase noise, pollutant 
emissions, and other potential effects in the vicinity of Perryville Station and northward along 
the NEC, while decreasing some air pollutant emissions near other roadways and in the region as 
a result of reduced regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT). While it is partially enabled by the 
Proposed Project, this added service is not being proposed as part of the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project and would be studied under a separate environmental review. 


NEC FUTURE 


NEC FUTURE is a planning effort to develop a comprehensive program for upgrading and 
improving the reliability, capacity, connectivity, performance, and resiliency of passenger rail 
service on the NEC. The NEC FUTURE Tier I Final EIS was released in December 2016. The 
Tier I Final EIS evaluates the cumulative benefits of a Preferred Alternative that includes a 
package of rail improvement projects along the entire NEC, including those of the Proposed 
Project, as they interact with the improvements programmed as part of NEC FUTURE.’ 
Cumulative benefits include increasing the role of rail as part of the total travel market; 
providing a better overall transportation network that functions more effectively and efficiently 
to meet the needs of passengers, freight railroads, residents, and businesses within the Northeast 
region; reducing emissions of criteria pollutants and greenhouse gases (GHGs) from roadway 
vehicles; and providing more travel choices, enabling Northeast residents to access a wider 
selection of jobs and services. Chapter 3, “Transportation,” analyzes the Proposed Project’s 
impacts in the 2040 timeframe utilizing NEC FUTURE train projections, and is therefore 
inherently cumulative in its analysis. The Proposed Project would be consistent with the service 
goals considered in the NEC FUTURE Tier | FEIS Preferred Alternative along this section of 
the NEC. 


By increasing capacity, offering improved reliability and better performance between NEC rail 
markets, expanding service to new markets, and offering a greater range of pricing options, NEC 
FUTURE would make rail travel more competitive with other modes and substantially expand 
the accessibility of rail travel along the NEC. Under NEC FUTURE, the volume of intercity 
passenger trips would more than double, and regional rail passenger trips would increase by 
approximately 20 percent, while the volume of trips made using other modes (highway, air, 
intercity bus) would decrease relative to the No Action condition, as some people shift their 
mode of transportation to rail. This would result in a VMT reduction of approximately four 


* FRA, NEC FUTURE Tier I Final EIS, December 2016. 
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million automobile miles traveled in 2040° as compared with the 2040 No Action condition. The 
VMT reduction would provide a benefit to all travelers in the Northeast region due to reduced 
congestion of highways and airports. Trip times would also decrease substantially; the rail trip 
from Washington, D.C. to Boston would be reduced by approximately 1.5 hours. Chokepoint 
relief projects would also ease movement of freight trains along the corridor, with resulting 
economic benefits to goods movement. As a necessary improvement to the NEC, the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project would contribute to the reduction of VMT and trip times 
and improvements at chokepoints, with their associated benefits. 


LAND USE AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


Direct project impacts to Land Use and Community Facilities are discussed in Chapter 4, “Land 
Use and Community Facilities.” 


A number of ongoing and reasonably foreseeable development projects in Havre de Grace and 
Perryville (listed in Table 18-2) will continue the current trend for development of residential, 
commercial, industrial, community facility, and parkland uses in these communities. In 
combination with the transportation improvements described in the preceding section, the 
Proposed Project could contribute to inducement of some additional development. This is 
particularly likely in the vicinity of Perryville station, which will become more desirable for 
development due to improved and expanded rail service, as well as the development of the 
Perryville Municipal Complex directly adjacent to the station. However, any incremental new 
development induced as a result of these improvements would be consistent with existing 
development trends in Perryville and Havre de Grace. Additional induced development would 
also be expected along the length of the MARC Penn Line and NEC due to improved and 
expanded rail service resulting from NEC FUTURE and the other rail improvements described 
above. 


In addition to induced development, the Proposed Project and other transportation improvements 
would cumulatively lead to an intensification of use in the existing transportation corridor, which 
could result in the taking of additional lands for transportation use all along the NEC. However, 
most rail improvements would be made within the existing ROW, and any necessary takings 
would be spread along the 457-mile NEC, so substantial impacts to any given community or 
neighborhood would be limited. Each project would independently analyze and address the 
specific local impacts from land takings and conversion to transportation use, and affected 
property owners would receive assistance in accordance with applicable federal and/or state 
requirements. The acquisition of property and the relocation of residents, businesses, farms and 
non-profit organizations, if needed, would be conducted in accordance with all applicable federal 
laws, regulations and requirements, including but not limited to 23 CFR 710, the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended and its 
implementing regulations found in 49 CFR 24. 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B generally follow the existing transportation corridor, and 
therefore avoid any substantial changes to existing land use. Where acquisition of adjacent land 
is necessary, the Proposed Project will adhere to the provisions of the Uniform Act and 
applicable state laws with regard to relocation services, moving and other allowable 


> FRA, NEC FUTURE Tier I Final EIS, December 2016. Appendix BB. “Technical Analysis on 
the Preferred Alternative”.” All information cited is based on the Preferred Alternative of the 
Tier I Final EIS. 
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compensation related to the displacement of affected businesses. Where full property acquisition 
is required, the owners of properties will be compensated for the land acquired and businesses 
will be provided relocation assistance to facilitate their reestablishment elsewhere. As a result, a 
substantial contribution toward cumulative effects to land use and community facilities is not 
anticipated from the Proposed Project. 


SOCIOECONOMIC CONDITIONS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 


Direct Proposed Project impacts to Socioeconomic Conditions and Environmental Justice are 
discussed in Chapter 5, “Socioeconomic Conditions and Environmental Justice.” 


In combination with the transportation improvements and development projects described in the 
preceding sections, the Proposed Project would contribute to cumulative increases in mobility 
and access to transit, as well as greater employment opportunities in Havre de Grace and 
Perryville and throughout the Northeast region. While population, employment, and housing 
supply in the local area and throughout the Northeast are expected to continue to grow, the 
Proposed Project would not make a measurable contribute to these changes. The Proposed 
Project would not contribute to any reasonably foreseeable disproportionate impacts to 
Environmental Justice communities. By improving mobility across the Susquehanna River for 
passenger and freight rail, as well as marine users on the Susquehanna River, the Proposed 
Project would have a beneficial cumulative impact to socioeconomic conditions and 
Environmental Justice populations. 


PARKS, TRAILS, AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 


Direct Proposed Project impacts to Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources are discussed in 
Chapter 6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources.” 


The Proposed Project would have adverse effects on parks and recreational resources (including 
Section 4(f) resources), but with mitigation, as detailed in Chapter 6, Chapter 9, “Draft Section 
4(f) Evaluation,” and Chapter 10, “Section 6(f) Evaluation,” these adverse effects would not be 
significant. Alternative 9A would require the acquisition of a strip of the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School track and athletic fields, and would require the reconfiguration and 
reconstruction of the track and football field as well as minor reconfigurations of ballfields. Both 
Build Alternatives would result in the elimination of public access to Amtrak-owned portions of 
Jean S. Roberts Park and would further require acquisition of 0.0l-acre of the non-Amtrak- 
owned portion and modification of the existing lease agreement and park infrastructure. Because 
these impacts are de minimis, the project would not substantially contribute to cumulative 
effects. Therefore, an adverse effect to the resource is not anticipated. 


Transportation improvements along the NEC have the potential to impact additional parks, trails, 
and recreational resources adjacent to the rail corridor, including Section 4(f) and Section 6(f) 
resources, but these impacts would be spread along the 457-mile NEC, so substantial impacts to 
these resources in any given area would be limited. Therefore, a substantial contribution to 
cumulative impacts to parks, trails, and recreational resources is not anticipated as a result of the 
Proposed Project. 


VISUAL AND AESTHETIC CONDITIONS 


Direct Proposed Project impacts to Visual and Aesthetic Conditions are discussed in Chapter 7, 
“Visual and Aesthetic Conditions.” 
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The Proposed Project is not expected to substantially alter the overall visual and aesthetic 
character of the study area or to block important views to or from visually sensitive resources 
located in the study area. Because the Proposed Project would replace existing rail infrastructure 
with new rail infrastructure, the overall visual character, atmosphere, and use of the study area 
would remain largely the same. While other ongoing developments, including those projects 
listed in Table 18-3 under “Visual and Aesthetic Conditions,” have the potential to cumulatively 
alter the visual environment of the study area, the Proposed Project would not contribute to any 
such cumulative change. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES 


Direct Proposed Project impacts to Cultural Resources are discussed in Chapter 8, “Cultural 
Resources.” 


The Proposed Project would have adverse effects on cultural resources, but with mitigation, as 
detailed in Chapter 8 and Chapter 9, these adverse effects would not be significant. Ongoing and 
reasonably foreseeable future development in the overall geographic boundary has the potential 
to result in adverse impacts to cultural resources; in particular, private developments on lands 
where such resources are unprotected pose the greatest threat. Additionally, improvements along 
the NEC have the potential to impact historic resources in proximity to the rail corridor, and 
induced development in communities with rail stations could affect cultural resources. However, 
as a result of federal and state regulations protecting cultural resources, along with local 
planning efforts to preserve these resources, these effects are not anticipated to be significant. 
Therefore, a significant contribution toward adverse cumulative effects to cultural resources is 
not anticipated as a result of the Proposed Project. 


NATURAL RESOURCES 


Direct Proposed Project impacts to Natural Resources are discussed in Chapter 11, “Natural 
Resources,” and Appendix E, “Natural Environmental Technical Report.” 


FLOODPLAINS 


Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future projects constructed in the 100-year floodplain 
within the geographic boundary, combined with foreseeable sea-level rise resulting from global 
climate change, may experience more frequent flooding within and beyond the current 
floodplain. While long, linear features such as the NEC rail alignment would not be able to avoid 
some encroachment on floodplains, proper design can minimize the potential impacts of 
flooding on critical infrastructure and reduce the potential for cumulative effects. With the 
Proposed Project, the rail alignment and associated infrastructure would be situated well above 
the current floodplain, and therefore would not be susceptible to flooding, even with reasonably 
foreseeable increases in flood elevations. In addition, cumulative effects of flooding in the 
geographic boundary would be reduced by implementation of federal and state regulations, and 
thus the potential effect of flooding on the Proposed Project is not anticipated to have a 
cumulative contribution to flooding in the study area. 


WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


Past conversion of native land has adversely affected wetlands/waters of the U.S., and ongoing 
and reasonably foreseeable future development within the geographic boundary has the potential 
to result in further impacts to wetlands/waters of the U.S. and contribute to their loss. The 
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Proposed Project would have relatively minor effects on wetlands and somewhat greater effects 
on streams. Under Alternative 9A, 0.89 acre of wetlands would be impacted, along with 2.43 
acres of wetland buffer area and 3,209 linear feet of streams; under Alternative 9B, 0.77 acre of 
wetlands would be impacted, along with 1.99 acres of wetland buffer area and 2,962 linear feet 
of streams. Both alternatives would impact 0.37 acre of Susquehanna riverbed. Through induced 
development in combination with the reasonably foreseeable future development and 
transportation projects listed in Table 18-3 under “Natural Resources,” the Proposed Project 
could contribute to impacts on wetlands and waters of the U.S. However, the Section 404 
permitting process, which implements federal and state regulations for wetlands/waters of the 
U.S., would reduce temporary and permanent effects on these resources. Unavoidable impacts to 
waters of the U.S., including wetlands, will follow the Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule 
(33 CFR Part 325 and 40 CFR Part 230), and other state compensatory mitigation guidelines, as 
well as other recommendations from federal and state resource agencies. Therefore, significant 
adverse cumulative effects to these natural resources are not anticipated. 


FOREST RESOURCES 


Forest resources within the geographic boundary have been heavily affected by past actions, 
including the development of communities/neighborhoods outside the city limits of Havre de 
Grace and Perryville. Alternative 9A would impact approximately 2.92 acres of forest between 
the existing tracks and the Havre de Grace Middle/High School campus, and Alternative 9B 
would impact approximately 2.08 acres of forest at the same location. This forest is relatively 
narrow and disturbed. The Proposed Project, through induced development in combination with 
the reasonably foreseeable future development and transportation projects listed in Table 18-3 
under “Natural Resources,” would contribute to the ongoing loss of forest resources but would 
not result in additional fragmentation of existing forested tracts. State regulations regarding 
projects impacting forests would reduce temporary and permanent effects, and thus contributions 
to significant cumulative effects to these natural resources are not anticipated. 


RARE, THREATENED, AND ENDANGERED SPECIES (RTE) 


Past conversion of native land has adversely affected terrestrial habitat and increased 
sedimentation and runoff affecting aquatic habitat for rare, threatened, and endangered (RTE) 
species, and ongoing and reasonably foreseeable future development in the overall geographic 
boundary has the potential to result in further loss of habitat. The Proposed Project is considered 
“not likely to adversely affect” the Northern Long Eared Bat, and it is considered unlikely that 
either Build Alternative would affect any state or federally listed terrestrial species as very little 
natural habitat lies within the limits of disturbance for the project. Through induced development 
in combination with the reasonably foreseeable future development and transportation projects 
listed in Table 18-3 under “Natural Resources,” the Proposed Project could contribute to 
impacts to RTE species. Cumulative effects on these habitats may be anticipated, but the 
permitting process, which implements federal and state regulations for RTE species including 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, would reduce temporary and permanent effects, and 
thus contributions to significant cumulative effects to RTE species are not anticipated. 


PUBLIC HEALTH, SAFETY, AND SECURITY 


Direct Propose Project impacts to Public Health, Safety, and Security are discussed in Chapter 
16, “Public Health, Safety, and Security.” 
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In combination with other ongoing and reasonably foreseeable projects, in particular the rail 
transportation improvements detailed above, the cumulative effects of the Proposed Project are 
generally beneficial to public health, safety, and security. As discussed above, the Proposed 
Project would contribute toward enabling an increase in passenger rail service on the NEC, 
which in turn would lower the potential for roadway collisions and reduce congestion and VMT, 
thereby minimizing exposure to noise and roadway emissions that contribute to air pollution. 
Diesel emissions from freight locomotives have improved over time and would continue to do so 
in the future, providing further benefits to air quality over time. The safety risks associated with 
passenger rail can be limited by such measures as educational programs and traffic controls at 
grade crossings, such as gates and active warning systems. Safety would also be positively 
affected by the implementation of state-of-good-repair projects along the NEC, including the 
Proposed Project, which reduces the likelihood of infrastructure failures. In summary, 
contributions to significant adverse cumulative effects to public health, safety, and security are 
not anticipated to result from the Proposed Project. 


SUMMARY 


The Proposed Project would contribute both positively and negatively to the overall cumulative 
effects of past and future actions on each of the resources considered. While the Build 
Alternatives may result in minor amounts of conversion of land use and potential displacement 
of some commercial uses, existing land use policies and development regulations support the 
Proposed Project, which would provide a substantial improvement to an established, 
overburdened rail transportation corridor. The Proposed Project is anticipated to have an overall 
positive impact on the regional economy by improving railroad mobility and connectivity. 
Further positive cumulative effects include improvements to regional air quality and a reduction 
in highway and airport congestion and VMT due to improved rail service. Overall, the Proposed 
Project is not expected to significantly contribute to any significant adverse cumulative effects. * 
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A. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENT OF 
RESOURCES 


In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ)’s implementing procedures under Title 40, Part 1502 of the CFR, 
this Environmental Assessment (EA) includes an analysis of the relationship between short-term 
uses of the environment and the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, and of 
any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources that would occur if the Proposed 
Project is constructed. An irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources results in the 
permanent loss for future or alternate use of a resource that cannot be replaced or recovered. 


Construction of the Proposed Project would require the irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of building materials, including construction materials such as concrete, steel, and 
aggregate. The Proposed Project would also consume energy in the form of fossil fuels and 
electricity during the construction and operation of the facility. These materials are available and 
their use for the Proposed Project would not have adverse impacts on their continued availability 
for other purposes. In addition to materials, the Maryland Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) and the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) would require funding and 
human labor to design, build, and operate the Proposed Project. 


As described in previous chapters, MDOT and Amtrak have worked to avoid or minimize 
impacts to resources. MDOT and Amtrak endeavor to minimize the use of irretrievable resources 
and to conserve and reuse resources whenever possible. 


B. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN SHORT-TERM USES OF THE 
ENVIRONMENT AND THE MAINTENANCE AND ENHANCEMENT 
OF LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 


Short-term effects on the environment typically result from construction impacts. Long-term 
effects relate to the maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity, including 
consistency of a project with local and regional economic, social, planning, and sustainability 
objectives. This section compares the short-term uses of the environment with the long-term 
productivity of the Proposed Project. 


SHORT-TERM USES 


Construction of the Proposed Project would have greater short-term effects on the environment 
than the No Action Alternative; however, these effects would be temporary and non-significant, 
as discussed in greater detail in Chapter 17, “Construction Effects.” MDOT and Amtrak will 
endeavor to reduce any construction-related environmental impacts through the implementation 
of best management practices. 
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LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 


The Proposed Project would result in the long-term improvement of connectivity for the intercity 
rail, commuter rail, and freight rail systems that cross the Susquehanna River along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


SHORT-TERM USES VERSUS LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY 


Based on the information presented above, the localized short-term impacts that would result 
from construction of the Proposed Project would be temporary, and would facilitate the overall 
enhancement of rail connectivity along the NEC. * 
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A. INTRODUCTION 


This chapter presents a summary of the coordination efforts used to encourage public and 
agency participation for the Proposed Project’s environmental review phase. Federally funded or 
permitted projects are required to be developed in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), which provides a role for the public in the planning and decision-making 
process. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) guidance encourages citizen involvement 
at every stage of the environmental assessment. As described below, the Project Team has 
undertaken public and community outreach efforts for the Proposed Project, along with federal, 
state, and local agency coordination. 


AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT PLAN 


During the early phases of the Proposed Project, FRA and the Maryland Department of 
Transportation (MDOT) prepared an Agency Coordination and Public Involvement Plan (the 
Plan). The Plan identified a proactive approach to effectively engage the public and agencies 
throughout the environmental review process. For the purposes of public outreach, a broad 
distribution list was prepared, which included elected officials, representatives from the City of 
Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville, representatives from Harford County and Cecil 
County, individuals and organizations who signed up for the mailing list through the project’s 
website, owners of adjacent properties, stakeholder groups, community facilities, agency 
contacts, and potential Section 106 consulting parties. The Project Team has presented the 
Proposed Project at Interagency Review Meetings (IRMs) and public outreach information 
sessions. Members of IRM include representatives from the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA), Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA), Federal Transit Administration 
(FTA), FRA, Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Maryland Department of 
Planning (MDP), Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE), MDOT, Maryland 
Historical Trust (MHT), Maryland Port Administration, Maryland Transportation Authority 
(MdTA), National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration National Marine Fisheries Service 
(NMFS), Susquehanna River Basin Commission, U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE), U.S. Department of the Interior (USDOIJ), U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA), U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), and National Parks 
Service (NPS). 


The Project Team has used a variety of methods to obtain feedback from the public and 
interested stakeholders throughout the planning process. Postcards, press releases, and public 
meeting announcements have been sent prior to public outreach information sessions and a 
variety of comment mechanisms are available. The following goals were established at the 
initiation of the outreach program: 


e Engage with agencies, local entities, the general public, and other interested parties 
throughout the project. 
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e Provide opportunities for agencies, local entities, the general public, and other interested 
parties to participate in the development of the project by sharing information and providing 
various ways to collect comments, feedback, and suggestions. 


e Specific agency coordination objectives of the Plan include: 


e Build working relationships with agency partners and identify cooperating and coordinating 
agencies to be involved in ongoing agency coordination. 


e Establish the timing and format for agency involvement in: developing the project’s purpose 
and need, study area, analysis methodologies, and range of alternatives to be investigated; 
reviewing the EA; selecting the preferred alternative; and developing conceptual mitigation 
strategies. 


e Establish the timing and format for involvement by local governments that may be affected 
by the Proposed Project. 


e Consult with appropriate agencies under Section 106 and Section 4(f). 


e Describe methods that have been and will be employed by the Project Team to communicate 
with agencies and local governments. 


e Specific public involvement objectives of the Plan include: 


e Establish the timing and format for public input on: environmental, cultural, and community 
resources; the project’s purpose and need; the study area, the range of alternatives to be 
investigated; comment on the EA; selecting the preferred alternative; and developing 
conceptual mitigation strategies. 


e Determine the need for targeted public involvement by identifying tribal entities, 
environmental justice populations, and limited English proficiency (LEP) populations. 


e Describe the communication methods that will be implemented to inform the community 
about the project. 


EARLY COORDINATION 


During the spring and summer of 2013, FRA, MDOT, and the National Railroad Passenger 
Corporation (Amtrak) initiated early coordination with cooperating and coordinating agencies, 
local municipalities and counties, and various regional planning organizations. Cooperating 
agencies include FTA, USACE, and USCG. FTA is a cooperating agency because of the 
Proposed Project’s potential to affect MARC commuter rail services along the NEC. USACE is 
a cooperating agency because permits are required under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
and under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. USCG is a cooperating agency because an 
approval will be required pursuant to Section 9 of the Rivers and Harbors Act. As part of this 
early coordination, a project notification letter was sent to select agencies and local entities (see 
Appendix H, “Public Involvement and Agency Correspondence” for a copy of the May 15, 
2013 letter and the list of recipients). The letter included general information about the project 
and requested that each respondent provide feedback that may be useful for the planning stage of 
the project by June 30, 2013. 


Amtrak received 25 response letters and emails from May through September of 2013. Most of 
this correspondence was in direct response to the May 15, 2013 project notification letters; the 
remainder was from citizens who learned about the project by media coverage or through other 
sources. All agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments or questions to 
the Project Team were added to the project mailing list (discussed below). The information 
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received from this early coordination helped the Project Team identify environmental, cultural, 
and community resources and understand local priorities. This valuable input also was 
considered during conceptual engineering. 


EARLY COORDINATION MEETINGS 


At the request of the City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville and to promote early 
agency coordination, FRA, MDOT and Amtrak gave an introductory presentation to local 
officials on June 10, 2013. Comments received at the meeting included concerns about potential 
impacts to the surrounding natural, socioeconomic and cultural resources. 


On July 17, 2013, FRA, MDOT, and Amtrak delivered a project presentation to federal and state 
agencies as part of an IRM, which is described in detail below. The IRM presentation focused on 
general project background, the project site location, and future planned interagency meetings, 
and served as an initial project introduction for the agencies. 


Also, during the summer of 2013, Amtrak and its representatives reached out to local marina 
owners and operators, shippers, dock managers, the USCG, and other members of the maritime 
community. The purpose of this outreach was to understand the current navigational uses along 
this segment of the Susquehanna River and the anticipated USCG requirements for the vertical 
clearance of any potential fixed bridge. This information was factored into conceptual 
engineering. 


INFORMATIONAL MATERIALS 


PROJECT WEBSITE 


The Project Team created a dedicated website for the Proposed Project: www.susrailbridge.com. 
The website was launched in April 2014 (prior to the first public outreach information session) 
and the site has been updated as needed as the Proposed Project progressed. The project website 
provides up-to-date information regarding the project and any upcoming meetings or events. 
Information on the website includes project description, project history, Purpose and Need, 
frequently asked questions (FAQs), study area map, a description of the NEPA process and EA, 
project schedule and public involvement efforts. The site provides contact information for the 
Project Team, meeting information, and a form to submit comments online. 


MEETING PUBLICITY 


Postcards, email blasts, press releases, and public meeting announcements have been sent prior 
to public outreach information sessions. Public outreach information sessions were publicized 
through meeting postcards mailed to the entire project mailing list, as well as local libraries and 
community centers to be publicly posted. Extra efforts were made by posting more notices in 
environmental justice areas. Meeting information was also posted on the project website. 


PROJECT DOCUMENT REPOSITORIES 


The project website will identify where documents are available for public review, how the 
public can provide input, comment period deadlines, and whom to contact with comments or for 
additional information. Copies of the EA documents will be available for public inspection at 
local municipal offices and libraries. 


20-3 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


B. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 


PUBLIC OUTREACH INFORMATION SESSIONS 


Numerous public meetings have been held throughout the environmental process (see Table 
20-1). Each public outreach information session has been held on at project milestones, 
including project purpose and need, development of feasible alternatives, alternatives retained 
for detailed study, and release of the NEPA document. The public was encouraged to attend and 
participate in these meetings as well as submit any written comments. 


APRIL 28, 2014—PURPOSE & NEED / PROJECT INTRODUCTION 


The first public outreach information session was held in an open house format where 
stakeholders reviewed project displays and a Fact Sheet handout, spoke with Project Team 
members, and submitted written comments. This format allowed stakeholders flexibility to 
participate at their convenience and allow them to engage with the Project Team. Topics 
presented to the public included the Purpose and Need, environmental resources and constraints 
within the study area, conceptual alternatives, and the anticipated project schedule. Feedback 
from comment sheets allowed the Project Team to gauge the priorities and concerns of the 
public. This meeting offered the opportunity for new conceptual alternatives or design 
considerations to be suggested by the public and other stakeholders. No interpreters were 
requested for the meeting. All display materials and handouts were posted on the project website 
within one week of the meeting. 


This public outreach information session was held at the Havre de Grace Activity Center on 
April 28, 2014, from 5 PM to 8 PM. Approximately 115 people attended and 30 written 
comments were provided to the Project Team that night. The major themes of the public 
comments received include: importance of aesthetics and bridge design; construction of a 
bicycle/pedestrian path across the river; transit/traffic/parking improvements; minimizing 
property acquisition; maintaining jobs; enhancing public parks; and encouraging tourism and 
local businesses. At the meeting and in the days following this public outreach information 
session, the public provided input on the long list of alternatives considered in the initial 
screening process, and reiterated critical properties to be avoided if possible. 


AUGUST 13, 2014—FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES 


Based on the input from the April 2014 public outreach information session, the IRMs, and the 
results of conceptual engineering, the Project Team presented the feasible alternatives to the 
public. This included the comprehensive “long list” of all conceptual alternatives identified to 
date. The presentation explained the fatal flaw screening rationale used for eliminating 
conceptual alternatives deemed infeasible. The Project Team developed a summary of comments 
after the meeting and posted all display materials and handouts on the project website within one 
week of the public meeting. As described below, this meeting also served as a Section 106 
consulting parties meeting. 
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Table 20-1 
All Meetings Held to Date 


Meeting Topic 
Public Involvement Meetings 
POIS Purpose & Need/ Project Introduction 
POIS Feasible Alternatives 
POIS Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
POIS Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study and Bridge Types 
POIS Review Preliminary Environmental Analyses Results / Conceptual Mitigation 
Stakeholders Meetings 
Bicycle-Pedestrian stakeholders meeting 
Presentation to the Town of Perryville 
Presentation to Cecil County 
Meeting with Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board 
Bicycle-Pedestrian Coordination Meeting 
Section 106 Consulting Parties 
, 2015 Meeting with Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board 
uly 8, 2015 Meeting with Harford County Public Schools 
uly 28, 2015 Baltimore Metropolitan Council (BMC) Meeting 
Meeting with Harford County Public Schools 
Section 106 Consulting Parties 
Meeting with Harford County Public Schools 
Meeting with Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board 
Section 106 Consulting Parties 
Agency Coordination Meetings 
uly 17, 2013 IRM Project Introduction 
IRM Purpose & Need Meeting 
Project Coordination Meeting with NS/FRA/MDOT/Amtrak 
April 16, 2014 IRM Purpose & Need/ Conceptual Alternative 
June 18, 2014 IRM Feasible Alternatives 
February 18, 2015 IRM Preliminary Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
March 12, 2015 IRM Agency Field Visit 
April 15, 2015 IRM ARDS Field Visit Recap 
IRM Refined Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
September 16, 2015 |IRM Revised ARDS Report 
December 9, 2015 IRM Bridge Types 


Notes: See Appendix H, “Public Involvement and Agency Correspondence.” 
POIS = Public Outreach Information Session 

IRM = Interagency Review Meeting 

NS = Norfolk Southern 

FRA= Federal Railroad Administration 

MDOT= Maryland Department of Transportation 
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This public outreach information session was held at the Perryville Fire House on August 13, 
2014 from 5 PM to 8 PM. Approximately 60 people attended and 10 written comments were 
received by the Project Team that night. The major themes of the public comments received 
include: construction of a bicycle/pedestrian path across the river; importance of aesthetics and 
bridge design; alternatives preference; removal of remnant piers/existing bridge; and transit 
improvements/concerns. 


A few comments indicated a preference for a particular alternative. From the August 13, 2014 
public information session, one attendee commented in favor of Alternative 9B. Another 
comment from the August 13, 2014 public information session favored Alternative 8A. A 
written submission received September 2, 2014 favored the alternative with the construction of a 
new bridge as well as the replacement of the existing bridge to allow for a total of four tracks. 
The majority of public input did not indicate the preference for a particular alternative. 


DECEMBER 10, 2014—ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY 


A third public outreach information session was held at the Havre de Grace High School on 
December 10, 2014 from 5 PM to 8 PM. As described below, this meeting also served as a 
Section 106 consulting parties meeting. This presentation explained the screening process used 
to determine the alternatives retained for detailed study. A comprehensive alternative 
comparison matrix was presented to the public to explain the detailed screening rationale used to 
determine the alternatives that would progress to detailed study in the EA. Potential property 
impact maps for the alternatives retained for detailed study were shared with the public. Public 
comments received at the meeting indicated no preference for any of the three remaining 
alignments. Overall, the Project Team received positive feedback regarding minimization of 
permanent property impacts. 


NOVEMBER 10, 2015—ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY AND BRIDGE 
TYPES 


A fourth public information session was held at Perryville High School on November 10, 2015 
from 5 PM to 8 PM. As described below, this meeting also served as a Section 106 consulting 
parties meeting. The open house-style format gave an overview of the two alternatives retained 
for detailed study, as well as the four bridge design types. A comprehensive bridge-type 
comparison matrix board was prepared for the meeting, and provided an easy to understand 
visual of the strengths and weaknesses of each bridge type. Street view renderings of all four 
bridge types were also presented from the perspective of both Perryville and Havre de Grace. A 
new comment card was developed for the meeting, which included a bridge survey. The survey 
was designed to receive feedback on bridge type preference and the top three factors of most 
importance to meeting attendees. Based on the completed surveys, the girder approach/arch 
main span bridge design type was overwhelmingly the favorite. 


APRIL 14, 2016—REVIEW PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSES RESULTS/ 
CONCEPTUAL MITIGATION 


This public information session was held at the Havre de Grace Activity Center on April 14, 
2016 from 5 PM to 8 PM. The meeting also served as a Section 106 consulting parties meeting. 
The open house-style format gave an overview of all potential environmental impacts from 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, including property acquisitions, parks and Section 6(f) 
properties, Section 4(f) properties, natural resources, historic and archaeological resources, 
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visual and aesthetic resources, air quality, and noise and vibration considerations. 
Approximately 60 people attended and seven written comments were received by the Project 
Team. 


COORDINATION WITH LOCAL OFFICIALS 


The Proposed Project is located within Cecil County, Harford County, the Town of Perryville 
and the City of Havre de Grace. Coordination with these local governments is ongoing. 
Briefings with local government officials have been used as an opportunity to introduce the 
project to county/local officials, provide updates at project milestones, and facilitate the flow of 
information between the officials, FRA, MDOT, and Amtrak. 


The Project Team has exchanged written correspondences with municipal representatives and 
elected officials. The Project Team delivered presentations to the Town of Perryville, Cecil 
County, and Havre de Grace. Early input from the Town of Perryville and the City of Havre de 
Grace regarding important local properties was factored into conceptual engineering and the 
fatal flaw screening. 


Three meetings were held with representatives from Harford County Public Schools on July 8, 
2015, August 17, 2015, and January 20, 2016. During the first meeting, the Project Team 
presented plans for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B and the potential impacts to the Havre de 
Grace High School and Middle School recreational facilities. Alternative 9A would not directly 
impact the football field and grandstands. However, Alternative 9A would impact the existing 
pole vault, shed, and long running start. After the meeting, Harford County provided design 
plans for planned future recreational improvements, including new tennis courts and realigned 
ballfields near the track. 


During the meeting on August 17, 2015, Harford County Public Schools representatives 
provided an overview of their comments on the project alternatives. Key concerns included 
impacts to the race track starting block area, space limitations associated with potential ball field 
relocations, and potential impacts to a proposed City of Havre de Grace floodplain mitigation 
site along Lily Run. Based on the information provided, school officials verbally expressed a 
preference for Alternative 9B over Alternative 9A. Alternative 9B would not require any 
acquisition of school property and would not directly impact the athletic fields. 


At the meeting on January 20, 2016, the Project Team provided updates on design evaluation, 
mitigation options, and the applicability of Section 6(f) and Section 4(f). Key concerns from the 
Harford County Public Schools representatives included the changes to the proposed North 
Baseball Field required under Alternative 9A, safety, construction effects, and the need for 
additional coordination and outreach. 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT ADVISORY BOARD 


The Project Team is coordinating with Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (SRRBP) 
Advisory Board. The SRRBP Advisory Board is a group of community representatives self- 
organized to proactively convey input to the Project Team. The Project Team has been invited 
on two occasions to attend SRRBP Advisory Board meetings (November 6, 2014 and March 26, 
2015). At a meeting on November 6, 2014, the SRRBP Advisory Board itemized the following 
top six priorities: 


e Request for a Special Briefing; 
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e Bridge Architecture; 

e Bridge Abutment Area; 

e Westerly Right-of-Way and Alignments; 
e Street and Lane Underpasses; and 


e Rail Commuter Station. 


Since the initial meeting, the Project Team has continued to coordinate with the SRRBP, who 
have provided additional advisory bulletins regarding river navigation, the safe harbor jetty 
proposal, pedestrian and bicycle river crossing, bridge historical preservation and display, 
easterly right-of-way and alignments in Perryville, street underpasses in Perryville, and rail 
operation noise control in Perryville. The Project Team has evaluated the feasibility of 
developing these suggestions in conjunction with the Proposed Project, and the bridge abutment 
area surrounding the Otsego Street and Union Avenue intersection in Havre de Grace would be 
improved as a part of the Proposed Project. To address the Advisory Board’s request to realign 
the intersection located at Otsego, Union, and Water Streets, the Proposed Project would extend 
the Havre de Grace abutment south towards the alley between Union Avenue and Stokes Street. 


BICYCLE-PEDESTRIAN STAKEHOLDERS 


The Project Team has received substantial public input requesting inclusion of a bicycle and 
pedestrian river crossing into the Proposed Project. Several organizations responsible for trail 
planning (such as the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway and the Maryland DNR), 
advocacy organizations (such as the East Coast Greenway Alliance and the September 11th 
National Memorial Trail Alliance), a number of elected officials, and members of the public 
have expressed support for a multi-use path across the river. Specifically, some commenters 
have noted that a connection between Cecil and Harford Counties would fulfill a “missing link” 
in several regional trails and provide a new multi-modal option for travel between communities. 
While bicycle and pedestrian facilities were not expressly addressed in the scope of the project 
grant, as part of the public involvement process, FRA, MDOT, and Amtrak are working with 
government agencies and interested organizations to assess the feasibility of coordinating the 
Proposed Project with potential bicycle and pedestrian access across the river. 


Connectivity to the existing road network and existing or planned trails (and the attendant 
property acquisitions and environmental impacts) must be evaluated in the context of regional 
bicycle-pedestrian planning. MDOT and the Project Team have hosted stakeholder meetings 
(June 2014 and December 2014) with trail planning organizations and bicycle-pedestrian 
advocacy groups to discuss the Proposed Project in the context of ongoing trail and greenway 
planning efforts (including MDOT’s 2014 Maryland Twenty-Year Bicycle & Pedestrian Master 
Plan and MDOT’s 2002 Susquehanna River Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Feasibility Study). 


Furthermore, to respond to the input received regarding a multi-use path, MDOT and Amtrak are 
conducting a feasibility evaluation. The evaluation entails: reviewing prior studies of 
Susquehanna River bicycle/pedestrian crossings; ensuring that the Proposed Project does not 
adversely affect the existing bicycle and pedestrian trails within the Proposed Project’s study 
area; making efforts not to preclude the potential for a future multi-use path across the 
Susquehanna River; and assessing the feasibility of constructing a multi-use path in conjunction 
with a new rail bridge. 


20-8 


Chapter 20: Coordination and Consultation 


The Project Team is considering a multitude of factors, including visual impacts, safety and 
security, constructability, effects to rail alignments, cost, noise and vibration, in-water impacts, 
functionality, and community impacts. The Project Team will continue to evaluate the feasibility 
of accommodating a multi-use path within the project limits in coordination with the high-speed 
rail project. The Project Team is conducting a Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Crossing Hazard Analysis and Security Risk Assessment. If deemed feasible, 
a separate project would be required for design, environmental review, and identification of 
potential funding for a bicycle/pedestrian crossing. The Project Team will continue to obtain 
input from stakeholders on the feasibility evaluation. 


U.S. COAST GUARD AND MARINERS 


Upon project inception, Amtrak and its representatives reached out to local marina owners and 
operators, shippers, dock managers, the USCG, and other members of the maritime community. 
The purpose of this outreach was to understand the current navigational uses along this segment 
of the Susquehanna River and the anticipated USCG requirements for the vertical clearance of 
any potential fixed bridge. This information was factored into conceptual engineering. As stated 
above, the navigation survey concluded that any new high-level fixed bridge should provide a 
minimum 60-foot vertical clearance. The navigation survey was transmitted to USCG on 
February 18, 2014. 


FREIGHT RAILROADS 


The Project Team has been coordinating with NS and CSX regarding their current and planned 
freight rail operations in the area (CSX trains currently use a separate Susquehanna River 
crossing located to the north of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge). NS trains currently use the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. A coordination meeting with NS, Amtrak, FRA, and MDOT 
was held on March 19, 2014. The Project Team will continue to seek input from the freight rail 
operations throughout preliminary and final design. 


MARC 


The Project Team is also coordinating with Maryland Transit Administration (MTA). MTA is 
the operator of the MARC Penn Line service over the bridge. Coordination between the Project 
Team and MTA is also essential to ensuring the Proposed Project's compatibility with MTA's 
proposed MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility. 


SECTION 106 CONSULTATION 


Since the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is NR-eligible, FRA (as the lead federal agency) has 
initiated consultation in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA). All correspondence related to Section 106 is attached to Appendix D, “Cultural 
Resources.” This correspondence is summarized in Table 20-2. FRA has invited the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to participate in the Section 106 consultation. On 
August 22, 2014, ACHP declined to participate and will instead rely on the Maryland Historic 
Trust (MHT) to provide comments and concurrence. FRA submitted to MHT a Section 106 
consultation initiation package (dated April 10, 2014), including the proposed APEs, analysis 
methodologies, and a list of potential consulting parties. MHT sent a response letter on June 16, 
2014. The Project Team sent a letter to MHT on September 24, 2014 regarding potential historic 
resources. The Project Team received a letter from MHT on November 12, 2014 providing 
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guidance regarding cultural resources and has proceeded accordingly with the cultural resources 
inventory and the effects assessment. The Project Team submitted the Effects Assessment for 
Historic Architectural Resources (see Appendix D) to MHT on May 19, 2016. In a letter dated 
August 24, 2016, MHT agreed with FRA’s effect determinations and encouraged continued 
coordination with the Section 106 consulting parties (see Appendix H). 


Table 20-2 
Section 106 Correspondence Summar 


g 6 


Letter to Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route National 
July 15, 2016 Historic Trail 


Ju 
Au 1 NPS Response Regarding Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 


nih 
October 11,2016 | Bridges and Case for a Longer Span 

SER i alana 
November 1, 2016 |Comments on the Effects Assessment 
oe 
November 22, 2016| stipulations for agreement on mitigation 


Correspondence with National Parks Service to transmit the Analysis of 
Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail Resources with 
January 18,2017 | Respect to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. 


Notes: See Appendix D, “Cultural Resources” and Appendix H, “Public Involvement and 
Agency Correspondence.” 


mber 17 
Letter from Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway Regarding Effects 
ly 20, 2016 Assessment 
ust 5, 20 


All Section 106 consulting parties were invited to each public outreach information session and 
a dedicated Section 106 meeting was held on March 9, 2015. The dedicated Section 106 meeting 
was held at the Havre de Grace Activity Center at 1 PM. Several Section 106 consulting parties 
were in attendance. Topics presented included an overview of Section 106 regulations and 
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process, and how the Section 106 process would run parallel with the environmental studies 
following the compliance process for NEPA. The Project Team and the consulting parties 
discussed the known adverse effects to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Overpasses and 
the Perry Interlocking Tower, along with conceptual ideas for mitigation. The Project Team will 
continue to coordinate with MHT and consulting parties throughout the Section 106 process. 


A second dedicated Section 106 consulting parties meeting was held in Perryville on August 18, 
2015 at 1 PM. Topics included potential project impacts on various historic resources, potential 
avoidance/mitigation measures, and opportunities for design input. The Perry Interlocking 
Tower—a contributing element of the NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station—was discussed at 
length. The Perry Interlocking Tower was determined to conflict with the proposed rail 
alignment for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, but not for other alternatives under 
consideration at the time. The Project Team is investigating the feasibility of shifting the tower, 
rather than demolishing it. Several consulting parties expressed a preference for preserving the 
tower, either in place or in a new location. 


The third dedicated Section 106 consulting parties meeting was held the Havre de Grace 
Activity Center, on October 11, 2016 at 1 PM. Topics included a discussion of adverse effects, 
input received from Section 106 consulting parties and proposed measures to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate adverse effects. The Project Team shared an outline of a draft agreement on 
implementing avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures and continuing consultation. 


C. AGENCY COORDINATION 


INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETINGS 


This section describes the IRM presentations delivered by the Project Team to date (see Table 
20-1). The Maryland IRM process is intended to achieve the timely and efficient identification, 
evaluation, and resolution of environmental and regulatory issues. IRMs have been held at 
project milestones. 


PROJECT INTRODUCTION IRM MEETING (JULY 17, 2013) 


FRA, MDOT, and Amtrak presented the general history, project goals, and anticipated schedule 
at the IRM. 


PURPOSE AND NEED IRM MEETING (FEBRUARY 19, 2014) 


The goal of the second IRM was to review the project introduction, purpose and need, project 
description, environmental resources, and public involvement. 


PURPOSE AND NEED/CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVE IRM MEETING (APRIL 16, 2014) 


The Purpose and Need Statement was circulated to the IRM agencies two weeks prior to the 
meeting. During the presentation, the Project Team solicited agency feedback on the Purpose 
and Need Statement. The remainder of the presentation provided information regarding the 
conceptual alternatives development process. The Project Team responded to agency comments 
regarding the conceptual alternatives. 
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FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES IRM MEETING (JUNE 18, 2014) 


Based on the input from the April IRM, the public outreach information session (described 
below), and the results of conceptual engineering, the Project Team presented the feasible 
project alternatives to the IRM. This included the comprehensive “long list” of all conceptual 
alternatives identified to date (including alternatives suggested by members of the public). The 
presentation explained the “fatal flaw screening” rationale used for eliminating conceptual 
alternatives deemed infeasible. 


ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY IRM MEETING (FEBRUARY 18, 2015) 


The purpose of the IRM was to review the Project Team’s alternatives screening process, present 
the alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) and provide an update on public outreach 
efforts to date. The Project Team reviewed the two-step alternatives screening process that 
included the fatal flaw screening and the more detailed screening based on specific project goals. 
An Alternatives Comparison Matrix along with a Natural Environmental Impacts Matrix was 
presented and used as the basis for choosing Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B for further study. 
The meeting concluded with an agreement to schedule a field visit to allow the agencies to 
observe the range of resources potentially affected by the Proposed Project. 


AGENCY FIELD VISIT (MARCH 12, 2015) 


In response to request made during the February 18, 2015 IRM, the resource agencies attended a 
field visit to evaluate the quality of the natural and human environmental resources within the 
study area. As a result of the field review some of the original resources were re-characterized 
and in some cases new resources were identified. 


ARDS FIELD VISIT RECAP (APRIL 15, 2015) 


The purpose of the IRM was to recap the results of the agency field review, update the agencies 
on the status of the engineering design and to explain the status of the ARDS package. The 
Project Team reviewed the updated natural environmental features including a re-characterized 
wetland/stream system and a newly discovered potential wetland close to the Perryville Railroad 
Station. The Project Team also updated the group on design modifications that would ultimately 
affect the natural and human environmental impacts for the project, relayed updates on the 
bike/pedestrian path feasibility study and presented next steps for the Proposed Project. 


REFINED ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY (JUNE 17, 2015) 


The purpose of the IRM was to provide a project update and overview of the key operational 
considerations associated with maximum allowable speeds and travel times. The Project Team 
presented the agencies with a revised Alternatives Comparison Matrix, which was based on 
updated human/natural resource information and new design details. The Project Team also 
discussed the approach for ARDS package resubmittal. 


IRM REVISED ARDS REPORT (SEPTEMBER 16, 2015) 


The purpose of this IRM was to update agency representatives on the ongoing efforts with the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. Topics included recent key stakeholder and Section 106 
meetings, a presentation of the ARDS—Alterative 9A and Alternative 9B, a review of 
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responses to agency comments on the ARDS report, and a discussion of the anticipated ARDS 
concurrence milestone and next steps for the project. 


IRM BRIDGE TYPES (DECEMBER 9, 2015) 


The purpose of this IRM was to present a comparison of bridge types and explain the rationale 
for moving forward with the girder approach span/arch main span bridge type. The meeting 
began with a brief overview of the project, followed by a recap of the November 2015 Public 
Outreach Informational Session. The detailed bridge comparison matrix was presented and 
discussed, with the Project Team recommending only taking the girder approach span/arch main 
span bridge type into the EA document. None of the agency representatives objected to 
proceeding with this bridge type in the EA document. Also discussed was an update on wetlands 
delineation. 


IRM DETAILED PRESENTATION OF NETR (APRIL 20, 2016) 


The purpose of this IRM was to present the detailed findings of the Natural Resources Technical 
Report in order to discuss avoidance and minimization measures, describe proposed wetland 
mitigation approach, describe potential on-site or off-site mitigation locations, and provide a 
summary of the mitigation site search results. A summary of all potential environmental impacts 
from Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B was distributed at the meeting. 


OTHER AGENCY COORDINATION 


Other agency coordination includes consultation with WILMAPCO and the Smart Growth 
Coordinating Committee. The Project Team presented to WILMAPCO in December 2015 and 
March 2016. WILMAPCO is the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization for 
Cecil County, Maryland and New Castle County, Delaware. The purpose of these presentations 
was to give WILMAPCO an introduction to the Proposed Project and discuss the alternative 
screening process, bridge design types, special considerations, and next steps. 


The Project Team presented to the Smart Growth Coordinating Committee in March 2016. The 
Smart Growth Coordinating Committee is responsible for reviewing and commenting on 
projects to be funded under Extraordinary Circumstances that are not within a Priority Funding 
Area. The purpose of this meeting was to review the project introduction and background, 
discuss the alternatives retained for detailed study and environmental considerations, and receive 
an exception to allow the state to fund a project that is partially outside of the Priority Funding 
Area. 


In addition, correspondence related to natural resources is discussed in Appendix E, “Natural 
Environmental Technical Report.” Attachment E of this appendix includes all correspondence 
letters. These letters are summarized in Table 20-3. Other correspondence is listed in Table 
20-4. 
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Table 20-3 
Natural Resources Correspondence Summary 
February 14, 2014 | National Marine Fisheries Service 


Response from Wildlife and Heritage Service Maryland Department of Natural 
March 20, 2014 Resources 


Response from Wildlife and Heritage Service Maryland Department of Natural 
Resources 


Response from Integrated Policy and Review Unit Department of Natural 
Resources 


April 7, 2016 Wildlife and Heritage Service Maryland Department of Natural Resources 
May 9, 2016 Response from Department of Natural Resources 


November 28, 2016 | National Marine Fisheries Service 


Notes: See Appendix E, “Natural Environment Technical Report.” 
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Table 20-4 
Other Correspondence 


December 21, 2016] Harford County Public Schools letter regarding construction schedule 


Letter from C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger, Member of Congress, regarding bridge 


January 24, 2017 . 
design 

Letter from Volney H. Ford, Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Advisory Board 

February 14, 2017 | Chair, to Mayor William T. Martin regarding bridge design and accompanying 


report 


February 15, 2017 | Letter from Mayor William T. Martin regarding bridge design 
Notes: See Appendix H, “Public Involvement and Agency Correspondence.” 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the Proposed Project). 
Located between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the Town of 
Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is a critical link along 
one of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) designated high-speed rail corridors. 
The National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is 
providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and 
FRA. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC) service, 
and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight trains across the 
Susquehanna River. 


The primary purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide continued rail connectivity along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). As described in the Purpose and Need Statement, the problems posed 
by the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge include: functionally obsolete and aging 
infrastructure; speed and capacity constraints; operational inflexibility; maintenance difficulties; 
and conflicts with maritime uses. 


The goals of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project include: 


Improve rail service reliability and safety; 
Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 

e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, 
commuter, intercity, and high-speed rail operations; and 

e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 


This Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) report explains the screening process the 
Project Team used to identify which alternatives should be eliminated from further consideration 
and which have been retained for detailed study and inclusion in the EA. 


ES.1 SCREENING PROCESS 


A two-step screening process (fatal flaw and detailed screening) was used to evaluate 25 
alternatives, including 18 conceptual alternatives, a rehabilitation alternative, and six other 
alternatives. The Project Team developed the 18 conceptual alternatives (1A through 9B) based 
on engineering design factors such as: geometry, design speed, bridge spacing, navigational 
clearances, grades, and relationships to other projects. The Project Team also evaluated 
rehabilitation of the existing bridge (Rehab) as an alternative. Through the public outreach 
process six other alternatives were developed included three additional conceptual alternatives 
(CE), two alternatives suggested by the public (P), and a value engineering alternative (VE). 
Throughout the screening process, the Project Team considered input provided through public 
outreach efforts, coordination with local officials, Section 106 Consulting Party meetings, 
interagency review meetings, and other stakeholder meetings. 


1. Fatal Flaw Screening 


The first step in the screening process was a “fatal flaw screening.” The fatal flaw screening 
evaluated the 25 alternatives based on significant impacts and on their ability to satisfy the 
following criteria developed from the Project’s Purpose and Need Statement and impacts: 


e = Rail connectivity; 
e Navigational requirements; 
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e Logical termini; 
e Feasibility and constructability; and 
e Avoidance of critical property impacts. 


The fatal flaw screening eliminated 15 alternatives, including the Rehab alternative, nine of the 
18 conceptual alternatives, and five of the six other alternatives. The 10 alternatives remaining 
after the fatal flaw analysis included Alternatives 1B, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, 8A, 8B, 9A, 9B, and VE. 


2. Detailed Screening 


The second step of the screening process (the “detailed screening’’) evaluated the 10 alternatives 
that remained after the fatal flaw screening, noted as preliminary alternatives. These 10 
alternatives are described below by location, number of tracks, and maximum authorized train 
speeds. 


e Design to the east with four tracks: Construction of a new two-track high-speed bridge 
slightly to the east of the existing bridge, followed by the decommissioning and removal 
of the existing bridge. Ultimately, a second new fixed bridge (two tracks) would be 
constructed on the existing bridge alignment. This design group includes alternatives: 

o 1B (140 mph) 
o 4B (160 mph) 
o 4C (135 mph) 
o 8A (120 mph,) 

e Design to the east with three tracks: Construction of a new three-track bridge slightly 
to the east of the existing bridge. Two of the three tracks would be able to accommodate 
high-speed passenger rail service. The existing bridge would then be decommissioned 
and removed. This design group includes alternatives: 

o 4D (160 mph) 
o 4E (135 mph) 
o 8B (120 mph) 

e Design to the west with four tracks: Construction of a new commuter rail and freight 
rail bridge slightly to the west of the existing bridge, followed by the decommissioning 
and removal of the existing bridge. Ultimately, a new fixed two-track bridge would be 
constructed on the existing bridge alignment. This design group includes alternatives: 

o 9A (160 mph) 
o 9B (150 mph) 

e Design to the east and west with four tracks: Simultaneous construction of two new 
double-track bridges on either side of the existing bridge, followed by the 
decommissioning and removal of the existing bridge. This design includes the following 
alternative: 

o VE (140 mph, four tracks) 


These preliminary alternatives were reviewed in more detail to assess their impacts to both the 
human and natural environment, their ability to meet more specific design and operational 
criteria, and their consistency with NEC plans and programs. (See Appendix B for the detailed 
Alternatives Comparison Matrix). 


HUMAN ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 


Human environmental considerations included property impacts (i.e., permanent impacts to land 
use and community facilities), permanent impacts to parks and recreational facilities, a 
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preliminary assessment of impacts to cultural resources, and potential impacts to Section 
4(f)/6(f) resources'. Depending on the alternative selected, the project would directly impact 
three to eight parcels (0.10 to 4.72 acres) of residential, commercial, institutional, park, and/or 
undeveloped property. The potential number of residential and/or commercial relocations ranges 
from zero to 16. The National Tire & Glass Sales, Inc. business would be displaced by 
Alternatives 4B, 4D, and 9A. Alternatives 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E would require the demolition of 
the Lafayette Senior Housing Facility, which is a residential property that provides 15 units of 
affordable housing to the elderly and accepts Section 8 vouchers. While the census block group 
containing the Lafayette Senior Housing Facility is not considered low-income as a whole, the 
acquisition in full of this complex and the displacement of 15 low-income residents could result 
in environmental justice concerns. 


The alternatives would impact between zero and two parks, with acquisition ranging from 0.14 
to 2.56 acres. Alternatives 1B, 8A, and 8B would have no park impacts. David R. Craig Park, 
the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields, and Jean S. Roberts Park (which is 
partially owned by Havre de Grace and partially owned by Amtrak), would each be impacted by 
one or more alternatives. 


Depending on the alternative selected, the project would have a potential impact on two to three 
known historic architectural resources (i.e., properties or districts listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places (NR) and/or the Maryland State Register of Historic Properties (SR), or 
determined eligible for such listing, and National Historic Landmarks). All alternatives are 
expected to impact the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and its associated overpasses, which are 
SR/NR-eligible. Alternatives 9A and 9B would impact the Perry Interlocking Tower and Access 
Road Undergrade Bridge 59.39, which are contributing resources of the Perryville Railroad 
Station (SR/NR-eligible). All alternatives could require modification to the Access Road 
Undergrade Bridge 59.39. All alternatives are anticipated to impact the Havre de Grace Historic 
District (SR/NR-listed) since a new bridge structure would pass through the historic district and 
all alternatives would require some degree of property acquisition from within the historic 
district. The total acreage of potentially sensitive archaeological areas is similar across 
alternatives, ranging from 0.11 to 0.31 acre. 


Most of the parks and cultural resources that would be impacted by the project are also 
considered Section 4(f) resources. The alternatives would impact between three and five Section 
4(f) resources. Some impacts may be considered de minimis. Improvements to one property 
within the study area, the Havre de Grace Middle/High School complex, were undertaken 
utilizing Section 6(f) Land and Water Conservation Funds (LWCF). Several alternatives 
(Alternatives 4B, 4D, and 9A) would impact this Section 6(f) property. 


NATURAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 


Natural environmental considerations included impacts to streams, wetlands, natural wetland 
buffers, floodplains, Chesapeake Bay Critical Area, forest, and Rare, Threatened, and 
Endangered (RTE) Species. Based on preliminary field and ArcGIS desktop surveys, natural 
environmental impacts were found to be similar among alternatives. Key environmental 
considerations are discussed below. 


' USDOT Act of 1966 (23 USC. 138 and 49 USC. 303) and Section 6(f) of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act (16 USC 460). 
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Each alternative would have three stream crossings. The impacts range from 271 to 450 linear 
feet of stream with Alternatives 4B and 4D impacting more than 400 linear feet. Impacts to the 
Susquehanna River depend on the bridge design type and are not identified at this time. The two 
step screening process for the alternatives is independent of the bridge design type. 


Based on preliminary field surveys, wetland impacts are not expected to exceed one acre for any 
alternative. Wetland impacts range from 0.18 to 0.68 acre. Alternatives 9A and 9B would have 
the least amount of wetland impact (0.18 acre) and Alternative 4C would have the greatest 
impact (0.68 acre). Natural wetland buffer impacts are estimated to range from 0.72 to 1.71 
acres. Natural wetland buffers exclude disturbed track bed area. Alternatives 4D, 4E, and 8B 
would impact less than one acre of natural wetland buffer, while Alternatives 1B, 4B, 9A, 9B, 
and VE would impact less than 1.50 acre of natural wetland buffer. 


The project would impact 6.09 to 8.01 acres of Chesapeake Bay Critical Area depending on the 
alternative selected. Alternative VE would have the highest amount of Critical Area impacts. 
Critical Area impacts would be less than 6.50 acres for Alternatives 8B, 9A, and 9B and between 
6.50 and 7.00 acres for Alternatives 1B, 4E, 8A, and 8B. 


Forest impacts associated with the alternatives are expected to range from 0.17 to 2.92 acres. No 
alternative is anticipated to impact potential Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) habitat. 
Forest impacts would be less than one acre for Alternatives 4C, 4E, 8A, and 8B. 


Based on preliminary coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the Maryland Department of Natural Resources (DNR), 
all alternatives would have the potential to impact rare, threatened or endangered (RTE) species 
or habitat (RTE). Various terrestrial, aquatic, and marine species or habitat were identified 
within the project vicinity. 


Based on a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, there would be no major differences among 
the 10 preliminary alternatives with respect to contaminated and hazardous materials. Depending 
on the alternative selected, the project has the potential to directly impact two to three known 
contaminated properties. 


OPERATIONAL AND ENGINEERING CONSIDERATIONS 


The last step of the detailed screening process determined how well each of the 10 alternatives 
met the project’s operational and engineering criteria. Several operational and engineering 
considerations were developed based on the project’s Purpose and Need, including the need to 
improve rail service and reliability, improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced 
trip times, optimize existing and planned infrastructure, and maintain adequate navigation and 
improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 


A key operational consideration is the project’s ability to optimize existing and planned 
infrastructure by providing for a maximum authorized train speed of 160 mph, while taking both 
benefits and potential impacts into consideration. The NEC Master Plan was developed with 
planned speed increases up to a Maximum Authorized Speed of 160 mph for this location along 
the NEC. Amtrak NEC Master Plan is consistent with the congressional mandate placed on 
Amtrak to reduce travel times along the NEC. The maximum authorized speed of the 10 
alternatives ranges from 120 mph to 160 mph. 


Another key operational consideration is the maximum number of tracks provided. Four tracks 
would enable an “excellent” reduction in operational conflicts along the NEC, while three tracks 
would provide a “fair” reduction in operational conflicts. The reduction in operational conflicts 
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is essential for improving operational flexibility and accommodating reduced trip times in 
support of the above-mentioned programs. The 10 preliminary alternatives provide for a 
maximum of either three or four tracks. 


ES.2 ALTERNATIVES REMOVED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 


Based on the detailed screening, eight of the 10 preliminary alternatives have been eliminated 
from further study including Alternatives 1B, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, 8A, 8B and VE. 


Alternative 4B provided for 160 mph and four tracks but was eliminated along with 4C, 4D, and 
4E primarily due to the full acquisition of the low-income Lafayette Senior Housing Facility and 
the associated residential displacements. Alternative 4D provides for 160 mph, but provides only 
three tracks. Alternatives 1B, 4C, and 8A provide four tracks, but do not provide for 160 mph. 
Alternative 8A was eliminated along with 8B primarily due to an undesirable maximum 
authorized speed (120 mph). 


Alternative VE was eliminated, because Alternative 9B offered higher authorized speeds (150 
mph) with fewer property and natural environmental impacts. Alternative 1B was eliminated 
because Alternative 9B offered higher speeds (150 mph) and long term benefits consistent with 
plans and programs along the NEC. Alternative 1B also resulted in similar environmental 
impacts compared to Alternative 9B without some of the operational benefits. 


ES.3 ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY 


The Project Team is retaining Alternatives 9A and 9B for detailed study in the EA. Alternative 
9A offers a maximum authorized speed of 160 mph and a four track design. This alternative 
requires property acquisition from within the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. 
Alternative 9B, which provides four tracks and a maximum authorized speed of 150 mph, does 
not directly impact the athletic fields. The Project Team is investigating opportunities to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate the human/natural environmental impacts associated with both 
Alternatives 9A and 9B, including the possibility of relocating the Perry Interlocking Tower to 
minimize the potential impact to the historic Perryville Railroad Station. Additionally, the 
project is coordinating with Harford County Public Schools regarding potential impacts and 
mitigation opportunities related to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. 


The EA will include comprehensive environmental analyses, including studies of transportation, 
land use, air quality, noise, vibration, visual and aesthetic considerations, socioeconomic 
conditions, parkland, historic and archaeological resources, environmental justice, indirect and 
cumulative effects, and construction impacts. The EA is anticipated to be completed in Spring 
2016 and will be provided to the public for review and comment. A public meeting will be held 
for the project following the EA and prior to FRA making a final decision for this project. 
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A. OVERVIEW 
A.1 INTRODUCTION 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation 
(MDOT) are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (also referred to herein as 
“the Proposed Project”). The EA is being prepared in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] 4321 et seq.), the Council 
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] parts 1500-1508), and FRA’s Procedures for Considering Environmental 
Impacts (64 Federal Register [FR] 28545 [May 26, 1999] and 78 FR 2713 [January 14, 2013]). 
The EA also documents compliance with other applicable Federal environmental laws and 
regulations, including Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended 
(NHPA) (16 U.S.C. 470) and the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et seq.). 


The U.S. Secretary of Transportation selected MDOT for a grant award of $22 million in federal 
funding available through the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program. A cooperative 
agreement has been formed between FRA and MDOT for the NEPA and preliminary 
engineering phases of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. MDOT is proposing to 
improve the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford 
County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland (see Appendix A, 
Figure 1). MDOT is sponsoring the project. FRA is the lead federal agency for the EA. The 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing 
conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


The replacement of the Susquehanna River Bridge is a major infrastructure investment on the 
NEC that, as with the existing bridge, is potentially anticipated to provide service over 100 
years. NEC and this project are incorporated in multiple national efforts including the High 
Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program, NEC FUTURE Program, the 2008 Congressional 
Mandate for improved travel time on the NEC, and the Amtrak NEC Master Plan, described as 
follows: 


e High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program (HSIPR) 

o Address the nation’s transportation challenges by making strategic investments 
in an efficient network of passenger rail corridors that connect communities 
across the country 

o High Speed Rail Strategic Plan (FRA, April 2009) 

e NEC FUTURE Program 

o FRA comprehensive planning effort to define, evaluate, and prioritize future 
investments in the NEC, from Washington DC to Boston, Massachusetts. 

o Improve the reliability, capacity, connectivity, performance, and resiliency of 
passenger rail service on the NEC for both intercity and regional trips 

e Congressional Mandate for Amtrak to reduce travel time along the Northeast 
Corridor 

o Section 212(d) of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 

Public Law 110-432 


September 2015 6 DRAFT 


Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 


o Reduced Travel Time, Improved Train Operations, improved Service Capacity, 

Maintain Rail Services, and Cost Benefits 
e Amtrak NEC Master Plan (May 2010) 

o “Provides the baseline of infrastructure investments needed to maintain the 
current NEC System in a state of good repair, integrate intercity commuter and 
freight service plans, and move the NEC forward to meet the expanded service, 
reliability, frequency, and trip-time improvements that are envisioned by the 
Northeast states and the District.” 

o Developed for speed increases up to a Maximum Authorized Speed of 160 mph. 


A.2 PURPOSE AND NEED OF THE PROJECT 


The existing two-track Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located on Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor (NEC) at Milepost 60. It is located within Maryland’s Chesapeake Bay watershed near 
the mouth of the Susquehanna River. The approaches to the existing rail bridge and the NEC 
right-of-way extend through the City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville. The 
Proposed Project would span approximately six miles, between the “Oak” Interlocking at 
Milepost 63.5 south of the City Havre de Grace and the “Prince” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 
north of the Town of Perryville (see Appendix A, Figure 1). 


This rail bridge is a critical link along one of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) 
designated high-speed rail corridors. The NEC is the busiest passenger rail line in the U.S. The 
bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk 
Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight trains across the Susquehanna 
River. NS operates between Harrisburg, Pennsylvania, and Baltimore, Maryland, using its “Port 
Road” route along the Susquehanna River between Harrisburg and Perryville, and using trackage 
rights along the NEC between Perryville and Baltimore. The existing bridge is roughly 0.75 
miles in length and is the longest bridge with a movable span on the NEC. It is a swing-span 
type bridge; the movable span opens by rotating horizontally using a center pivot mounted on a 
pier in the river. When in the closed position, the existing bridge allows for a 52-foot vertical 
clearance for marine traffic through two 100-foot-wide channels. The swing span must be 
opened to allow for taller marine traffic, which disrupts rail operations. 


As described in the Purpose and Need Statement, the problems posed by the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge include: functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure; speed 
and capacity constraints; operational inflexibility; maintenance difficulties; and conflicts with 
maritime uses. 


Two of the factors that influence design speed are geometry and bridge type. The existing open- 
deck swing bridge limits the operating speed to 90 mph. A fixed (non-movable) bridge with 
either a ballasted or slab track (direct fixation) deck is required to support increased operating 
speeds higher than 90 mph for intercity rail service and to reduce maintenance and operating 
costs. The construction tolerances on an open deck bridge do not permit operating speeds greater 
than 90 mph. 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to provide continued rail 
connectivity along the NEC. The goals of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project include: 


e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 
e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 
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e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, 
commuter, intercity, and high-speed rail operations; and 
e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 


A.3 AGENCY COORDINATION AND PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 


During the early phases of the Proposed Project, MDOT and FRA prepared an Agency 
Coordination and Public Involvement Plan. The plan identified a proactive approach to 
effectively engage the public and agencies. For the purposes of public outreach, a broad 
distribution list was prepared, which included elected officials, representatives from the City of 
Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville, representatives from Harford County and Cecil 
County, freight rail operators, individuals and organizations who signed up for the mailing list, 
owners of adjacent properties, stakeholder groups, community facilities, agency contacts, and 
potential Section 106 consulting parties. The Project Team presented the Proposed Project at 
Interagency Review Meetings (IRMs), public outreach information sessions, and stakeholder 
meetings. The Project Team used a variety of methods to obtain feedback from the public and 
interested stakeholders throughout the planning process. Postcards, press releases, and public 
meeting announcements were sent prior to public outreach information sessions and a variety of 
comment mechanisms are available. As described in Section E of this document, the Project 
Team is soliciting public and agency input at each step of the process. 


B. ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT 


This section describes the process used to develop and screen alternatives. In addition to the 
alternatives described herein, a No Action Alternative will be evaluated in the EA. The No 
Action Alternative assumes the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge would remain in service as-is, 
with no intervention besides minimal repairs and continuation of the current maintenance 
regime. The No Action Alternative will not include any changes to the existing track 
configuration. Service over the bridge would worsen in the future under the No Action 
Alternative. The bridge would continue to age, maintenance problems would occur more 
frequently, and the bridge would remain as a bottleneck, due to significant speed reductions; it 
would eventually need to be taken out of service. Major planned transportation projects within 
the study area that are expected to be completed before the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Project build year (and are therefore included in the No Action Alternative) include: 


e Components of Amtrak’s State of Good Repair and Service Improvements 
e MARC Fleet Plan 
e MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility 


The No Action Alternative will not meet the project purpose and goals, but will remain for 
detailed evaluation as a baseline to compare potential project impacts. 


B.1 CONCEPTUAL ENGINEERING DESIGN FACTORS 


The Project Team identified design factors to be incorporated into the conceptual alternatives 
(see Appendix A, Figure 2). These design factors were considered independently and 
collectively. 
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B.1.1 GEOMETRY 


Any feasible conceptual alternative must consider the existing track geometry of the NEC. 
Existing alignments of commuter and freight facilities were also considered so as to not preclude 
rail operations, including use of NS’s Port Road route and service to/from the Perryville MARC 
Station. Furthermore, Amtrak has standard plans and specifications that provide detailed 
geometry requirements for tracks carrying Amtrak passenger service. These standards are 
required to meet federal regulations, to assure passenger comfort, and provide a safe, 
maintainable design. 


The existing geometry of approach tracks to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is one of the 
factors limiting train speeds along this segment of the NEC. Reducing curvature along this 
segment could enable faster train speed. Amtrak developed multiple geometric designs to 
determine the design speeds that could be accommodated within the existing right of way in 
comparison to the geometry and right of way required to meet the 160 mph design speed for the 
existing NEC. 


During the initial conceptual design, the primary focus was on the alignment and geometry of 
the tracks for the main river crossing and its approaches. Interlockings were evaluated in a 
schematic manner (focusing on major elements such as crossovers) and the alignment tapered 
down to current track centers spacing before interlockings. As the engineering designs evolved 
and the team continued to coordinate with operations and planning personnel, the project team 
increased the track centers spacing for an extended area up to the interlockings, to meet the 
newer standards and accommodate long term operational goals along the NEC. The design for 
all alignments incorporates new standards for track centers spacing in preparation for higher 
speed rails (15- or 16-foot track centers spacing). 


B.1.2 DESIGN SPEED 


The design speed is a critical element in meeting the project’s Purpose and Need to reduce trip 
times and optimize infrastructure to improve service and accommodate future high speed rail 
operations along the NEC. This need is consistent with the congressional mandate published in 
Section 212(d) of the Passenger Rail Investment and Improvement Act of 2008 Public Law 110 
432 requiring Amtrak to reduce travel time along the NEC. Improvements at the Susquehanna 
River crossing were noted in Amtrak’s report to Congress, An Interim Assessment of Achieving 
Improved Trip Times on the Northeast Corridor prepared in October 2009, with several other 
major infrastructure projects in order to reduce travel time, improve train operations, improve 
service capacity, and maintain rail services. 


The NEC FUTURE Program and Amtrak are planning for a 160 mph speed along the existing 
NEC where feasible to improve travel times and passenger service. This 160 mph design speed 
is also consistent with the planned Amtrak purchase of new train sets and provides the benefits 
outlined in the FRA High Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program (HSIPR). The purpose of the 
HSIPR is to address the nation’s transportation challenges by making strategic investments in an 
efficient network of passenger rail corridors that connect communities across the country 
initiatives. 

Additional benefits associated with maintaining consistent speed levels along the NEC and 
minimal changes in acceleration / deceleration include improved rider comfort, reduced energy 
consumption, and increased equipment efficiency. 
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B.1.3 BRIDGE SPACING 


When evaluating two structural bridges across the Susquehanna River, a phased construction of 
the bridges would be required to maintain continuous rail traffic across the river (i.e. two bridges 
would not be built simultaneously nor could the existing bridge be removed from service until a 
replacement bridge has been constructed). Maintaining continuous rail service during 
construction cannot, however, preclude navigation for extended periods of time. Sufficient 
bridge spacing between the existing bridge and the new bridges is required to reduce risk of 
construction-related damage to the existing bridge and higher associated construction costs. 
Construction staging can be planned based on the layout of bridge spacing so that the swing span 
of the existing bridge can remain operable for the majority of the construction period. Reducing 
the bridge spacing would complicate construction and increase risks to the existing bridge and 
its movable span operations. However, increasing the distance between bridges more than 
necessary would result in greater property acquisitions. 


B.1.4 NAVIGATIONAL CLEARANCES 


The existing bridge includes a movable span that provides a 52-foot vertical clearance in the 
closed position and a 127-foot clearance in the open position (limited by overhead transmission 
lines). The movable span is typically opened five to 10 times per year with 24 hours of advanced 
notice. A temporary winter closure of the movable span may be necessary during the 
construction period. This closure would temporarily restrict navigation of high-mast vessels 
during the winter months, which is the time of the year with the least navigation activity. Amtrak 
conducted a navigation study in 2013 to assess current and future navigation needs of marine 
users of the Susquehanna River. The study collected information from local marinas, 
commercial users, contractors, federal agencies, and local municipal employees. The study 
concluded that a vertical clearance of 60 feet above the mean high water elevation for any new 
river span would reasonably accommodate the needs of current and future marine users. The 
navigation study determined a 60-foot vertical clearance is the optimal balance between the 
needs of the mariners and the needs of the passenger and freight rail providers. As noted 
previously, a fixed bridge is required for high-speed passenger tracks. An excessively high 
clearance for a fixed bridge would require longer or steeper approach grades, greater right-of- 
way and viewshed impacts, and a more expensive bridge structure. Steeper approach grades 
have a greater impact on freight train service, as described below. The navigation study also 
determined that while the existing horizontal clearance (two 100-foot-wide channels) is 
sufficient, further widening of the horizontal clearance could increase sight distance, reduce 
vessel congestion, and aid tug boat and barge navigation through the bridge opening, increasing 
safety and resilience against potential bridge and fender system strikes. 


B.1.5 GRADES 


Amtrak's standards generally permit up to a 1.5 percent compensated grade on mainline tracks. 
This grade is consistent with industry standards for maximum grades on freight and passenger 
mainline track. However, the existing grades on NS's Port Road and Amtrak's NEC are less than 
this maximum, ranging from 0.14 percent to 0.24 percent for the NS Port Road route and 
between 0.3 percent and 0.68 percent north and south of the bridge. The conceptual designs 
considered the existing maximum effective or ruling grade for the route. In coordination with 
NS, the Project Team determined that, for this project with current and anticipated freight train 
usage, a 0.65 percent maximum grade is appropriate for tracks primarily dedicated to freight 
operation. 
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B.1.6 RELATIONSHIPS TO OTHER PROJECTS 


All conceptual alternatives were designed not to preclude adjacent and related planned 
transportation projects (see Appendix A, Figure 3). Such projects include freight rail 
improvements (e.g. the Chesapeake Connector Project), Maryland Transit Administration’s 
(MTA) MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility and Penn Line extension, Amtrak Capital 
Projects, FRA’s NEC FUTURE, regional bicycle and pedestrian trails etc. 


B.2 CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES 


Using the design factors described above, the Project Team developed 18 conceptual 
alternatives. Several alternatives were developed to achieve the desired 160 mph design speed. 
These alternatives require additional right of way and impact adjacent properties. Alternatives 
with lower speeds were also developed to determine the maximum speeds achievable within the 
existing Amtrak right of way and to minimize impacts within the project area. Locations of the 
18 conceptual alternatives are shown in Appendix A, Figure 3. A description of each of the 
conceptual alternatives is detailed in Table 1. 


These alternatives were grouped into four build scenarios, which are described below and shown 
in Appendix A, Figure 4. The build scenarios represent four specific construction staging 
approaches. 


B.2.1 BUILD SCENARIO I 


Build Scenario 1 involves a new two-track high-speed bridge constructed slightly to the east of 
the existing bridge as the first activity. The existing bridge would then be decommissioned and 
removed. Finally, a second new fixed bridge would be constructed on the existing bridge 
alignment. Alternatives 1A, 1B, 3A, 3B, 4A, 4B, 4C, 5, 6, 7, and 8A would employ this 
approach. 


B.2.2 BUILD SCENARIO 2 


Build Scenario 2 involves a new two-track high-speed bridge constructed slightly to the west of 
the existing bridge with a flyover in Perryville over the existing right-of-way (to provide the 
desired rail connectivity for high-speed passenger trains). The existing bridge would then be 
decommissioned and removed. Finally, a new fixed bridge would be constructed on the existing 
bridge alignment. Alternatives 2A and 2B would use Build Scenario 2. 


B.2.3 BUILD SCENARIO 3 


Build Scenario 3 involves a new three-track bridge constructed slightly to the east of the existing 
bridge. Two of the three tracks would be able to accommodate high-speed passenger rail 
service. The existing bridge would then be decommissioned and removed. Alternatives 4D, 4E, 
and 8B are representative of Build Scenario 3. 


B.2.4 BUILD SCENARIO 4 


Build Scenario 4 involves construction of a new commuter rail and freight rail bridge slightly to 
the west of the existing bridge as the first activity. The existing bridge would then be 
decommissioned and removed. Finally, a new fixed two-track bridge would be constructed on 
the existing bridge alignment. Alternatives 9A and 9B are representative of Build Scenario 4. 


Table 1 
Description of 18 Conceptual Alternatives 
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Winter Maximum Masamuin 
Alternative Description Swing Span| Number of Speed 
Closure? Tracks P 
4A e High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge No 
e1 or 2-track bridge in place of existing bridge — clear of swing span 4 tracks* | 140 mph 
1B e Similar to 1A but new bridge closer to existing bridge—temporary closure of swing Yes 
span 4 tracks* | 140 mph 


e High-speed 2-track bridge to the west of existing bridge 

2A | e1 or 2-track bridge in place of existing bridge — clear of swing span No 
e Flyover in Perryville 4 tracks* | 135 mph 

Ey e Curved high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge io eee 

e1 or 2-track bridge in place of existing bridge 4 tracks* | 160 mph 
e Straight high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge 
e1 or 2-track bridge in place of existing bridge No 
eWould require rebuild of Lewis Lane overpass in Havre de Grace 4 tracks* | 160 mph 


¢ Similar to 4A but closer to existing bridge — temporary closure of swing span 160 mph 
* Similar to 4B but with reduced speed 135 mph 


e High-speed 3-track bridge to the east of existing bridge — temporary closure of 
swing span Yes 
eWould require rebuild of Lewis Lane overpass in Havre de Grace 3 tracks 160 mph 


4E | eSimilar to 4D but with fewer right-of-way impacts due to lower design speed 135 mph 


e High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge 

e1 or 2-track bridge in place of existing bridge — clear of swing span No Rees 

e Substantial curve to avoid right-of-way impacts 130 mph 

e High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing, elevated through Havre de Grace 

e1 or 2-track bridge in place of existing bridge Yes atacne 

eExtensive, complicated double decker structure 160 mph 

e High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing bridge 

e1 or 2-track bridge in place of existing bridge No eacee 

e Significant curvature to avoid Perryville substation 160 mph 

e High-speed 3-track bridge to the east of existing bridge on 8A alignment — Pee Pees 
3 tracks 120 mph 


temporary closure of swing span 


e1 or 2 track 90 mph bridge to the west of existing bridge 

e High-speed 2-track bridge in place of existing bridge Yes eiiceet 

eReconstruct Lewis Lane Bridge to accommodate track shift 160 mph 
Similar to 9A but with f ight-of- i ts due to | desi d 

¢ Similar to ut with fewer right-of-way impacts due to lower design spee ae 


eReconstruct Lewis Lane Bridge to accommodate track shift 
*These alternatives could accommodate a 4-track scenario or a 3-track scenario with an option of a future 4th track expansion. 


D 


| 4e | 


8A 
B 


8 


i<e) 


B.3 REHABILITATION ALTERNATIVE 


An alternative that would rehabilitate the existing bridge without modifying the track alignments 
was considered. In addition, the Project Team considered conversion of the swing bridge into a 
lift bridge during rehabilitation, since conversion to a lift bridge would permit a new bridge to be 
built close to the existing bridge. During the April 28, 2014 public outreach information session, 
two written comments suggested constructing a new bridge and rehabilitating the existing bridge 
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into a walking path to connect Havre de Grace and Perryville. Therefore, the Project Team also 
evaluated the possibility of rehabilitating the existing bridge for non-rail use. 


B.4 OTHER ALTERNATIVES 


After the Project Team developed the 18 conceptual alternatives and the Rehab alternative, six 
other alternatives were developed: three additional conceptual alternatives (CE), two alternatives 
suggested by the public (P), and one value engineering alternative (VE). 


B.4.1 ADDITIONAL CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES 


Alternative CE1 involves the construction of two single-track bridges on either side of the 
existing bridge and would then replace the existing bridge with a third bridge. Alternative CE2 
involves the utilization of the abandoned grade-separated crossing for freight movements to the 
north of the existing bridge. Alternative CE3 involves the construction of a three-track high- 
speed bridge to the west of the existing bridge. 


B.4.2 ALTERNATIVES SUGGESTED BY MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC 


Members of the public suggested two alternatives during the alternatives screening process, 
described below. 


High Speed Tunnel under the Susquehanna River (P1) 


A comment received May 3, 2014 through the project’s website suggested the consideration of 
an underground tunnel for high speed passenger trains. 


Reroute to Utilize CSX Bridge (P2) 


A comment submitted to the Project Team via email dated April 17, 2014 suggested rerouting 
the tracks to join the CSX bridge to the north of the existing bridge. 


B.4.3 VALUE ENGINEERING ALTERNATIVE 


During the conceptual engineering design process, Amtrak conducted a value engineering study 
to further improve the project. The value engineering alternative (VE) was recommended for 
further evaluation, consisting of two double-track bridges on either side of the existing bridge. 
The two new bridges would be constructed simultaneously, followed by the decommissioning 
and removal of the existing bridge. 


C. STEP 1: FATAL FLAW SCREENING 


The 18 conceptual alternatives, the Rehab alternative, and the six other alternatives (CE, P, and 
VE) were evaluated using a two-step screening process (see Appendix A, Figure 5). Fatal flaw 
screening, which was the first step of the screening process, is discussed below. The remaining 
alternatives (preliminary alternatives) then moved on to the second step for a more detailed 
screening. 


C.1 FATAL FLAW CRITERIA 


The criteria for the fatal flaw screening were developed from the project’s Purpose and Need. 
Each alternative must satisfy all of the below criteria to advance to the next level of screening 
(see Appendix A, Figure 6). 
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C.1.1 RAIL CONNECTIVITY 


The NEC is a critical link in the transportation network for a large portion of the northeast US. 
To be feasible, any alternative must provide for the continued freight and passenger rail 
movement along the NEC during project construction and operation. Except for limited outages 
and service cutovers, access to and from the Perryville MARC station across the Susquehanna 
River must be maintained and provide sufficient capacity at all times. Similarly, access for the 
NS freight trains entering and exiting the NEC from the Port Road Branch must be maintained at 
all times, along with the ability for the NS traffic to cross the river. 


C.1.2 NAVIGATIONAL REQUIREMENTS 


Marine traffic is subject to the same delays as rail traffic during bridge openings. To eliminate 
this conflict, feasible alternatives must provide a higher level bridge that allows for marine 
vessel passage without the need to suspend rail operations and maintains or increases horizontal 
clearance. Any feasible conceptual alternative must maintain navigation during the construction 
period to the extent practicable. Any alternative that would result in prolonged marine closure 
(e.g., a continuous and complete marine closure of more than one week) would be fatally flawed. 
However, to reduce the required right-of-way acquisitions for the project, several alternatives 
propose to construct the new bridge within the swing span of the existing movable span. This 
will prevent the existing bridge from opening for mariners while the channel span is being 
constructed, although the channel would remain open for use by vessels that clear the existing 
bridge. Therefore, these alternatives would require a temporary closure of the movable span 
while the new bridge is being constructed during off-peak winter months. 


C.1.3 LOGICAL TERMINI 


NEPA requires transportation improvement projects, particularly linear projects such as bridge 
or corridor improvements, to define logical termini’. Logical termini help ensure that each 
proposed project fully responds to the identified need for that given project, i.e., that the project 
is of a sufficient length to address the identified problem. By their very definition, logical 
termini also help separate a proposed project from adjacent or related projects along the same 
corridor while ensuring that the project considers all existing infrastructure within the corridor 
and the potential to maximize the use of this existing infrastructure. Furthermore, logical termini 
allow a project sponsor to define an appropriate area for the examination of potential project 
impacts; this area is then evaluated in the environmental review documentation. 


Any alternative must have rational end points and must consider existing infrastructure. The 
logical termini for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project are defined as Prince Interlocking 
north of Perryville (at MP 57.3) on the NEC to Oak Interlocking south of Havre de Grace (at MP 
63.5). These project termini were defined in the grant and have been used to develop the project 
alternatives and to select study areas for technical analyses of environmental impacts. 


C.1.4 FEASIBILITY AND CONSTRUCTABILITY 


Any conceptual alternative must be feasible and practicable from a construction and engineering 
perspective. Feasible conceptual alternatives must be built off the existing tracks to the extent 
practical and cut into service with minimal impacts to existing operations. Additionally, feasible 


' 23 CFR 771.111(f) 
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conceptual alternatives must be constructed in a timely and integrated manner to ensure 
compatibility with future planned projects. 


C.1.5 AVOIDANCE OF CRITICAL PROPERTY IMPACTS 


Through early coordination efforts, the Project Team sought input from the City of Havre de 
Grace and the Town of Perryville. Local officials identified properties of the utmost importance 
to the community, including but not limited to parks, government buildings, community 
facilities, schools, and historic places. Some of the identified properties are afforded additional 
protection under various regulations. For example, the Rodgers Tavern in Perryville (a historic 
site listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places) must be evaluated in 
accordance with Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act as well as Section 106 of the NHPA. The 
Project Team considered critical property impacts throughout conceptual engineering. 


C.2 RESULTS OF STEP 1: FATAL FLAW SCREENING 
C.2.1 CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES 


As shown in Table 2, the fatal flaw screening eliminated nine of the 18 conceptual alternatives. 
Alternatives 2A and 2B were eliminated due to extraordinary constructability challenges, and 
because they would impact Rodgers Tavern. These two alternatives also did not pass the fatal 
flaw screening because of rail connectivity and issues with feasibility and constructability. 


Alternative 1A was eliminated in the fatal flaw screening because it would not provide rail 
connectivity during construction and would not avoid critical property impacts. Alternative 1A 
would impact the American Legion Post 47 in Havre de Grace and the Havre de Grace Post 
Office. 


Alternatives 3A and 3B did not pass fatal flaw screening based on rail connectivity. In addition, 
Alternative 3A would have impacted the Havre de Grace Activity Center, Board of Education 
Office property, and Havre de Grace Post Office, which are considered to be critical property 
impacts. 


Alternative 4A did not pass fatal flaw screening based on rail connectivity and critical property 
impacts. Alternative 4A would have impacted the Havre de Grace Post Office, the American 
Legion Post 47 in Havre de Grace, the Havre de Grace Activity Center, and the Board of 
Education Office property. 


Alternatives 5, 6, and 7 did not pass fatal flaw screening based on rail connectivity. In addition 
Alternative 6 was not considered feasible or constructible. 


Nine alternatives from Build Scenarios 1, 3, and 4 were retained for the step two detailed 
screening, including Alternatives 1B, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, 8A, 8B, 9A, and 9B (see Appendix A, 
Figure 7). 


C.2.2 REHABILITATION ALTERNATIVE 


Amtrak conducted its most recent engineering inspection of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
in the summer of 2013 (with a supplemental specialty pin testing program in the summer 2014), 
which indicated that the bridge superstructure is in poor to fair structural condition. The 
inspection revealed deficiencies requiring repair; the recommended repairs have been 
enumerated and prioritized into short, medium, and long-term time horizons. Short-term 
structural repairs involve addressing numerous cracked members and the installation of retrofits 
in an attempt to restrain movement and prevent cracking. The cracks and worn pin joints 
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allowing movement are so extensive in the pin-connected trusses and represent such a major 
portion of the overall bridge system that it is not deemed economical, prudent, or feasible to 
continue on this course of ongoing repair. Piecemeal repairs of fatigue cracks due to corrosion 
and section loss and out-of-plane bending, replacement of missing fasteners and patching holes 
in primary support members will not restore bridge members to their original condition as the 
fatigue damage has already been done. 


The recommended repairs in the inspection report address specific deficiencies but would not 
upgrade the bridge to a state of good repair. A state of good repair assumes bridge management 
practices that minimize asset life-cycle costs and avoid service disruption and load restrictions as 
well as providing a reliable factor of safety. These goals cannot be achieved with a 100-year-old 
bridge that contains thousands of fractured critical members whose remaining fatigue life cannot 
be precisely determined. The engineering report concluded that the only practical way to restore 
this bridge to a state of good repair would be to replace the fatigue-damaged pin-connected deck 
truss spans with truss spans of modern design. This effort would entail removing the existing 
trusses, erecting new trusses, and installing the track and rail systems to restore service. 
Replacing the existing trusses without a new adjacent two-track bridge already in service would 
result in prolonged and unacceptable shutdowns of rail operations and would significantly and 
adversely impact the operations of Amtrak, MARC and NS. Rehabilitating the existing bridge in 
conjunction with building a new bridge would affect the alignment of the new bridge and result 
in additional property impacts or reduced operating speeds compared to options where the 
existing bridge is completely replaced. In addition, MARC and NS traffic would be confined to 
the existing bridge requiring more significant outages for rehabilitation work, compared to 
options where the existing bridge is completely replaced. Furthermore, substantial capital 
expenditures would be required to rehabilitate and strengthen piers and foundations to meet 
current design criteria and mitigate seismic forces that were not considered in the original 
design. Therefore, rehabilitation of the existing bridge offers no significant costs savings 
compared to bridge replacement. 


Conversion of the swing bridge into a lift bridge during rehabilitation was also considered 
during conceptual engineering, since conversion to a lift bridge would permit the new bridge to 
be built close to the existing bridge. Under this scheme, only one new bridge would be built and 
the rehabilitated existing bridge would be retained. However, due to the condition of the bridge 
and its advanced age, this option is still problematic and cost ineffective as it would retain a 
more than 100-year-old structure that is in deteriorated condition. It would not satisfy the 
project’s purpose and need, and would not meet the project goal to optimize existing and 
planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and high-speed rail 
operations. 


Rehabilitating the existing bridge for non-rail use also did not pass the fatal flaw screening. The 
span over the navigation channel would need to be replaced to provide the necessary vertical 
clearance for mariners, with transition ramps from the existing trusses. The center swing-span 
pier and several approach spans would need to be removed. Retaining the area occupied by the 
existing bridge for non-rail use would negatively affect the new rail bridge alignments by 
increasing right-of-way impacts and/or reducing the achievable speed. 


The rehabilitation alternative is not suitable for continued freight rail and/or passenger rail use, 
due to the current condition of the bridge and the infeasibility of reconstructing the bridge to a 
state of good repair without significant rail operations disruptions and prohibitive costs. The 
rehabilitation alternative would not allow for the required level of rail service during the 
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construction period. The rehabilitation alternative was, therefore, eliminated from further 
consideration. 


C.2.3 OTHER ALTERNATIVES 


The fatal flaw screening also eliminated five of the six other alternatives resulting in just the VE 
Alternative proceeding to the Step 2 detail screening. 


Additional Conceptual Alternatives 


Alternative CE1 would disrupt rail connectivity and was determined infeasible and impractical 
from a construction and engineering perspective. Alternative CE2 would disrupt rail 
connectivity, did not fall within logical termini of the project, and did not avoid critical property 
impacts. Alternative CE3 was determined infeasible and impractical from a construction, 
staging, and engineering perspective. Therefore, all three of these alternatives were found to be 
fatally flawed and were eliminated in the screening process. 


Alternatives Suggested by Members of the Public 


High Speed Tunnel under the Susquehanna River 
This suggestion (Alternative P1) did not pass the fatal flaw screening based on rail connectivity, 
logical termini, and feasibility and constructability. 


Reroute to Utilize CSX Bridge 
This suggestion (Alternative P2) did not pass the fatal flaw screening based on rail connectivity, 
logical termini, and feasibility and constructability. 


Value Engineering Alternative 


As shown in Table 2, the value engineering alternative passed the fatal flaw criteria and 
advanced to the next level of screening. 
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Table 2 
Fatal Flaw Screening of Conceptual Alternatives 
Fatal Flaw Screening Criteria 


Avoids Critical 
Build Rail Navigational | Logical | Feasibility & Property 
Scenario | Connectivity neqemens Termini |Constructability Impacts Pass/Fail 
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D. STEP 2: DETAILED SCREENING 


The second step of the screening process was based on a more detailed evaluation of each of the 
10 preliminary alternatives (see Appendix A, Figure 7). The detailed screening considered each 
alternative’s impacts to environmental resources, including human and natural environmental 
impacts, as well each alternative’s ability to meet the project’s operational goals. Concurrent to 
conceptual engineering, the Project Team inventoried environmental resources in the study area, 
and then factored the environmental information into the detailed screening, as described below. 
Property impacts were further evaluated beyond the critical property assessment used in the fatal 
flaw screening. As described in Section E, “Public Involvement and Agency Coordination,” 
public and agency meetings have been held at project milestones (including Purpose and Need, 
Feasible Alternatives, and Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study). Input received during such 
meetings was considered during the screening process. Section F, “Results of Detailed 
Screening,” explains the conclusions of the detailed screening process. 
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Each conceptual alternative’s ability to meet the following goals and objectives of the Proposed 
Project were compared and contrasted: 


e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 
o Ability to eliminate operational disruptions and delays; 
o Ability to connect to NS wye and provide grades acceptable for freight 
operations; 
o Ability to provide adequate number of bridge structures; 
e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 
o Ability to reduce operational conflicts; 
o Ability to eliminate or reduce speed restrictions for intercity trains; 
o Ability to provide flexibility for operational and maintenance work windows; 
e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, 
commuter, intercity, and consistency with planned high-speed rail operations; 
o Ability to eliminate two-track section in this portion of the NEC; 
co Ability to not preclude future high-speed rail; 
o Ability to minimize impacts to Perry Electrical Substation; 
co Ability to allow for potential shared corridor with bike/pedestrian path; 
e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River; 
o Ability to provide suitable vertical and horizontal clearance; 
o Construction-period effects to navigation (i.e. whether the alternative requires 
temporary winter closure of movable span). 


D.1 ALTERNATIVES PROCEEDED TO STEP 2: DETAILED SCREENING 


As described above, a total of 10 preliminary alternatives proceeded to detailed screening: 1B, 
4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, 8A, 8B, 9A, 9B, and VE. All 10 preliminary alternatives include the 
decommissioning and removal of all or part of the existing bridge. The maximum achievable 
speed for the preliminary alternatives ranges from a low of 120 mph to a high of 160 mph. The 
total number of tracks ranges between three and four tracks. 


A detailed Alternatives Comparison Matrix evaluating all human environmental considerations, 
natural environmental considerations, and operational and engineering considerations for each of 
the 10 preliminary alternatives is attached as Appendix B. The preliminary alternatives and 
environmental considerations are described in more detail below. 


ALTERNATIVE 1B 


Alternative 1B would construct a new bridge to the east of the existing bridge. To reduce right- 
of-way impacts, this alternative is close to the existing alignment, so it would require winter 
closure of the swing span during construction. It would improve the curve in Havre de Grace and 
maintain a separate alignment in Perryville. Alternative 1B would remove the existing bridge 
and would build a second bridge on the existing alignment. It would allow for 140 mph speeds 
and it could result in three or four tracks total. 


ALTERNATIVE 4B 


Alternative 4B would construct a new bridge to the east of the existing bridge. To reduce right- 
of-way impacts, the bridge is in close proximity to the existing alignment, so it would require 
winter closure of the swing span during construction. It would improve the curve in Havre de 
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Grace, allowing for speeds up to 160 mph. This option would remove the existing bridge and 
build a second bridge on the existing alignment. It could result in three or four tracks total. 


ALTERNATIVE 4C 


Alternative 4C would construct a new bridge to the east of the existing bridge. This alternative is 
in close proximity to the existing alignment, so it would require winter closure of the swing span 
during construction. This option is close to the existing alignment in Havre de Grace, and 
therefore reduces right-of-way impacts. This alternative would also remove the existing bridge 
and build a second bridge on the existing alignment. This alignment allows for speeds up to 135 
mph and could include three or four tracks total. 


ALTERNATIVE 4D 


Alternative 4D would construct a new three-track bridge to the east of the existing bridge. This 
option is close to the existing alignment to reduce right-of-way impacts, so it would require 
winter closure of the swing span during construction. This alternative would also remove the 
existing bridge and would not replace it. This option would allow for 160 mph speeds and would 
include a total of three tracks. 


ALTERNATIVE 4E 


Alternative 4E would construct a new three-track bridge to the east of the existing bridge. This 
option is close to the existing alignment to reduce right-of-way impacts, especially in Havre de 
Grace, so it would require winter closer of the swing span during construction. This alternative 
would remove the existing bridge and would not replace it. It would allow for 135 mph speeds 
and would include a total of three tracks. 


ALTERNATIVE 8A 


Alternative 8A would construct a new bridge to the east of the existing bridge. To reduce right- 
of-way impacts, this option uses a lower design speed. This option is close to the existing 
alignment, so it would require winter closure of the swing span during construction. This option 
would include a crossover in Perryville between the conventional speed and high-speed bridges. 
This alternative would remove the existing bridge and build a second bridge on the existing 
alignment. This option would allow for speeds up to 120 mph and could include three or four 
tracks. 


ALTERNATIVE 8B 


Alternative 8B would construct a new three-track bridge to the east of the existing bridge. To 
reduce right-of-way impacts, this option uses a lower design speed. This option is close to the 
existing bridge, so it would require closure of the swing span during construction. It would 
remove the existing bridge and would not replace it. This alternative would allow for 120 mph 
speeds and a total of three tracks. 


ALTERNATIVE 9A 


Alternative 9A would construct a new bridge to the west of the existing bridge. It is close to the 
existing alignment to reduce right-of-way impacts, so it would require winter closure of the 
swing span during construction. The conventional speed bridge (for MARC and NS) would be 
built first to the west. Next, this alternative would remove the existing bridge and build a high 
speed bridge on the existing alignment. It would allow for speeds up to 160 mph and three or 
four tracks total. 
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ALTERNATIVE 9B 


Alternative 9B is similar to 9A, but maintains a sharper curvature design which results in fewer 
right-of-way impacts but also limits the alignments maximum authorized speed. Alternative 9A 
would construct a new bridge to the west of the existing bridge. It is close to the existing 
alignment, so it would require winter closure of the swing span during construction. To the west, 
the conventional speed bridge (for MARC and NS) would be built first. This option would then 
remove the existing bridge and build a high speed bridge on the existing alignment. This 
alternative would allow for 150 mph speeds and three or four tracks total. 


VALUE ENGINEERING ALTERNATIVE 


The value engineering alternative was deemed feasible and consists of two double-track bridges 
on both sides of the existing bridge, totaling four tracks. This option is close to the existing 
bridge to reduce right-of-way impacts, so it would require closure of the swing span during 
construction. This option would then remove the existing bridge. This alternative allows for 140 
mph speeds. 


D.2 LAND USE AND COMMUNITY FACILITIES 


The Alternatives directly impact three to eight parcels (0.10 to 4.72 acres) of residential, 
commercial, institutional, park, and/or undeveloped property. The potential number of 
residential and/or commercial relocations ranges from zero to 16 (the Lafayette Senior Housing 
Facility contains 15 of these displacements). Details are discussed below. 


Parks, historic places’, and community facilities within the study area are shown in Appendix A, 
Figures 8-10. The conceptual alternatives have varying potential property impacts, as shown in 
Appendix A, Figure 11, and detailed in Table 3. In terms of residential land uses, Alternatives 
1B, 8A, and 8B would have no residential property impacts. Alternatives 9A, 9B, and VE would 
have minimal residential impacts in Perryville with no structure demolition required. 
Alternatives 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E would demolish 15 residential units at the Lafayette Senior 
Housing Facility, which is a residential property that provides 15 units of affordable housing to 
the elderly and accepts Section 8 vouchers. The acquisition in full of this complex and the 
displacement of its low-income residents could possibly result in environmental justice 
concerns. 


In terms of commercial uses, a majority of the alternatives would require partial acquisitions, 
ranging from 2.0 to 9.4 percent, primarily associated with the National Tire & Glass Sales, Inc. 
property located in Havre de Grace, but only impacts associated with three alternatives (4B, 4D, 
and 9A) would actually result in displacement of the commercial business. No alternatives 
would avoid the property associated with the National Tire & Glass Sales, Inc. Alternatives 4B, 
4D and 9A would require partial acquisition, ranging from 10.0 to 47.76 percent, of the 
commercial privately-owned driveway associated with the National Tire & Glass Sales Inc. 
Alternatives 4B and 4D would require the entire acquisition and removal of the driveway. 
Alternative 9A would require the full acquisition of the private commercial driveway associated 
with the National Tire & Glass Sales Inc. as well as a portion of the commercial parcel itself. 
Since alternate access could not be provided to the business, the acquisition would affect the 


' Includes known historic places listed or eligible for listing on the State/National Register of Historic 
Places as of the date of this report. 
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business’s ability to function as it currently does; therefore, displacement of the entire 
commercial parcel would be required. 


In terms of roadway uses, Alternative 4B and 4D would have a major effect on Warren Street in 
Havre de Grace between Adams Street to Stokes Street, as it will have to be closed. Alternatives 
4C and 4E modify the Warren Street and Stokes Street intersection, which would result in a 
moderate effect. Alternatives 1B, 9A, and VE would impact the sidewalk and shoulder of 
Warren Street between Adams and Stokes Streets, resulting in a minimal effect. Alternative 9A 
and 9B would also realign Broad Street in Perryville resulting in a minimal effect. 


Partial acquisition, ranging from 10.0 percent to 25.0 percent, of the vacant parcel adjacent to the 
Lafayette Senior Housing Facility in Havre de Grace is required under some of the alternatives. 
This vacant parcel adjacent to the Lafayette Senior Housing Facility would be fully acquired by 
Alternatives 4B, 4C, 4D, and 4E. In addition, Alternatives 4B and 4D would require the 
acquisition of approximately 7.7 percent of undeveloped land associated with another parcel in 
Havre de Grace. 


Some of the alternatives would have impacts on community facilities. Alternatives 4B and 4D 
would require the acquisition of approximately 13.0 percent of the parcel associated with the 
United States Post Office in Havre de Grace, but no structure demolition would be required. 


Alternatives 4B and 4D would result in an indirect impact to undeveloped land and the indirect 
loss of a commercial business primarily due to the loss of Warren Street frontage. 


Figures 11 through 13 illustrate the potential property impacts from the conceptual alternatives 
(see Appendix A). For comparison purposes, more extensive potential property impacts from the 
worst-case conceptual alternatives (which, as discussed below, have been eliminated from 
further study) are shown on Figure 11 (see Appendix A). The potential property impacts from 
the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study (discussed in Section F) are shown on Figures 12 
and 13 (see Appendix A). 
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Table 3 
Potential Land Acquisitions by Alternative 


Purchase 
Lot Percent 
Number Map-Grid-Parcel Property Type Property 


Undeveloped land — zoned 
91 0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Residential District Partial 25.0% 


1B Commercial - National Tire & Partial - No structure 
83 0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Glass Sales Inc. demolition 9.4% 
Commercial - National Tire & 
82 0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Glass Sales Inc. Private drive | Partial - Drive maintained| 38.0% 
94 0601-0000-0652 Mayor and City Council of David R. Craig Park Partial 15.4% 
Havre de Grace 
93 0601-0000-0648-0000-23 500 N. Union Venture, LLC Undeveloped land — zoned Partial 7.7% 
Residential Business District 
92 0601-0000-0647 Lafayette Limited Partnership | Residential - Lafayette Apt Bldg | Total - Requires structure} 100.0% 
demolition 
91 0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Undeveloped land — zoned Total 100.0% 
Residential District 
85 0601-0000-0596-0000-213 | Richard E. Forton Properties, Undeveloped land — zoned Indirect — loss of Warren 0.0% 
4B LLC Residential Business District St. frontage 
84 0601-0000-0595 Can Machine, LLC Commercial Indirect — loss of Warren 0.0% 
St. frontage 
83 0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & | Total - Requires structure] 100.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. demolition 
0601-0000-591-0635-2 United States Postal Service | Institutional - United States Post} Partial - No structure 13.0% 
Office demolition 
0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Total - Drive removed 100.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. Private drive 
80/80A 0602-0000-0792 Board of Education of Track and Athletic Fields Partial 4.1% 
Harford County 
0601-0000-0652 Mayor and City Council of David R. Craig Park Partial 13.5% 
Havre de Grace 
0601-0000-0647 Lafayette Limited Partnership | Residential - Lafayette Apt Bldg | Total - Requires structure} 100.0% 
demolition 
0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Undeveloped land — zoned Total 100.0% 
Residential District 
0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Partial - No structure 7.8% 
Glass Sales Inc. demolition required 
0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & | Partial - Drive maintained] 20.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. Private drive 


4C 

0601-0000-0652 Mayor and City Council of David R. Craig Park Partial 15.4% 

Havre de Grace 
0601-0000-0648-000-23 500 N. Union Venture, LLC Undeveloped land — zoned Partial 7.7% 
Residential Business District 
0601-0000-0647 Lafayette Limited Partnership | Residential - Lafayette Apt Bldg | Total - Requires structure} 100.0% 
demolition 

4D 


0601-0000-0596-0000-213 | Richard E. Forton Properties Undeveloped land — zoned Indirect — loss of Warren 0.0% 
LLC Residential Business District St. frontage 
0601-0000-0595 Can Machine, LLC Commercial Indirect — loss of Warren 0.0% 
St. frontage 
0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & | Total - Requires structure] 100.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. demolition 
8 0601-0000-591-0635-2 United States Postal Service | Institutional - United States Post] Partial - No structure 13.0% 
Office demolition 


9: 
ic} 
9 
8 
8 
9: 
9 
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8 
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0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Undeveloped land — zoned Total 100.0% 
Residential District 
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82 0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Total - Drive removed 100.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. Private drive 
80/80A 0602-0000-0792 Board of Education of Track and Athletic Fields Partial 4.2% 
Harford County 
94 0601-0000-0652 Mayor and City Council of David R. Craig Park Partial 13.5% 
Havre de Grace 
92 0601-0000-0647 Lafayette Limited Partnership | Residential - Lafayette Apt Bldg | Total - Requires structure} 100.0% 
demolition 
4E 91 0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Undeveloped land — zoned Total 100.0% 
Residential District 
83 0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Partial - No structure 7.8% 
Glass Sales Inc. demolition required 
82 0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & | Partial - Drive maintained 20.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. Private drive 
83 0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Partial - No structure 2.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. demolition required 
8A 82 0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & | Partial - Drive maintained 10.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. Private drive 
91 0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Undeveloped land — zoned Partial 10.0% 
Residential District 
83 0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Partial - No structure 2.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. demolition required 
8B 82 0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & | Partial - Drive maintained 10.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. Private drive 
91 0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Undeveloped land — zoned Partial 10.0% 
Residential District 
95 0601-0000-0473 Mayor and City Council of Jean S. Roberts Park Partial 2.26% 
Havre de Grace 


N/A 0601-0000-2492 National RR Pass Corp Jean S. Roberts Park 100.0% 
226 


0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Undeveloped land — zoned Partial 12.6% 
Residential District 


9A 


/, 2 
2 0801-0020-0157 Private Residence Residential Partial - No structure 5.2% 
demolition required 


91 = 
83 0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Total — Due to loss of 100.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. access and portion of 
property 
82 0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Total - Drive removed 100.0% 
Glass Sales Inc. Private drive 
80/80A 0602-0000-0792 Board of Education of Track and Athletic Fields Partial 2.6% 
Harford County 
95 0601-0000-0473 Mayor and City Council of Jean S. Roberts Park Partial 2.26% 
Havre de Grace 


0601-0000-2492 National RR Pass Corp Jean S. Roberts Park 100.0% 
226 0801-0020-0157 Private Residence Residential Partial - No structure 5.20% 
demolition required 
83 0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Partial - No structure 9.36% 
Glass Sales Inc. demolition required 
82 0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & | Partial - Drive maintained| 47.76% 
Glass Sales Inc. Private drive 


95 0601-0000-0473 Mayor and City Council of Jean S. Roberts Park Partial 2.26% 
Havre de Grace 
0601-0000-2492 National RR Pass Corp Jean S. Roberts Park 100.0% 


91 0601-0000-1580 Lafayette Limited Partnership Undeveloped land — zoned Partial 25.0% 
VE Residential District 
83 0601-0000-0990-635-1 T&D Enterprises, LLC Commercial - National Tire & Partial - No structure 9.4% 
Glass Sales Inc. demolition 
0601-0000-0591-635-1A T&D Enterprises, LLC _| National Tire & Glass Sales Inc. | Partial - Drive maintained] 38.0% 
Private drive 
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D.3 PARKS AND RECREATIONAL RESOURCES 


The alternatives would impact between zero and two parks, ranging from 0.14 to 2.56 acres. 
David R. Craig Park, Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields, and/or the Jean S. 
Roberts Park would each be impacted by one or more alternatives. 


As detailed in the Alternatives Comparison Matrix, Alternatives 1B, 8A, and 8B would have no 
direct impacts on parkland. Alternatives 4B and 4D would require the acquisition of 
approximately 15.4 percent of David R. Craig Park in Havre de Grace. Alternatives 4C and 4E 
would require the acquisition of approximately 13.5 percent of David R. Craig Park. David R. 
Craig Park was purchased and/or improved using Maryland DNR Program Open Space (POS) 
funds. Impacts to parks that utilized POS funds would require additional coordination with 
DNR. 


Alternatives 4B, 4D, and 9A would have impacts to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
athletic fields and track area. Additional coordination will be required with the school and 
Harford County Public Schools to determine the full extent of the impact and what potential 
mitigation options (i.e. relocating the track) may be available for further study during the EA 
development. 


Amtrak owns a portion (0.26 acres of the total 0.87 acres) of Jean S. Roberts Park, which it 
leases to the City of Havre de Grace. Alternatives 9A, 9B, and VE would require the use of the 
entire Amtrak-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Park as well as the acquisition of approximately 
2.26 percent of the city owned potion of Jean S. Roberts Park. No parks would be directly 
affected in the Town of Perryville. For a summary of all potential property impacts, including 
impacts to parks and recreational resources (see Appendix A, Figure 12 and 13). 


D.4 VISUAL AND AESTHETIC CONDITIONS 


The visual effect of each of the preliminary alternatives would be relatively similar, but will vary 
depending on whether the alternative has one or two bridge structures. The aesthetics 
considerations will depend on bridge design type. The EA will include a comprehensive 
assessment of the visual and aesthetic effects of the retained alternatives. 


D.5 CULTURAL RESOURCES 


To assess the potential effects of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project on cultural 
resources, the project team identified areas of potential effect (APEs) for the project alternatives 
in consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), which is the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) for Maryland. 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


In order to assess the sensitivity of the archaeological area of potential effect (APE), the project 
team prepared an Archaeological Documentary Study (Phase JA Study), which used 
documentary sources to identify areas with potential to contain archaeological deposits relating 
to prehistoric or historic-period activities. For each area where prehistoric or historic-period 
activities may have yielded archaeological deposits, the project team evaluated construction 
activities and other recent ground disturbances to identify locations where any archaeological 
resources, if originally present, may have survived. The Phase IA Report assessed the proposed 
project’s potential to affect archaeologically sensitive areas and provided recommendations for 
further archaeological testing to determine the presence or absence of significant archaeological 
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resources that could be affected by the proposed project. The preliminary alternatives would 
result in a range between 0.11 and 0.31 total acres of potentially sensitive archaeological areas. 


ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


The known historic resources within the APE are listed in Table 4. This inventory includes 
properties or districts listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NR) and/or the 
Maryland State Register of Historic Properties (SR), or determined eligible for such listing, and 
National Historic Landmarks (NHL). 


Table 4 
Known Historic Resources Within the APE 


S/NR- 
Name/Type Address Location S/NR_| eligible 


KNOWN HISTORIC RESOURCES 
Havre de Grace Historic District | __—Havrede Grace | Havrede Grace] =X | | HA1125 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna 
and Tidewater Canal - South Lock HA-112; 
2 #1 and Toll House’ Erie & Water Streets Havre de Grace Xx HA-113 
Millard Tydings Memorial Park, 
3 Martha Lewis (skipjack)* Commerce St. at S. Strawberry La. Havre de Grace Xx HA-2189 
X CE-129 
( 


Principio Furnace (Principio Iron 
Works)® Principio Furnace Road (MD 7) Cecil County x CE-112 


Perry Point Mansion House and CE-146; 
Mill Sixth Street, Avenue A Perryville X CE-244 


7 Perryville Railroad Station 650 Broad Street CE-1442 


| x | 
Amtrak Railroad Bridge over the 
Susquehanna River 
(Susquehanna River Rail Bridge) | Union Avenue (MD 7) & Otsego Street, Harford and 
HA-1712 
CE-1566 


and Rail Bridge Overpasses AMTRAK RR Bridge Cecil Counties 


Perry Point Veterans 
Administration Medical Center 
Historic District VA Medical Center, Perry Point Cecil County 
Crothers House 
(Furnace Bay Golf Course 
Clubhouse 79 Chesapeake View Road Cecil Count 


10 i 
11 Woodlands Farm Historic District’ Woodlands Farm Lane South Cecil Count 
3 > 


Perryville United Methodist 
Church 359 Broad Street Cecil County 
1 


Perryville Presbyterian Church 710 Broad Street Cecil County 
Notes: 


There are no National Historic Landmarks (NHLs) located in the APE. 

‘Notes resource is also a MHT easement property. 

2 This resource is currently under restoration at Hutchins Park, MD. 

3 Although portions of this property are located in the APE, there are no structures associated with this resource located within the APE. 
* This is an expansion of a boundary for the National Register-listed Woodlands Farm. 

S/NR: Listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places 

S/NR-eligible: Officially determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places 

MIHP: Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties 

Sources: MHT Online Resources 


CE-1573 
CE-1574 


X 
x 

eal 

Zag 


In addition to the known historic resources, the Project Team identified architectural resources 
that are potentially eligible for listing on the SR/NR based on field surveys, documentary 
research, and review of the Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP). The 
reconnaissance-level survey identified an additional three potential architectural resources within 
the APE that had not been previously identified, which were the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Overpasses, the Perryville United Methodist Church, and the Perryville Presbyterian Church. 
MHT concurred that all three of these are eligible for listing on the SR/NR. The survey also 
documented an additional 73 properties that met the SR/NR criterion, but did not appear eligible 
for the SR/NR. MHT concurred that all 73 of these properties were not SR/NR-eligible. 
Depending on the alternative selected, the project is expected to impact two to three cultural 
resources. 
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All alternatives would decommission and remove the existing bridge, which is eligible for listing 
on the State and National Registers of Historic Places (SR/NR-eligible). To some extent, all of 
the preliminary alternatives would impact the overpasses associated with the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge. Alternatives 9A and 9B would impact both the Perry Interlocking Tower and 
Access Road Undergrade Bridge 59.39, which are contributing resources of the Perryville 
Station (SR/NR-eligible). The remaining alternatives may impact the Access Road Undergrade 
Bridge 59.39, but not the tower. The study team is currently evaluating potential relocation 
opportunities for the Perry Interlocking Tower, which will be part of the detailed studies phase 
of the project. 


None of the preliminary alternatives would directly impact Rodgers Tavern (SR/NR-listed). All 
alternatives are anticipated to impact the Havre de Grace Historic District (SR/NR-listed) due to 
the fact that a new bridge structure would pass through the historic district and all alternatives 
would require some degree of property acquisition from within the historic district. 


D.6 SECTION 6(f) RESOURCES 


Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (16 USC 460) requires that the 
Secretary of the U.S. Department of the Interior approve any conversion of lands purchased or 
developed with assistance under this Act to a use other than public, outdoor recreation use. Any 
park or recreational resource that received grants from the Land and Water Conservation Fund is 
considered a Section 6(f) resource. 


Improvements to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School complex were undertaken utilizing 
Section 6(f) Land and Water Conservation Act (LWCA) funds. Alternatives 4B, 4D, and 9A 
would impact this Section 6(f) property. Section 6(f) of the LWCA requires that the conversion 
of lands or facilities acquired with LWCA funds be coordinated with the National Park Service 
(NPS). Coordination with Harford County Public Schools (i.e., property owners) and the NPS 
regarding impacts to the 6(f) property will occur throughout the planning phase of the project 
and documented in the EA. 


D.7 SECTION 4(f) RESOURCES 


Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966 (49 USC § 303; 23 CFR § 774) prohibits the Secretary 
of Transportation from approving any program or project that requires the “use” of (1) any 
publicly owned parkland, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of national, state, or 
local significance; or (2) any land from a historic site of national, state, or local significance 
(collectively, “Section 4(f) properties”), unless there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the 
use of such land and such program or project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to 
the park, recreation area, wildlife refuge, or historic site. The proposed use of land from a 
publicly-owned public park, recreation area, wildlife and/or waterfowl refuge, or any significant 
historic or archaeological site, as part of a federally funded or approved transportation project, is 
permissible only if: 1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use and (2) the project 
includes all planning to minimize harm; or (3) if the use is a de minimis impact. 


Most of the parks and cultural resources that would be impacted by the project are also 
considered Section 4(f) resources, as shown in the Alternatives Comparison Matrix (see 
Appendix B). The alternatives would impact between three and five Section 4(f) resources. 
Some impacts may be considered de minimis. As detailed in the Alternatives Comparison 
Matrix, all preliminary alternatives would impact Section 4(f) resources in some way. 
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D.8 NATURAL RESOURCES 


Natural resource impacts are discussed briefly below. Existing natural resources within the study 
area are shown on Figures 14 through 16 (see Appendix A). Potential impacts were determined 
based on a preliminary ArcGIS desktop inventory, preliminary field surveys, and agency 
coordination. For each alternative, a potential impact boundary was developed. The impact 
boundary likely represents the worst case impacts for each alternative and typically includes the 
known design limits with an additional 10 foot buffer. Natural resources identified within each 
alternative’s impact boundary were identified in the Alternatives Comparison Matrix (see 
Appendix B) and quantified where appropriate. 


D.8.1 WATERS OF THE U.S. (STREAMS AND WETLANDS) 


Across the entire study area, 14 waters of the U.S., including wetlands, were identified. In 
Harford County, nine potential nontidal wetlands were identified within the study area. These 
include natural palustrine forested/scrub shrub/emergent wetlands and manmade palustrine 
emergent/open water wetlands. A large forested area in the southern portion of the study area is 
associated with unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek and Gashey’s Creek and a Wetland of 
Special State Concern (WSSC). The WSSC is located just south of the Amtrak right-of-way 
along an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek in Harford County (see Appendix A, Figure 14). 
The WSSC will not be directly impacted by any of the proposed alternatives. Six perennial 
streams also cross the Amtrak right-of-way within Harford County. With the exception of the 
easternmost unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek and the Susquehanna River, all perennial 
streams were identified as lower perennial and have a cobble/gravel substrate. The Susquehanna 
River at the existing rail bridge is classified as riverine. In addition to these perennial streams, 
based on aerial photographic interpretation and field surveys, it appears that several wet ditches 
and smaller intermittent or ephemeral streams run parallel to the existing track and to US 40 or 
MD 7. These smaller systems flow to the aforementioned streams. In Cecil County, two tidal 
wetland systems and four potential nontidal forested wetlands were identified within the study 
area. Mill Creek is the only perennial stream that crosses the study area in Cecil County. 


The alternatives would traverse the Susquehanna River and three additional streams within the 
immediate vicinity of the existing bridge. Not including impacts to the Susquehanna River, 
streams impacts within the study area would range from 269 to 450 linear feet depending on the 
alternative chosen. Impacts to the Susquehanna would depend on the type of bridge constructed 
for the project, which will be chosen at a later stage. Excluding Susquehanna River impacts, 
only Alternatives 4B and 4D would impact more than 400 linear feet of streams. During the 
March 12, 2015 field visit, several agencies expressed support for the use of bottomless culverts 
or actual bridge structures to reduce impact to the stream channel and/or aquatic habitat. The 
study team will evaluate these design approaches in more detail as the project progresses. 


Based on a preliminary field survey, wetland impacts are not expected to exceed one acre for 
any alternative. Ranges for wetland impacts are from 0.18 to 0.68 acre. Alternatives 9A and 9B 
would impact 0.18 acre of wetland, while the other alternatives would impact over 0.50 acre of 
wetland. 


Natural wetland buffers are wetland buffers located outside existing disturbed track areas. 
Impacts to wetland buffers within existing disturbed areas would not typically be counted as 
impacts and, therefore, are excluded from calculations. Natural wetland buffer impacts are 
estimated to range from 0.72 to 1.71 acres. Alternatives 4D, 4E, and 8B would impact less than 
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one acre of natural wetland buffer, while Alternatives 1B, 4B, 9A, 9B, and VE would impact 
less than 1.50 acre of natural wetland buffer. 


D.8.2 FLOODPLAINS 


Floodplain impacts are largely associated with the Susquehanna River. The alternatives are 
anticipated to impact approximately 1.87 to 3.29 acres of 100-year floodplains and 47.63 to 
58.99 acres of 500-year floodplains. 


D.8.3 CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREAS 


The 1,000-foot Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Critical Area) overlay protection zone within the 
City of Havre de Grace includes areas designated as Intensely Developed Areas (IDA) and 
Resource Conservation Areas (RCA). Because of the City’s intense historic development 
patterns, much of the IDA area immediately adjacent to the water’s edge (the 100-foot buffer) is 
designated as a Buffer Exempt Area (BEA). In the Town of Perryville, certain areas have been 
mapped and classified as Special Buffer Areas, where it has been sufficiently demonstrated that 
the existing pattern of residential, industrial commercial, institutional or recreational 
development in the Critical Area prevent the buffer from fulfilling its intended functions for 
water quality protection and wildlife habitat conservation. 


It is anticipated that approximately 6.09 to 8.01 acres of Critical Area will be impacted by the 
alternatives. Alternative VE would have the highest amount of Critical Area impacts. Critical 
Area impacts would be less than 6.50 acres for Alternatives 8B, 9A, and 9B and between 6.50 
and 7.00 acres for Alternatives 1B, 4E, 8A, and 8B. The majority of the impacts are mostly 
within the existing rail bridge and approaches on both sides of the river. A small portion of the 
proposed impacts are outside of the existing rail infrastructure. Coordination with DNR’s 
Critical Area Commission and local planning officials will ensure that this project complies with 
all Critical Area criteria and regulations. 


D.8.4 SUBMERGED AQUATIC VEGETATION (SAV) 


According to the Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS), presence and density of 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) vary from year to year and are mapped annually within the 
Chesapeake Bay. Over a five-year period (2009 to 2013), the location of SAV beds in the Lower 
Susquehanna River portion of the study area have remained relatively consistent. During the 
time period of 2009 through 2013, the areal extent and density (extent of coverage by vegetation 
in the beds) of the beds went through a decline in 2011, but have increased in recent years. 
Within the Upper Bay/Susquehanna Flats portion of the study area, SAV beds have shown a 
similar decrease in areal extent and density with the majority of the Susquehanna Flats bed 
remaining at dense cover where present. The changes in SAV beds in 2011 reflect the effects of 
Hurricane Irene in August and Tropical Storm Lee in September that resulted in high turbidity 
and deposition of large amounts of sediment in the system (VIMS 2013). Direct impacts to SAV 
from bridge pier construction are expected to range from 0.57 to 0.74 acres under the 
alternatives. 


Shading from overhead structures can negatively impact SAV. An analysis of potential shading 
impacts was completed for this project to determine what indirect impacts the various bridge 
options could have on SAV. The existing bridge is approximately 32 feet wide and the base of 
the catwalk and girder structure is approximately 25 feet high over the Susquehanna River at the 
approaches (the river segments of the track outside of the channel section). The height to the 
solid base of the bridge that supports the tracks is approximately 55 feet. Based on the estimated 
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widths and heights of the various replacement bridge options, a height to width ratio was 
calculated for each option to determine if shading impacts could occur to existing SAV beds. 
These results suggest that SAV should continue to be able to grow beneath the replacement 
bridge, regardless of which alternative is selected. The Project Team will continue to consult 
with DNR and other appropriate resource agencies regarding SAV as the project progresses. 


D.8.5 FOREST RESOURCES 


The presence of forests was determined through a combination of mapping resources and 
preliminary field surveys. A majority of the forest resources within the study area consist of 
smaller patches of deciduous forest that lie between the Amtrak right-of-way and residential or 
commercial properties. Therefore, these forests are not likely of high quality. One of the 
exceptions is a large forested area in the southern portion of the study area in Harford County. 
This area is associated with unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek and Gashey’s Creek and a 
WSSC. Based on a review of aerial coverage, the interior of this forested area may also be 
considered regulated Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) habitat, as it is a part of a large 
(>500 acres) contiguous forest that lies within the Critical Area. No impacts to this forest 
resource are anticipated. 


Forest impacts associated with the alternatives are expected to range from 0.17 (Alternative 4E) 
to 2.92 acres (Alternative 9A). Of these forest impacts, none are anticipated to impact potential 
FIDS habitat. Forest impacts would be less than one acre for Alternatives 4C, 4E, 8A, and 8B. 
As detailed studies are conducted, coordination will continue with DNR for forest impacts in 
accordance with the Maryland Forest Conservation Act. 


D.8.6 IN-STREAM RESTRICTIONS AND NOTED FISHERIES INFORMATION 


Federally Listed Species 


An on-line project review with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicated suitable 
habitat is located within the study area for the federally-listed threatened northern long-eared bat 
(NLEB) (Myotis septentrionalis). NLEB roost during the summer months in forested areas; 
therefore, alternatives impacting the greatest amount of forest have a higher potential for impacts 
to NLEB habitat. Additional coordination with the USFWS will be required to determine the 
level of coordination and potential avoidance/minimization activities that would be required as 
part of the proposed alternatives. In addition, critical habitat is present for the federally- 
endangered Maryland darter (Etheostoma sellare). However, Maryland darter has not been 
found within the state for many years, and is now considered extirpated from Maryland. The 
Project Team sent a letter requesting information on threatened and endangered species to the 
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) on February 14, 2014. In a response dated 
March 5, 2014, NOAA-NMFS identified the Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum), 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochlys 
kempi), green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), and leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) as 
endangered species that may occur within the study area. The threatened species found in the 
waters of the area may include the Atlantic sturgeon and the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta 
caretta).' In addition, the project is located above the estuarine mixing zone in tidal fresh waters. 
It is not designated as an essential fish habitat (EFH) for federally managed species. It is 


' Atlantic sturgeon as a species are subdivided into five Distinct Population Segments (DPSs) based on the 
river in which the sturgeon originated. Although most of the DPSs are listed as endangered, the Gulf of 
Maine DPS is listed as threatened. 
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however an important migration area for species such as American shad, alewife, blueback 
herring, striped bass, hickory shad, gizzard shad, and American eel. 


State Listed Species 


The Project Team sent a similar letter to DNR’s Integrated Policy Review Unit on February 14, 
2014. In a response dated October 22, 2014, DNR identified American eel as an important 
fishery within the study area, as discussed previously, and the presence of sturgeon (shortnose 
and Atlantic) within the study area. Both sturgeon are protected species, and have specific 
management requirements and efforts by NMFS, USFWS, and cooperation with DNR. DNR 
also identified the presence of freshwater mussels within the study area, some of which are state- 
listed as threatened or endangered. The DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service is the state lead for 
state-listed freshwater mussel species. As there is a potential for these species to be found within 
the study area, further coordination will be necessary on the potential mussel presence and Best 
Management Practices for their protection. 


Logperch 

Logperch is state-listed in Maryland as threatened and is considered imperiled or critically 
imperiled due to its rarity. This freshwater perch in the family Percidae is most commonly 
found in riverine habitats characterized by coarse sand and gravel substrates with or without 
aquatic vegetation. This species can be found in swift currents or slow-moving lotic habitats. 
Adult logperch may occur year-round upstream of the study area between the Conowingo Dam 
and the Interstate 95 bridge. Spawning occurs in the spring and summer between March and 
July. Further coordination with DNR will be necessary on the potential presence of logperch. 


Map Turtle 

The state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented in the 
study area both within and along the banks of the Susquehanna River. The shores of the 
Susquehanna River are used by the Map Turtle for habitant nesting and foraging and the turtles 
hibernate on the river bottom in winter. DNR may require restrictions on construction projects in 
order to protect Map Turtles including, but not limited to: conducting nesting surveys during the 
nesting season to identify the presence/absence of nests within a project area, in-stream time-of- 
year restrictions from November 1“ through April 1°, and/or removal of turtles from the work 
zone using trained scuba divers. Coordination with DNR on protection of the Map Turtle is 
ongoing. 


D.8.7 OTHER RARE, THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES NOTED 
Listed Species 


For state listed species and species of statewide importance, DNR Wildlife and Heritage Unit 
issued a letter dated March 20, 2014 that identifies potential Rare, Threatened, and Endangered 
(RTE) species or species of statewide importance that could occur within the study area. The 
letter identified the presence of a WSSC located within the Swan Creek drainage just south of 
the Amtrak right-of-way at the western end of the study area. At the eastern end of the study 
area, the DNR letter identified the presence of a known site within the Furnace Bay wetlands 
that supports a population of state-listed endangered water horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and 
vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Both plant species are found in aquatic habitats. No other state- 
listed species were documented by the DNR as potentially occurring within the study area. 
There are no impacts anticipated with the WSSC or the state listed species. 
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Waterfowl Concentrations 


The presence within the study area of historic waterfowl concentration and staging areas within 
the Susquehanna River was also referenced in the March 20, 2014 DNR letter. According to the 
Maryland Environmental Resources and Land Information Network (MERLIN) online mapping 
tool, two waterfowl areas occur within the study area, one in the Susquehanna River crossed by 
the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the other within Furnace Bay at the extreme 
eastern end of the study area. These waterfowl areas are historic waterfowl staging areas and 
wintering sites for waterfowl, such as diving ducks, swans, and geese that forage on fish and 
shellfish near the mouth of the Susquehanna River and within Furnace Bay. The boundary of 
the waterfowl area within the Susquehanna River lies primarily within Cecil County, from the 
US 40 Bridge to the mouth of the river. The Furnace Bay waterfowl area lies outside of the 
Proposed Project limits of disturbance. Any potential impacts associated with the waterfowl 
concentration areas will be coordinated with DNR. 


D.9 CONTAMINATED AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 


The Project Team performed a Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment and identified potential 
contaminated and hazardous materials. The project team identified nine sites, in addition to the 
current rail line, as sites that may have environmental impacts on the Proposed Project based on 
the impact boundaries. Of those sites, two appear to intersect the impact boundaries. The seven 
sites that do not appear to intersect are sufficiently close and potentially contaminated and may 
have potential impacts. The sites include: 


e Former Carroll’s Laundry 

e Former Pennsylvania Railroad Shops 
e A-1 Sales, Inc. 

e Former Gas Stations 

e = Gilbert Tank Farm 

e = Perryville Substation 

e Norfolk Southern Railroad 

e = Perryville Chevron 

e Amtrak Maintenance Facility Yard 


There would be no major differences among the 10 alternatives with respect to contaminated and 
hazardous materials. There are two known contaminated properties directly impacted by 
Alternatives 1B, 4C, 4E, 8A, 8B, 9A, 9B, and VE. For Alternatives 4B and 4D, there are three 
known contaminated properties that would be directly impacted. The potential effects of 
contaminated and hazardous materials for each retained alternative will be discussed in more 
detail in the EA. 


D.10 CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS 


While the duration of the construction period varies between four and five years for each 
alternative, there would be no major differences in impacts to communities during construction 
between the 10 preliminary alternatives. All alternatives would require the temporary winter 
closure of the span and similar staging areas. The construction effects of each retained 
alternative will be evaluated in detail in the EA. 
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E. PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 


During the conceptual alternatives development and the two-step screening process, the Project 
Team sought input from the public and various governmental agencies. For a list of all meetings 
held to date, see Table 5. A more detailed summary on public involvement and agency 
coordination is included in Appendix C. 


Table 5 
All Meetings Held to Date 
i 28, 
December 10, 2014 
une 6, 2014 
une 17, 2014 
uly 1, 2014 
November 6, 2014 
December 2, 2014 
March 9, 2015 
March 26, 2015 
uly 7, 2015 
uly 18, 2015 
uly 28, 2015 
; 
uly 17, 2013 
February 19, 2014 
March 19, 2014 
une 18, 2014 
February 18, 2015 
March 12, 2015 IRM Agency Field Visit 
une 17, 2015 


Notes: 

POIS = Public Outreach Information Session 
IRM = Interagency Review Meeting 

NS = Norfolk Southern 

FRA= Federal Railroad Administration 

MDOT= Maryland Department of Transportation 


F. RESULTS OF DETAILED SCREENING 
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As described in Section D, the second step of the screening process was based on a more 
detailed evaluation of the 10 alternatives that passed the fatal flaw screening (see Appendix A, 
Figure 7). Environmental impacts in comparison to the operational needs of the project were 
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evaluated. The replacement of the Susquehanna River Bridge is a major infrastructure 
investment on the NEC that, as with the existing bridge, is potentially anticipated to provide 
service over 100 years. Therefore, the detailed screening process included a review of the 
alternative’s consistency with the planning efforts associated with the High Speed Intercity 
Passenger Rail Program, NEC FUTURE Program, the 2008 Congressional Mandate for 
improved travel time on the NEC, and the Amtrak NEC Master Plan. 


The Alternatives remaining after the detailed screening met engineering criteria (including 
design, operational, and construction goals), were consistent with the NEC planning, minimized 
environmental impacts as much practicable and incorporated public and agency comments. 
These alternatives will be retained for more detailed evaluation in the EA. 


F.1 ALTERNATIVES REMOVED FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION 


The alternatives that satisfy critical operational requirements: a maximum authorized speed of 
160 mph and four tracks across the Susquehanna River include Alternatives 4B and 9A. 
Alternative 4B provides for 160 mph and four tracks but was eliminated along with 4C, 4D, and 
4E primarily due to the acquisition in full of the Lafayette Senior Housing Facility. The 
Lafayette Senior Housing Facility is a residential property that provides 15 units of affordable 
housing to the elderly and accepts Section 8 vouchers. Alternative 4B is also among the highest 
impacts to linear feet of streams and forest acreage compared to the other proposed alignments. 


In addition to the impacts to the Lafayette Senior Housing Facility, Alternatives 4C and 4E have 
maximum speeds of 135 mph, which is considerably lower than the 160 mph speeds planned 
along the NEC. Alternative 4E also only provides three tracks across the Susquehanna River 
which would not meet corridor wide improvement goals along the NEC. 


Though Alternative 4D can reach a maximum authorized speed of 160 mph it only provides 
three track bridge, and both Alternatives 4B and 4D would result in major impacts to Perry 
Electrical Substation. 


Alternatives 8A and 8B were eliminated for having the lowest allowable speeds of any of the 
proposed alignments, and Alternative 8B provides for only three tracks. The lower speeds do not 
support the Congressional mandate to improve travel times along the NEC or optimize planned 
infrastructure. Even with the lower speeds, these alternatives result in major impacts to Perry 
Electrical Substation. 


Similarly, the VE Alternative has a design speed of 140 mph, and has major impacts to Perry 
Electrical Substation. The VE Alternative would also have the highest acreage of impacts to the 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area compared to other alternatives and was eliminated from further 
study. 


Alternative 1B provides a maximum speed of only 140 mph and offers the flexibility of three or 
four tracks. Alternative 1B is relatively comparable to Alternatives 9A and 9B in terms of 
human and natural environmental impacts. Alternative 1B has less property impacts, more 
impacts to the Perry Electrical Substation, and more potential wetland impacts than Alternatives 
9A and 9B. Alternatives 9A and 9B provide more long-term benefits due to the higher speed 
allowances (160/150 mph vs. 140 mph). 


An analysis was prepared to compare the costs associated with the travel-time differences at 140, 
150, and 160 mph. Table 6 lists the value of travel time savings of 160 mph or 150 mph vs. 140 
mph for the current year as well as over a 75 year estimated life span of the Susquehanna Bridge. 
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After comparing all the factors for Alternatives 1B with the 140 mph maximum authorized 
speed, Alternative 1B is not being retained for detailed study. 


Table 6 


Value of Travel Time Savings 


160 mph vs. 140 mph 


150 mph vs. 140 mph 


160 mph vs. 150 mph 


Current Year 


$801,000 


$280,000 


$521,000 


Full 75 Years 


$339,000,000 


$118,000,000 


$220,000,000 


The value of the travel time savings was calculated by multiplying the minutes saved per 
passenger by the Value of travel time savings per hour, developed by the US DOT, to determine 
the total value. The assumptions are listed below: 


e Maximum Authorized Speed: 160 mph or 150 mph vs. 140 mph. 

e Air and High Speed Rail Value per Hour': Business - $62.35 & Personal - $34.77. 
e High Speed Trains per day: 64 per weekday & 32 per weekend day.” 

e Seats per Train: 436 seats. 

e Average Load Factor: 80%. 


e Business vs Personal Travel: Weekdays: 80% Business / 20% Personal & Weekends: 
25% Business / 75% Personal. 


e Life Span of Bridge: 75 Years 
e Yearly Inflation over Life Span of Bridge: 3.9%° 


F.2 ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY 


Based on the detailed screening shown in Figure 5 (see Appendix A) and the environmental 
screening shown in Section D, “Step 2: Detailed Screening”, the following preliminary 
alternatives were retained for detailed study: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B (see Appendix 
A, Figure 17). The primary differentiators in selecting the alternatives retained for detailed study 
included: maximum authorized speed, potential property impacts and the total number of tracks 
across the river. Based on operational information, a four-track river crossing (or a three-track 
river crossing with the potential for the addition of a fourth track) and a maximum authorized 
speed of 160 mph is desired to optimize the NEC as a high-speed rail corridor. 


' http://www.dot.gov/sites/dot.dev/files/docs/vot_guidance_092811c.pdf, Inflated to 2015 based on CPI 
from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 


* 2020 Service Plan with half hourly weekday and hourly weekend service assumed over entire 75 year 
service life of bridge. 3™ hourly frequency not assumed. 


> http://www.bls.gov/data/inflation_calculator.htm Inflation over last 75 years assumed to be the same 
over the next 75 years. This works out to 3.884% average inflation per year. 
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Alternative 9A has some higher human environmental impacts compared to other alternatives. 
Opportunities to mitigate the environmental impacts are being identified, including the 
possibility of relocating the Perry Interlocking Tower (a contributing element of the S/NR- 
eligible Perryville Railroad Station) to avoid demolition. Additionally, the project is 
coordinating with Harford County Public Schools regarding potential impacts to the Havre de 
Grace Middle/High School athletic fields. In comparison to Alternative 9A, Alternative 9B 
provides for a maximum authorized speed of only 150 mph; however it avoids impacts to the 
Havre de Grace Middle/High School athletic fields and has fewer property impacts due to its 
lower design speed. 


Alternatives 9A and 9B offer the flexibility of providing three or four tracks across the river and 
allow for a maximum speed between 150 and 160 mph. The FRA and MDOT determined that 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B meet the goals and objectives of the project while minimizing 
overall impacts. FRA and MDOT will conduct detailed analyses and evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of a full four-track river crossing for these two alternatives. FRA and 
MDOT will continue to investigate opportunities to further minimize and mitigate the 
environmental impacts in coordination with the public and resources agencies. 


G. BRIDGE DESIGN TYPES 


Independent of the Alternative Screening Process and selection of alternatives for detail study, 
the Project Team is reviewing four bridge types for the project. The bridge types are independent 
from the two step screening process since any of the bridge types are feasible with the 
alternative locations under consideration (See Appendix A, Figure 18). The impacts to the 
Susquehanna River, natural resources, visual and aesthetic considerations, and the construction 
impacts associated with each type are still being evaluated and coordinated with the resource 
agencies and public. The four bridge design types being evaluated are described below. 


G.1 GIRDER APPROACH / ARCH MAIN SPAN 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 21 in-water piers. 
The proposed west bridge would have 20 in-water piers. Sixteen (16) piers would be removed 
from the existing bridge and 13 remnant piers would be removed for a net gain of 12 overall 
piers. The girder approach / arch main span bridge design is based on 170 foot approach spans. 


G.2 DELTA FRAME APPROACH / ARCH MAIN SPAN 


This bridge design type consists of a network tied arch over the navigable channel with delta 
frames for the approach spans. Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would 
have a total of 17 in-water piers. The proposed west bridge would have 18 in-water piers. 16 
piers would be removed from the existing bridge and 13 remnant piers would be removed for a 
net gain of 6 overall piers. The delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design is based on 
200 foot approach spans. 


G.3 TRUSS APPROACH / TRUSS MAIN SPAN 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 15 in-water piers. 
The proposed west bridge would have 15 in-water piers. 16 piers would be removed from the 
existing bridge and 13 remnant piers would be removed for a net gain of one overall pier. The 
truss approach / truss main span bridge design is based on 240 foot approach spans. 
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G.4 GIRDER APPROACH / TRUSS MAIN SPAN 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 21 in-water piers. 
The proposed west bridge would have 20 in-water piers. 16 piers would be removed from the 
existing bridge and 13 remnant piers would be removed for a net gain of 12 overall piers. The 
girder approach / truss main span bridge design is based on 170 foot approach spans. 


H. CONCLUSION 


The Project Team evaluated 25 alternatives for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project using 
a two-step screening process. The first step eliminated fifteen conceptual alternatives based on 
fatal flaws, and the second step eliminated eight preliminary alternatives based on a review of 
purpose and need, operational goals, and a comparison of environmental impacts. Two 
alternatives, Alternatives 9A and 9B remain for detailed study and evaluation in the EA. 


The proposed project is a major infrastructure project for the NEC with an expectation to have a 
life span well over 75 years, which is not unlike people’s expectations of the existing bridge over 
100 years ago. The decisions for this project must balance the consequences of the construction 
of this project with the long term vision of the NEC, the existing national High Speed Rail 
Program, and the continuous growth and upgrades in Amtrak services consistent with the 2008 
Congressional Mandate and their NEC Master Plan. 


Alternatives 9A and 9B provide for the planned rail operational needs, are consistent with long- 
range NEC programs, and have relatively minimal impacts to the human and _ natural 
environment as outlined in this report. The impact evaluation in progress for the specific types 
of bridge designs will be coordinated with the resource agencies and the public prior to the EA. 


The EA will include a comprehensive environmental analyses for Alternatives 9A and 9B, 
including the bridge type design(s) resulting from the ongoing evaluation and stakeholder 
coordination. These environmental analyses will include studies of transportation, land use, air 
quality, noise, vibration, visual and aesthetic considerations, socioeconomic conditions, 
parkland, historic and archaeological resources, environmental justice, indirect and cumulative 
effects, and construction impacts. The analyses results in addition to comments received from 
the resources agencies, stakeholder, and the public will be the basis for FRA to select the 
preferred alternative, which will be documented in the EA. 


The EA is scheduled to be completed in Spring 2016 and will be provided to the public for 
review and comment. A public meeting will be held for the project following the EA and prior 
to FRA making a final decision for this project. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
Design Factors 


e Reduce curves to enable faster train speed. 
¢ Consider existing NEC and NS’s Port Road Route. 


Geometry 


¢ Consider 120 mph to 160 mph for intercity passenger trains. 


Design Speed 


¢ 160 mph preferred speed for intercity passenger trains. 


¢ Minimize ROW impacts. 


sa (of-x-Me) ey-lal atau © Consider existing swing span. 
¢ Consider constructibility. 


Navigational e Accommodate marine traffic with fixed bridge. 
Clearances e Horizontal clearance maintained or improved. 


e Higher fixed bridge requires steeper grades. 
e Heavy freight trains require lower grades. 


e Freight rail improvements. 
Relationships (fe) e MARC Maintenance Facility and Penn Line extension. 


Other projects Maza ocala 
¢ Regional bicycle and pedestrian trails. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Process 


Step 1: Fatal Flaw Screening—criteria developed from Purpose & Need 
» Pass/fail test—alternative must satisfy all criteria to advance 


e Provides rail connectivity 

e Meets navigation requirements 
¢ Has logical termini 

e Is feasible & constructible 


e Avoids critical property impacts (developed from community input) 


Step 2: Detailed Screening—based on specific project goals 
» Relative test—compare/contrast each alternative’s ability to meet goals & objectives 


¢ Optimizes existing and planned infrastructure 
¢ Considers operational, design, construction requirements 


¢ Minimizes environmental/cultural/socioeconomic/property impacts 
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Compare each alignment to fatal flaw criteria 
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* Primary study area for environmental assessment. 
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After Fatal Flaw BivaeRinis 10 remaining alignments with fewer ean impacts to be studied further 
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Historic Architectural Resources — Havre de Grace 


Key to Architectural Resources 


Name/Type | MIHP 
Havre de Grace Historic District | HA-1125 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and | HA-112; 
Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and) | HA-113 

Toll House 

Martha Lewis (skipjack) HA-2189 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and HA-1712 
Overpasses 


=> Project Site Boundary 
1253 Architectural APE 
CGD Architectural Resource 
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Key to Architectural Resources 


Name/Type MIHP 
Rodgers Tavern CE-129 
Principio Furnace CE-112 


Perry Point Mansion House and Mill CE-146; CE- 
244 


Perryville Railroad Station CE-1442 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and HA-1712 
Overpasses 


Perry Point VA Medical Center CE-1544 
Historic District 


Crothers House CE-1566 
(Furnace Bay Golf Course Clubhouse) 


Woodlands Farm Historic District CE-145 
Perryville United Methodist Church CE-1573 
Perryville Presbyterian Church CE-1574 


0.6 MILES 


c Project Site Boundary 
jlo Architectural APE 
‘nO Architectural Resource 
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Natural Resources 


Began With Desktop Studies _ 


() 1.0008 Study Area 
~“\— Streams 
(3, FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
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~ NWI Wetlands 
Ea Wetlands of Special State Concern (WSSC) 


MD Department of Planning Forests Resources 
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Natural Resources — Havre De Grace 


Combining Desktop Studies with Field Surveys 


4 2 


= ),De'Grace 


(_) 1,000 Study Area 
~“\— Streams 
(<3, FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
| Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 
Forests Resources* 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 


Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
*Based on Preliminary Field Survey 


N 
2,500 Feet A 


Figure 16 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


- : laa giaig GH 

Sol LAIR Wt 
— ‘ ~ abet, /| 
DTXTAX Da ilbrid 
—— a. = —— susrailbridge.com 


uu) 
ve 


‘s} 
> 
i) 
a 
3 
S 
= 
= 
Q 
iS 
= 
S 
o 
SS 


AY 


oe a man 
PSSA R/E2ZEM1R5 \ HANS 
\ 


; | (_) 1,000 Study Area 
\ E %, ~“~\-— Streams 
FF, C3 FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
YI, Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 
Forests Resources* 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 


Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
*Based on Preliminary Field Survey 


N 
2,500 Feet A 


Figure 17 


ed 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER K 7 a ==, —— pac 


RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


Oe ae te 
susrailbridge.com 


De\Gra cea 


» BES 


S 1,000 ft Study Area @ _interiockings Cc) Alignment 9A Impact Limit Cc) Alignment 9B Impact Limit 


Figure 18 


wa - 


Girder/Arch 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge EA 
Alternatives Screening Matrix 


EVALUATION CRITERIA 


AGENCY PRE-DRAFT 


Human Environmental Considerations 


Residential 
Commercial 
Number of 
Institutional / Community Parcels / 
Facility Combined 


Permanent Impacts to Land Use and Community Facilities eleade 


(Where structure demolition is required, a full parcel acquisition is 
assumed) 


Park 


°The Lafayette Senior Living Center accounts for 15 residential 


‘ Undeveloped / Vacant 
displacements. 


Total Acreage 


Total Number of Parcels 


Potential Number of 
Residential and/or 
Commercial Relocations 


Jean Roberts Memorial Park 
[Amtrak and City owned 


Parcels] 
Permanent Impacts to Parks and Recreational Resources BavidiCtalg Falk Barcant of 
(Parks ener rar serenely nits dies: Us Sr tha Havre de Grace MSHS Parcel 
erryville Community Park, and Existing bike/ped trails) Athletic Fields** Impacted 


Total Number of Parks 
Affected 
Total Acreage 


Number of Impacted 
Historic Properties 


Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources 
(The impacts to historic resources were identified based on right of way 
impacts and proximity based on conceptual design. Section 106 Effect 


Determination in consultation with MHT and the consulting parties will be 
provided for the alternatives retained for detailed study.) 


Total Acreage of Potentially 
Sensitive Archaeological 
Areas 


Alternative 1B 
Alternative 4B 


1 parcel / 0.29 ac® 


2 parcels / 


2 parcels / 0.25 ac (se 


1 parcel / 0.33 ac 


2 parcels / 2.52 ac 


2 parcels / 0.41 ac 


Alternative 4C 


1 parcel / 0.29 ac® 


2 parcels / 0.15 ac 


1 parcel / 0.14 ac 


1 parcel / 0.40 ac 
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Alternative 4D 


1 parcel / 0.29 ac® 


2 parcels / 
1.14 ac 


1 parcel / 0.32 ac 


2 parcels / 2.56 ac 


2 parcels / 0.41 ac 


Alternative 4E 


Alternatives Comparison Matrix - Environmental Consideratio 


1 parcel / 0.29 ac° 


2 parcels / 0.15 ac 


1 parcel / 0.14 ac 


1 parcel / 0.40 ac 


=J [Alternative 8A 


Ss 


2 parcels / 0.06 ac 


1 parcel / 0.04 ac 


Alternative 8B 
Alternative 9A 


re First Tier of Impacts 


1 parcel / <0.01 ac 


2 parcels / 0.06 ac 2 parcels / 1.14 ac 


2 parcels / 1.51 ac 


1 parcel / 0.04 ac 1 parcel / 0.05 ac 


otal Combined Acreage 

0.79 ac / 100% of Amtrak 

owned and 2.26 % of the 

City owned portion of the 
park impacted 


hoe Second Tier of Impacts 


9/2/2015 


Alternative 9B 


VE 


[ Third Tier of Impacts 


1 parcel / <0.01 ac 
2 parcels / 0.30 ac 2 parcels / 0.25 ac 
1 parcel / 0.01 ac 


1 parcel / 0.01 ac 


1 parcel / 0.09 ac 


0.79 ac / 100% of Amtrak | 0.79 ac / 100% of Amtrak 

owned and 2.26 % of the | owned and 2.26 % of the 

City owned portion of the | City owned portion of the 
0 imp 0 imp 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge EA 9/2/2015 
Alternatives Screening Matrix 


EVALUATION CRITERIA 
AGENCY PRE-DRAFT 


| dg ning Ralrood anna River Ral 
Bridge | Shige (eluding Ralroad Railroad 
Overpasses & Culverts 


Perryville Railroad Station Yes (Perry Interlocking Yes (Perry Interlocking 
[including Perry Interlocking Tower and Access Road | Tower and Access Road 
Tower] Overpass 59.39) Overpass 59.39) 


Alternative 1B 
Alternative 4B 
Alternative 4C 
Alternative 4D 
Alternative 4E 
Alternative 8A 
Alternative 8B 
Alternative 9A 
Alternative 9B 


Yes (Access Road Yes (Access Road Yes (Access Road Yes (Access Road Yes (Access Road Yes (Access Road Yes (Access Road 
Overpass 59.39) Overpass 59.39) Overpass 59.39) Overpass 59.39) Overpass 59.39) Overpass 59.39) Overpass 59.39) 


Yes (Access Road 
Overpass 59.39) 


Havre de Grace MS/HS 
Potential Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources Athletic Fields** 


Rodgers Tavern 


Jean Roberts Memorial Park 
[City owned parcel] 


David Craig Park* 


Total Number of Section 
4(f) Resources with 
Potential Impacts 


Natural Environmental Considerations 


= First Tier of Impacts = Second Tier of Impacts SI Third Tier of Impacts 
= 
| | 


Total Stream Impacts 33 92 | 7 00 269 308 


Impacts to Wetlands**** 

Impacts to Natural Wetland Buffers 

100 year floodplain 

Impacts to Floodplains Acres 
500 year floodplain 

Impacts to Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 


Impacts to Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 


Number of known / suspected contaminated properties directly impacted 


Impacts to Streams*** 


Impacts to Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species Habitat Y/N 


Impacts to Forest**** 


Bridge Deck Acreage over Susquehanna River***** Acres 


Lower maximum Impact to Lafayette Impact to Lafayette impact fe polaverle Higher property and 
E : ae : 7 oe Senior Housing Facility; : 3 . : : 
Elimination Rationale allowable speed than 9B Impact to Lafayette Senior Housing Facility | Senior Housing Facility; Beers ion Gin Undesirable maximum | Undesirable maximum natural environmental 
with comparable Senior Housing Facility and low maximum provides three tracks Bieri sed apnea ano authorized speed authorized speed impacts, but lower speed 
environmental impacts authorized speed only P than 9B 
three tracks only 


“Facility was purchased or improved with DNR Program Open Space funds. 


**Facility was improved with 6(f) Land and Water Conservation Act (LWCA) funds. i) & ( —~ 
*** Does not include the Susquehanna River. All alternatives cross the Susquehanna River. ‘TonX Ss iy = 
**** Based on preliminary field survey = 

*****Actual impacts to be determined by bridge type. 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge EA 
Alternatives Screening Matrix 


9/2/2015 


EVALUATION CRITERIA 


AGENCY PRE-DRAFT 


Alternative 1B 
_ 
_ 
_ 
_ 
_ 
_ 
—_ 
Alternative 9B 
a 


Alternatives Comparison Matrix - Operational and Engineering Considerations 


Improve rail service reliability and safety 


Eliminates operational disruptions/delays Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Connects to NS wye and provides grades acceptable for freight operations Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times MN) itst Tier cf impacts 


Reduces operational conflicts 


Eliminates or reduces existing speed restrictions for intercity trains 


- 


| | Second Tier of Impacts [ Third Tier of Impacts 


Level at which 
alterntaive 


Provides flexibility for operational and maintenance work windows meets criteria Very Good Very Gooc Very Good Very Good ery Goo 


Ability to provide for NS/MARC Operations during Construction 


Optimize existing and planned infrastructure 


Sal First Tier of Impacts | | Second Tier of Impacts 


= Third Tier of Impacts 


# of tracks 
provided by 
alternative 


Eliminates two-track section in this portion of NEC and meets corridor wide improvement needs 
along NEC 


Y/N - 
Maximum 
allowable 

speed (mph) 


Impacts to Perry Electrical Substation 
impact 


Whether 
alternative 
precludes 


Meets future planned 160 mph corridor-wide improvement without future speed restrictions for 
intercity trains 


Allows shared corridor with Bike/Ped path (feasibility evaluation in progress) 


Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna 
River 


Provides suitable vertical clearance (at least 60’) YIN - 
Clearance 
provided 


(feet) 
Maintains or widens horizontal clearance (at least 200’) Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + pYes-200"% 


Lower maximum Impact to Lafayette Impact to Lafayette mpact 10 rarayelle Higher property and 
allowable speed than 9B Impact to Lafayette Senior Housing Facility | Senior Housing Facility; SENET SLOTS (ee, Undesirable maximum Undesirable maximum natural environmental 
Elimination Rationale P P y g y g ¥5 | offers low maximum 


with comparable Senior Housing Facility and low maximum provides three tracks . authorized speed authorized speed impacts, but lower speed 
authorized speed and 


three tracks only than 9B 


environmental impacts authorized speed only 


AGENCY PRE-SDRAFI 
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APPENDIX C 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND AGENCY COORDINATION 


I. PUBLIC OUTREACH INFORMATION SESSIONS 


Public outreach information sessions have been held on April 28, 2014, August 13, 2014, and 
December 10, 2014. Future public outreach information sessions will continue to be held at 
project milestones. 


APRIL 28, 2014 — PURPOSE & NEED / PROJECT INTRODUCTION 


The first public outreach information session was held in an open house format where 
stakeholders reviewed project displays and a fact sheet handout, spoke with Project Team 
members, and submitted written comments. This format allowed stakeholders flexibility to 
participate at their convenience and allow them to engage with the Project Team. Topics 
presented to the public included the Purpose and Need, environmental resources and constraints 
within the study area, conceptual alternatives, and the anticipated project schedule. Feedback 
from comment sheets allowed the Project Team to gauge the priorities and concerns of the 
public. This meeting offered the opportunity for new conceptual alternatives or design 
considerations to be suggested by the public and other stakeholders. No interpreters were 
requested for the meeting. All display materials and handouts were posted on the project website 
within one week of the meeting. 


This public outreach information session was held at the Havre de Grace Activity Center on 
April 28, 2014 from 5pm to 8pm. Approximately 115 people attended and 30 written comments 
were provided to the Project Team that night. The major themes of the public comments 
received include: importance of aesthetics and bridge design; construction of a 
bicycle/pedestrian path across the river; transit/traffic/parking improvements; minimizing 
property acquisition; maintaining jobs; enhancing public parks; and encouraging tourism and 
local businesses. At the meeting and in the days following this public outreach information 
session, the public provided input on the long list of alternatives considered in the initial 
screening process, and reiterated critical properties to be avoided if possible. 


AUGUST 13, 2014 — FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES 


Based on the input from the April public outreach information session, the IRMs, and the results 
of conceptual engineering, the Project Team presented the feasible conceptual alternatives to the 
public. This included the comprehensive “long list” of all conceptual alternatives identified to 
date. The presentation explained the fatal flaw screening rationale used for eliminating 
conceptual alternatives deemed infeasible. The Project Team developed a summary of comments 
after the meeting and posted all display materials and handouts on the project website within one 
week of the public meeting. 


This public outreach information session was held at the Perryville Fire House on August 13, 
2014 from Spm to 8pm. Approximately 60 people attended and 10 written comments were 
received by the Project Team that night. The major themes of the public comments received 
include: construction of a bicycle/pedestrian path across the river; importance of aesthetics and 
bridge design; alternatives preference; removal of remnant piers/existing bridge; and transit 
improvements/concerns. 
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A few comments indicated a preference for a particular alternative. From the August 13, 2014 
public information session, one attendee commented in favor of Alternative 9B. Another 
comment from the August 13, 2014 public outreach information session favored Alternative 8A. 
A written submission received September 2, 2014 favored the alternative with the construction 
of a new bridge as well as the replacement of existing to allow for a total of four tracks. The 
majority of public input did not indicate the preference for a particular alternative. 


DECEMBER 10, 2014 — ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY 


A third public outreach information session was held at the Havre de Grace High School on 
December 10, 2014 from 5pm to 8pm. This presentation explained the screening process used to 
determine the alternatives retained for detailed study. A comprehensive Alternatives Comparison 
Matrix was presented to the public to explain the detailed screening rationale used to determine 
the alternatives that would progress to detailed study in the EA. Potential property impact maps 
for the alternatives retained for detailed study were shared with the public (Figures 11 through 
13). None of the public input received at the meeting indicated a preference for a particular 
alternative. Overall, the Project Team received positive feedback regarding minimization of 
permanent property impacts. 


Il. COORDINATION WITH LOCAL OFFICIALS 


The Proposed Project is located within Cecil County, Harford County, the Town of Perryville 
and the City of Havre de Grace. Coordination with these local governments is ongoing. 
Briefings with local government officials have been used as an opportunity to introduce the 
project to county/local officials, provide updates at project milestones, and facilitate the flow of 
information between the officials, FRA, MDOT, and Amtrak. 


The Project Team has exchanged written correspondence with municipal representatives and 
elected officials. The Project Team delivered presentations to the Town of Perryville, Cecil 
County, and Havre de Grace. Early input from the Town of Perryville and the City of Havre de 
Grace regarding important local properties was factored into conceptual engineering and the 
fatal flaw screening. At the August 13, 2014 public outreach information session, Havre de 
Grace officials expressed preference for Alternative 9B over 9A, as it reduced impacts to the 
high school track and athletic fields. 


Two meetings were held with representatives from Harford County Public Schools on July 7, 
2015 and August 17, 2015. During the first meeting, the Project Team presented plans for 
Alternatives 9A and 9B and the potential impacts to the Havre de Grace High School and 
Middle School recreational facilities. Alternative 9A would not directly impact the football field 
and grandstands. However, Alternative 9A would impact the existing pole vault, shed, and long 
running start. After the meeting, Harford County provided design plans for planned future 
recreational improvements, including new tennis courts and realigned ballfields near the track. 


During the August 17" meeting, Harford County Public Schools representatives provided an 
overview of their comments on the project alternatives. Key concerns included impacts to the 
race track starting block area, space limitations associated with potential ball field relocations, 
and potential impacts to a proposed City of Havre de Grace floodplain mitigation site along Lily 
Run. Based on the information provided, school officials verbally expressed a preference for 
Alternative 9B over Alternative 9A. Alternative 9B would not require any acquisition of school 
property and would not directly impact the athletic fields. 
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III. SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT ADVISORY BOARD 


The Project Team is coordinating with Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (SRRBP) 
Advisory Board. The SRRBP Advisory Board is a group of community representatives 
organized to proactively convey input to the Project Team. The Project Team has been invited 
on two occasions to attend SRRBP Advisory Board meetings (November 6, 2014 and March 26, 
2015). At a meeting on November 6, 2014, the SRRBP Advisory Board itemized the following 
top six priorities: 


Request for a Special Briefing; 

Bridge Architecture; 

Bridge Abutment Area; 

Westerly Right-of-Way and Alignments; 
Street and Lane Underpasses; and 

Rail Commuter Station. 


Since the initial meeting, the Project Team has continued to coordinate with the SRRBP 
Advisory Board, who has provided additional advisory bulletins regarding river navigation, the 
safe harbor jetty proposal, pedestrian and bicycle river crossing, bridge historical preservation 
and display, easterly right-of-way and alignments in Perryville, street underpasses in Perryville, 
and rail operation noise control in Perryville. The Project Team will continue coordinating with 
the SRRBP Advisory Board as the project progresses. 


IV. BICYCLE-PEDESTRIAN STAKEHOLDERS 


The Project Team has received substantial public input requesting inclusion of a bicycle and 
pedestrian river crossing into the Proposed Project. Several organizations responsible for trail 
planning (such as the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway and the Maryland DNR), 
advocacy organizations (such as the East Coast Greenway Alliance and the September 11th 
National Memorial Trail Alliance), a number of elected officials, and members of the public 
have expressed support for a multi-use path across the river. Specifically, some commenters 
have noted that a connection between Cecil and Harford County would fulfill a “missing link” in 
several regional trails and provide a new multi-modal option for travel between communities. 
While bicycle and pedestrian facilities were not expressly addressed in the scope of the project 
grant, as part of the public involvement process, FRA, MDOT, and Amtrak are working with 
government agencies and interested organizations to assess the feasibility of coordinating the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project with potential bicycle and pedestrian access across the 
river. 


Connectivity to the existing road network and existing or planned trails (and the attendant 
property acquisitions and environmental impacts) must be evaluated in the context of regional 
bicycle-pedestrian planning. MDOT and the Project Team have hosted stakeholder meetings 
(June 2014 and December 2014) with trail planning organizations and bicycle-pedestrian 
advocacy groups to discuss the Proposed Project in the context of ongoing trail and greenway 
planning efforts (including MDOT’s 2014 Maryland Twenty-Year Bicycle & Pedestrian Master 
Plan and MDOT?’s 2002 Susquehanna River Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Feasibility Study). 


Furthermore, to respond to the input received regarding a multi-use path, MDOT and Amtrak are 
conducting a feasibility evaluation. The evaluation entails: reviewing prior studies of 
Susquehanna River bicycle/pedestrian crossings; ensuring that the Proposed Project does not 
adversely affect the existing bicycle and pedestrian trails within the Proposed Project’s study 
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area; making efforts not to preclude the potential for a future multi-use path across the 
Susquehanna River; and assessing the feasibility of constructing a multi-use path in conjunction 
with a new rail bridge. 


The Project Team is considering a multitude of factors, including visual impacts, safety and 
security, constructability, effects to rail alignments, cost, noise and vibration, in-water impacts, 
functionality, and community impacts. The Project Team will continue to evaluate the feasibility 
of accommodating a multi-use path within the project limits in coordination with the high-speed 
rail project. The Project Team is conducting a Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Bicycle/Pedestrian Crossing Hazard Analysis and Security Risk Assessment. If deemed feasible, 
a separate project would be required for design, environmental review, and identification of 
potential funding for a bicycle/pedestrian crossing. The Project Team will continue to obtain 
input from stakeholders on the feasibility evaluation. 


V. U.S. COAST GUARD AND MARINERS 


Upon project inception, Amtrak and its representatives reached out to local marina owners and 
operators, shippers, dock managers, the U.S. Coast Guard (USCG), and other members of the 
maritime community. The purpose of this outreach was to understand the current navigational 
uses along this segment of the Susquehanna River and the anticipated USCG requirements for 
the vertical clearance of any potential fixed bridge. This information was factored into 
conceptual engineering. As stated above, the navigation survey concluded that any new high- 
level fixed bridge should provide a minimum 60-foot vertical clearance. 


VI. FREIGHT RAILROADS 


The Project Team has been coordinating with NS and CSX regarding their current and planned 
freight rail operations in the area (CSX trains currently use a separate Susquehanna River 
crossing, located to the north of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge). NS trains currently use the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. A coordination meeting with NS, Amtrak, FRA, and MDOT 
was held on March 19, 2014. The Project Team will continue to seek input from the freight rail 
operations throughout the NEPA process and engineering design. 


Vil. MARC 


The Project Team is also coordinating with the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA). MTA 
is the operator of the MARC Penn Line service over the bridge. Coordination between the 
Project Team and MTA is also essential to ensuring the Proposed Project's compatibility with 
MTA's proposed MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility. 


VII. SECTION 106 COORDINATION 


Since the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is S/NR-eligible, FRA (as the lead federal agency) has 
initiated consultation in accordance with Section 106 of the NHPA. FRA has invited the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) to participate in the Section 106 
consultation. On August 22, 2014, the ACHP declined to participate and will instead rely on the 
MHT to provide comments and concurrence. FRA submitted to MHT a Section 106 consultation 
initiation package (dated April 10, 2014), including the proposed APEs, analysis methodologies, 
and a list of potential consulting parties. MHT sent a response letter on June 16, 2014. The 
Project Team sent a letter to MHT on September 24, 2014 regarding potential historic resources. 
The Project Team received a letter from MHT on November 12, 2014 providing guidance 
regarding cultural resources and is proceeding accordingly with the cultural resources inventory. 
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All Section 106 consulting parties were invited to each public outreach information session and 
a dedicated Section 106 meeting was held on March 9, 2015. The dedicated Section 106 meeting 
was held at the Havre de Grace Activity Center at 1pm. Several Section 106 Consultation Parties 
were in attendance. Topics presented included an overview of Section 106 regulations and 
process, and how the Section 106 process would run parallel with the environmental studies 
following the compliance process for NEPA. The Project Team and the consulting parties 
discussed the known adverse effects to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Overpasses and 
the Perry Interlocking Tower, along with conceptual ideas for mitigation. The Project Team will 
continue to coordinate with MHT and consulting parties throughout the Section 106 process. 


A second dedicated Section 106 Consulting Parties meeting was held in Perryville on August 18, 
2015 at 1pm. Topics included potential project impacts on various historic resources, potential 
avoidance/mitigation measures, and opportunities for design input. The Perry Interlocking 
Tower—a contributing element of the S/NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station—was discussed 
at length. The Perry Interlocking Tower would conflict with the proposed rail alignment for 
Alternatives 9A and 9B, but not for the other remaining alternatives. The Project Team is 
investigating the feasibility of shifting the tower, rather than demolishing it. Several consulting 
parties expressed a preference for preserving the tower, either in place or in a new location. 


IX. INTERAGENCY REVIEW MEETINGS 


This section describes the IRM presentations delivered by the Project Team to date. The 
Maryland IRM process is intended to achieve the timely and efficient identification, evaluation, 
and resolution of environmental and regulatory issues. Future IRMs will be held at project 
milestones. 


PROJECT INTRODUCTION IRM MEETING (JULY 17, 2013) 


FRA, MDOT, and Amtrak presented the general history, project goals, and anticipated schedule 
at the IRM. 


PURPOSE AND NEED IRM MEETING (FEBRUARY 19, 2014) 


The goal of the second IRM was to review the project introduction, Purpose and Need, project 
description, environmental resources, and public involvement. 


PURPOSE AND NEED / CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVE IRM MEETING (APRIL 16, 2014) 


The Purpose and Need Statement was circulated to the IRM agencies two weeks prior to the 
meeting. During the presentation, the Project Team solicited agency feedback on the Purpose 
and Need Statement. The remainder of the presentation provided information regarding the 
conceptual alternatives development process. The Project Team responded to agency comments 
regarding the conceptual alternatives. 


FEASIBLE ALTERNATIVES IRM MEETING (JUNE 18, 2014) 


Based on the input from the April IRM, the public outreach information session (described 
below), and the results of conceptual engineering, the Project Team presented the feasible 
conceptual alternatives to the IRM. This included the comprehensive “long list” of all 
conceptual alternatives identified to date (including alternatives suggested by members of the 
public). The presentation explained the “fatal flaw screening” rationale used for eliminating 
conceptual alternatives deemed infeasible. 
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ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY IRM MEETING (FEBRUARY 18, 2015) 


The purpose of the IRM was to review the team’s alternatives screening process, present the 
alternatives retained for detailed study (ARDS) and provide an update on public outreach efforts 
to date. The team reviewed the two step alternatives screening process which included the fatal 
flaw screening and the more detailed screening based on specific project goals. An Alternatives 
Comparison Matrix along with a natural environmental impacts matrix was presented and used 
as the basis for choosing Alternatives 9A and 9B for further study. The meeting concluded with 
an agreement to schedule a field visit to allow the agencies to observe the range of resources 
potentially affected by the Proposed Project. 


AGENCY FIELD VISIT IRM MEETING (MARCH 12, 2015) 


In response to request made during the February 18, 2015 IRM the resource agencies attended a 
field visit to evaluate the quality of the natural and human environmental resources within the 
study area. As a result of the field review some of the original resources were re-characterized 
and in some cases new resources were identified. 


ARDS FIELD VISIT RECAP IRM MEETING (APRIL 15, 2015) 


The purpose of the IRM was to recap the results of the agency field review, update the agencies 
on the status of the engineering design and to explain the status of the ARDS package. The team 
reviewed the updated natural environmental features including a re-characterized wetland / 
stream system and a newly discovered potential wetland close to the Perryville Railroad Station. 
The team also updated the group on design modifications that would ultimately affect the natural 
and human environmental impacts for the project. The group also received updates regarding the 
bike/pedestrian path feasibility study and next steps for the project. 


REFINED ALTERNATIVES RETAINED FOR DETAILED STUDY IRM MEETING (JUNE 17, 
2015) 


The purpose of the IRM was to provide a project update and overview of the key operational 
considerations associated with maximum allowable speeds and travel times. The team presented 
the agencies with a revised Alternatives Comparison Matrix, which was based on updated 
human / natural resource information and new design details. The team also discussed the 
approach for ARDS package resubmittal. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), project sponsor, is proposing to improve 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland in order to provide continued rail 
connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). The U.S. Secretary of Transportation selected 
the MDOT for an award of $22 million through a cooperative agreement between the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT for the preliminary engineering and National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) phases of the Proposed Project. 


FRA is the lead federal agency and the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as 
bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs and is 
acting in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is at Milepost 60 along the NEC. The Proposed Project 
would span approximately six miles, between the “Oak” Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 south of 
the City of Havre de Grace and the “Prince” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of 
Perryville. The 109-year-old bridge is a critical link along one of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation’s (USDOT) designated high-speed rail corridors. The NEC is the busiest 
passenger rail line in the United States. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area 
Regional Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, 
and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. 


The Project Team prepared an Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study report in order to screen 
alignments alternatives for the Proposed Project. Alignment Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B 
were retained for detailed study. Independent of the Alignment Alternative Screening Process, 
the Project Team reviewed four bridge design types pertaining to approach spans (the spans 
connecting the abutment with the main span) and channel spans (span over the navigation 
channel). Any of these bridge design type alternatives are feasible with the alignment 
alternatives under consideration. The four bridge design types include: 


e the girder approach / arch main span bridge design; 

e the delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design; 
e the truss approach / truss main span bridge design; and 

e the girder approach / truss main span bridge design. 


This memo serves to provide further explanation regarding the screening of these four bridge 
design types and selection of the girder approach / arch main span bridge design for detailed 
study in the NEPA Environmental Assessment (EA). 


The Project Team also evaluated pier designs that could be combined with any of the alignment 
alternatives. The pier design options include: 
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e Delta Frame Pier Design; 
e Key Hole Pier Design; 
e Fluted Pier Design; 
e Wall Pier Design. 
Of the four pier designs, the key hole pier design has been retained for detailed study in the EA. 


METHODOLOGY 


Each of the four bridge type alternatives was evaluated based on environmental resource 
considerations, engineering and operations considerations, and public and agency input received. 
For environmental considerations, in terms of natural resources, the bridge type alternatives 
were evaluated based on the number of in-water piers, the size of in-water piers, surface area at 
Mean High Water, and potential impact to benthic habitat. The Proposed Project would remove 
the 16 existing piers associated with the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, which was accounted 
for in the natural resources assessments. In addition, 11 remnant piers located just downstream 
of the existing bridge, which were left in place following demolition of the 1866 Philadelphia, 
Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) bridge, would also be removed. Therefore, the four 
bridge design types account for the removal of 27 piers in the quantitative analysis. 


In terms of historic resources, none of the bridge design types would be similar to the existing 
historic Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. However, the four bridge design types were evaluated 
based on compatibility with the historic bridge. 


For engineering and operations considerations, the bridge type alternatives were evaluated based 
on ease of maintenance for the approach and channel spans, structural redundancy, ease of 
construction, trespasser resistant from water, side span navigation clearance, and overall cost. 
Input was solicited and received through agency and public coordination and was considered in 
the screening of bridge design types. 


BRIDGE TYPE ALTERNATIVES 


The Project Team evaluated a variety of bridge types that are appropriate for the Proposed 
Project and existing site conditions. The four bridge design types were studied in detail in the 
Final Feasibility Report: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, January 30, 2015 and have 
since been modified in order to minimize environmental effects. The four bridge design types 
are described below. 


Girder Approach/ Arch Main Span 


Under the girder approach / arch main span bridge design, the proposed replacement bridges 
would have a total of 38 in-water piers (each of the two replacement bridges would have 19 in- 
water piers. With the removal of the 27 piers, as discussed above, there would be a net increase 
of 11 in-water piers with the Girder Approach / Arch Main Span design. The girder approach / 
arch main span bridge design is based on 170 foot approach spans. See Figure 1 for a rendering 
of the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. 


Delta Frame Approach / Arch Main Span 


The delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design consists of a network tied arch over the 
navigable channel with delta frames for the approach spans. Under this bridge design type, the 
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proposed replacement bridges would have a total of 26 in-water piers (each of the two 
replacement bridges would have 13 in-water piers). With the removal of the 27 piers, as 
discussed above, there would be a net reduction of one in-water pier with the delta frame 
approach / arch main span bridge design. The delta frame approach / arch main span bridge 
design is based on 200 foot approach spans (see Figure 1). 


Truss Approach / Truss Main Span 


Under the truss approach / truss main span bridge design, the proposed replacement bridges 
would have a total of 26 in-water piers (each of the two replacement bridges would have 13 in- 
water piers). With the removal of the 27 piers discussed above, there would be a net reduction of 
one in-water pier with the truss approach / truss main span bridge design. The truss approach / 
truss main span bridge design is generally based on 260 foot approach spans (see Figure 1). 


Girder Approach/ Truss Main Span 


Under the girder approach / truss main span bridge design, the proposed replacement bridges 
would have a total of 38 in-water piers (each of the two replacement bridges would have 19 in- 
water piers). With the removal of the 27 piers discussed above, there would be a net gain of 11 
in-water piers with the girder approach / truss main span bridge design. The girder approach / 
truss main span bridge design is based on 170 foot approach spans (see Figure 1). 


PIER DESIGN OPTIONS 


The delta frame pier design is the only bridge pier design possible with the delta frame approach 
/ arch main span bridge (see Figure 2A). Originally, the girder approach / arch main span 
initially had a basic wall pier design. Based on public input, different variations of pier designs 
were developed as options within the girder approach bridge type. These designs were 
developed in part due to public input received throughout the project; specifically, the desire for 
a special “signature” bridge. These various pier designs are shown in Figure 2B and include the 
key hole pier, fluted pier and wall pier designs. 


BRIDGE DESIGN SCREENING 


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 


Preliminary bridge design renderings of the four bridge design types were first presented to the 
public at a public outreach information session on December 10, 2014, held in the City of Havre 
de Grace, Maryland. The Project Team also held a public outreach information session on 
November 10, 2015 in the Town of Perryville, Maryland to review and discuss the bridge design 
types. In order to notify the public of this meeting, invitations were sent to the Proposed 
Project’s mailing list. The meeting’s information and bridge type renderings were also posted to 
the project website. As part of this public outreach information session, the Project Team 
presented the Bridge Type Comparison Matrix (see Figure 3). 


The November 10, 2015 public outreach information session served as a chance to receive 
additional public feedback on the bridge design types. In response to comments received during 
the December 2014 meeting, a set of renderings from vantage points in both the City of Havre 
de Grace and the Town of Perryville were presented to obtain feedback on bridge aesthetic 
options, especially related to pier designs. At the meeting, an informal “bridge survey” was 
conducted to help identify public sentiment related to overall bridge design types and specific 
pier design elements. The Project Team received one vote for the truss approach / truss main 
span bridge design, two votes for the delta frame approach / arch main span bridge, and three 
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votes for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. The girder approach / arch main 
span bridge design and the delta frame approach / arch main span bridge designs received the 
most support. The top factors of public preference, based on input received, are the overall look, 
cost minimization, and opening up views to the Susquehanna River. For those who could not 
attend this public meeting, the presentation boards were posted for the public to the project 
website shortly after the public meeting. 


AGENCY COORDINATION 


An Interagency Review Meeting was held on December 9, 2015. The Project Team provided 
more detailed information on the four bridge design types. At this time, all four bridge design 
types were designed at the same level of detail, based on shaft diameter at less than 10 percent 
environmental engineering design. The Detailed Bridge Type Comparison Matrix, comparing 
environmental considerations between the four bridge types, was shown at the Interagency 
Review Meeting on December 9, 2015 (see Figure 4). 


PRELIMINARY BRIDGE DESIGN EVALUATION 


Environmental Considerations 


Based on the Bridge Type Comparison Matrix shown at the public outreach information session, 
the delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design is more favorable in terms of the size of 
in-water piers, while the other three bridge design types are less favorable (see Figure 3). The 
truss approach / truss main span bridge design is less favorable in terms of the impact to surface 
water, while the other three bridge design types are more favorable. 


The delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design and the truss approach / truss main 
span bridge design are less favorable for their impacts to the mud line, while the girder approach 
/ arch main span bridge design and the girder approach / truss main span bridge design are more 
favorable. 


For compatibility with the historic Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, the truss approach / truss 
main span bridge design is more favorable, as it is the most similar to the traditional railroad 
bridge. The girder approach / arch main span bridge design and the girder approach / truss main 
span bridge design are favorable. The delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design is 
less favorable, since it is considered the most modern design and the least similar to the existing 
historic bridge. 


As discussed above, Figure 4 shows more specific calculations for environmental resource 
considerations. Overall, based on environmental resource considerations, the girder approach / 
arch main span bridge design is more favorable than the other bridge design types. Although the 
delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design has fewer piers than the girder approach / 
arch main span bridge design, the piers under the delta frame approach / arch main span bridge 
design would be larger in diameter than those for the girder approach / arch main span bridge 
design, equating to 12,200 cubic yards for 13 piers as compared to 13,200 cubic yards for 19 
piers under the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. The main differentiator between 
the girder approach / arch main span bridge design and the delta frame approach / arch main 
span bridge design is that the latter has almost 60 percent higher impacts to benthic habitat. 


Therefore, the delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design is less favorable than the 
girder approach / arch main span bridge design due to its impacts to benthic habitat and its 
modern design being the least similar to the existing historic bridge. In terms of environmental 
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considerations, the girder approach / arch main span bridge design is therefore the most 
favorable of the bridge design types. 


Engineering and Operations Considerations 


Based on the Bridge Type Comparison Matrix shown at the public outreach information session, 
from an engineering and operations perspective, the girder approach / arch main span bridge 
design is excellent in terms of ease of maintenance for approach spans, structural redundancy for 
approach space, ease of construction, trespasser resistant from water and land, side span 
navigation clearance, and estimated cost (see Figure 3) 


The girder approach / truss main span bridge design, as compared to the girder approach / arch 
main span bridge design, is also considered excellent in terms of the same considerations, but 
has a lower ease of maintenance for the channel spans, has fair structural redundancy with the 
channel span, and has a higher estimated cost. 


The delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design is considered excellent in structural 
redundancy of the approach spans; very good in ease of maintenance of the approach spans, ease 
of maintenance of the channel span, and structural redundancy of the channel span; good in the 
side span navigation clearance; and fair in the ease of construction and trespasser resistant from 
water and land. 


The truss approach / truss main span bridge design is considered very good for the side span 
navigation clearance; good for the ease of maintenance of the approach and channel spans, ease 
of construction, and trespasser resistant from water; fair for structural redundancy of approach 
and channel spans; and has the highest construction costs. 


Therefore, based on engineering and operations considerations, the girder approach / arch main 
span bridge design is the most favorable of the bridge design types. 


CONCLUSION 


The bridge design type selection was based on the Bridge Type Comparison Matrix shown at the 
public outreach information session, the Detailed Comparison Matrix shown at the Interagency 
Review Meeting, and public and agency sentiment from various meetings. Overall, the girder 
approach / arch main span meets mariners input and the public’s desire for long spans with 
openness and cost minimization. The girder approach / arch main span is also more favorable in 
terms of natural resources, including impacts to surface water and benthic habitat. In addition, 
the girder approach / arch main span is most favorable in terms of engineering and operations, 
including ease of maintenance, structural redundancy, ease of construction, safety and security, 
and cost. Based on these assessments and the public and agency input received, the girder 
approach / arch main span bridge design has been retained for detailed study in the EA. As the 
project progresses and engineering plans proceed, refinements regarding environmental impact 
assessment of the girder approach / arch main span (the preferred bridge design) will be made. In 
addition, of the pier designs, the key hole pier design within the girder approach bridge type has 
been retained for detailed study in the EA based on aesthetics, as it provides a more open look, 
and in collaboration with the local community. 
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PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 
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LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE 


PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 


??————— INe PROGRESS 
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PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING 
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TO L-105 AND L—-113 TO L—131 
IS IDENTICAL FOR ALTERNATIVES 9A 
AND 9B. 


LEGEND 


EXISTING TRACK 
PROPOSED TRACK 


LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE 


PROPOSED RETAINING WALL 


— SEE DWG L-130 


MATCH LINE 


??————— INe PROGRESS 


SCALE IN FEET 


PERRYVILLE/HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 
HNTB Corporation __ SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 
Pritsdelphia, PA Stas, LIMIT OF DISTURBANCE 


215-568-6500 PLAN (29 OF 31) 


Drown KAM Checked BDH Dote 6/8/2016 


File Nome; 


50625-s-rr-fra129 
30 OF 32 


4:09:01 PM 
PLOT SCALE: AS SHOWN 


6/8/2016 


STANDARD PEN TABLE: NO 


SEE DWG L-129 
SEE DWG L—-131 


MATCH LINE 


GRAVEL 


a-7 Tom 
STORAGE Sey 


TOA = res 
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A. INTRODUCTION AND METHODOLOGY 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), Project Sponsor, prepared this document 
in order to consider the effects of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (Proposed Project) 
on the visual character and aesthetic conditions of the surrounding area. This assessment, which 
has been prepared in accordance with Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidelines for 
visual analyses, including Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects 
Documents (2013), Environmental Impact Statement Visual Impact Discussion (undated), and 
Guidance Material on the Preparation of Visual Impact Assessments (1986), considers the 
effects of the Proposed Project on locations from which it will be most prominently visible, 
considering both views to/from visually sensitive resources. Therefore, the study area for visual 
resources extends approximately 600 feet north and south of the Project site along an 
approximately six-mile length of the Northeast Corridor (NEC) (see Figure 1). In addition, to 
account for more distant views of the Project site along the Harford and Cecil County 
waterfronts, the study area extends approximately one-half of a mile north and south near the 
waterfront, utilizing the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge carrying the Pulaski Highway 
(Route 40) over the Susquehanna River as the northern boundary of the study area (see Figure 2, 
Photo Key and Figure 3, Photo 1). 


The Proposed Project involves the replacement of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
(see Figure 3, Photo 2) with two new bridges, one on the existing alignment and one to the west 
of that alignment. The new bridges will be higher in elevation than the existing bridge, with a 
maximum increase of 14 feet at the river’s navigational channel. Other changes that will result 
in a visual effect include bringing the NEC in closer proximity to historic structures, 
construction of retaining walls, and alterations to the nine undergrade bridges historically 
associated with the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (see Figure 4, Photo 3). 


To prepare this analysis and determine potential effects, the Project Team of Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA), MDOT, Amtrak, and engineering and NEPA consultants, collected 
information through field visits and identified visually sensitive locations, viewer groups, and 
duration of views. In addition, FRA/MDOT requested input through public outreach information 
sessions held on April 28, 2014, August 13, 2014, December 10, 2014, November 10, 2015, and 
April 14, 2016, and dedicated meetings of Section 106 consulting parties on March 9, 2015 and 
August 18, 2015. The information received at those meetings as well as any written comments 
received have been taken into consideration in this aesthetics analysis as well as in the Proposed 
Project’s design process. Comments were received from the two affected municipalities, 
Perryville and Havre de Grace, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board 
(“Advisory Board”) of the Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace, and members of the 
public. 


This analysis serves as an appendix to the Proposed Project’s Environmental Assessment (EA); 
therefore, all chapter references in this analysis refer to chapters within the EA. 


C-1 


12.18.15 


Susquehanna 
River 


La 


Piseoy 


ENE 


IS) 


x 


Gilas St 


Chesapeake 
Bay 


——> Project Site Boundary 


1 Miles 
Visual and Aesthetic Resources Study Area Boundary 
=———= Rail Lines 


Municipal Boundaries 


Visual and Aesthetic Resources Study Area 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Figure 1 


12.18.15 


(view south from I-95, 
located off the map) 


ty aa 
G ft Oe 


0 0.05 Miles 
=} Project Site —— Municipal Boundary eed Se 


i_-— Visual and Aesthetic Resources @> Photograph View Direction 
Study Area Boundary and Reference Number 


—— Rail Lines Visual and Aesthetic Resources Photo Key and Location Map 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Figure 2 


View looking south from the Millard E. Tydings Memorial Bridge (I-95), north of the study area, towards the Lower 1 
Susquehanna Heritage Greenway, including the Susquehanna River, Garrett Island, and (listed in order north-south) the 
CSX Susquehanna River Bridge, the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, and the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


View looking west at the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from the Perryville waterfront. 2 
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View looking north at the Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge (MP 60.61), one of nine undergrade 3 
bridges considered historically significant in relation to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


View looking northeast from Warren Street and North Union Avenue within the Havre de Grace 4 
Historic District towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 
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B. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


EXISTING VISUAL CHARACTER 


The Project site consists of a portion of Amtrak’s NEC, a two-track rail line oriented roughly 
northeast-southwest' across the Susquehanna River. The tracks run at grade and on an 
embankment in Havre de Grace and Perryville and cross the Susquehanna River on the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Prominent visual features in the study area include the 
Susquehanna River, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, 
the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, and the southern tip of Garrett Island, which is part of the 
Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge, as well as historic resources within Cecil and Harford 
Counties. 


The study area is characterized by a mix of relatively rural agricultural areas; low-rise, medium- 
density waterfront areas; some suburban development; and light industrial, hotel, and 
commercial uses along major transportation corridors. The northern portion of the study area in 
Cecil County is characterized by large tracts of agricultural land and the Furnace Bay Golf 
Course, as well as small-to-medium sized industrial operations associated with the railroad. The 
portion of the study area northwest of the NEC in Perryville is characterized by low-rise, urban 
development consisting of residential, commercial, institutional, and park uses. Development 
located directly on the waterfront in this area consists mainly of low-rise condominiums with 
private marinas on the river. An approximately 40-acre IKEA distribution facility is located in 
Perryville roughly one mile east of the waterfront and south of the NEC. The Perry Point 
Veterans Administration (VA) Medical Center, evaluated as eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places (NR), is located south of the NEC along the waterfront in Cecil 
County. The portions of this institutional facility located in the study area consist of large open 
spaces and primarily two- to two-and-a-half-story residences built around open green spaces and 
surrounded by medium-sized yards. At the southern end of the complex is the NR-listed Perry 
Point Mansion House and Mill. 


The portion of the study area in Havre de Grace consists mainly of low-rise, medium-density 
urban development including residential, commercial, institutional, and park uses. Development 
located directly on the waterfront consists primarily of commercial and light industrial uses, 
marinas, undeveloped lots, and parks. Portions of Havre de Grace further west include athletic 
fields, such as Stancil Field Park located at the southwest corner of Old Post Road and Old Bay 
Lane, and some suburban development. In addition, the portion of the study area adjacent to 
Pulaski Highway is characterized by a mix of undeveloped wooded lots, and light industrial, 
hotel, and commercial uses contained in low-rise buildings surrounded by parking lots and 
agricultural land. 


The entire visual resources study area is within the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 
(LSHG), which was designated by the Maryland Heritage Areas Authority as a Certified 
Heritage Area in 1997 through their Maryland Heritage Preservation and Tourism Areas 
Development Program. The LSHG consists of over 45,000 acres in Harford and Cecil Counties, 
including natural and historic resources that immediately surround the Susquehanna River and 


' Unlike Chapter 2, which refers to locations in the study area according to “railroad north” and 
“railroad south,” this analysis uses compass north and compass south when referring to 
direction. 
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reach west into Harford County north of Havre de Grace and south to the mouth of the 
Chesapeake Bay. As identified in the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway Management 
Plan (May 2000), the visual character of the LSHG includes natural resources such as parks and 
waterfront areas; the Susquehanna River, Chesapeake Bay, and Garrett Island; rail infrastructure 
and multiple bridges crossing the Susquehanna River; open space; numerous pedestrian, bicycle, 
and historic trails; and man-made or cultural resources, including historic structures, districts, 
and archaeological sites. 


VISUALLY SENSITIVE RESOURCES WITHIN THE LOWER SUSQUEHANNA 
HERITAGE GREENWAY (LSHG) 


FHWA’s Guidance Material on the Preparation of Visual Impact Assessments defines visual 
resources as those physical features that make up the visible landscape, including land, water, 
vegetation, and man-made elements to which viewers attach visual value. Visually sensitive 
resources may include historic buildings, open spaces such as parks and landscaped plazas, and 
views to natural resources such as water features and natural vegetation. As described above, the 
LSHG includes natural resources and open space, trails, and man-made resources, each of which 
will be discussed below. 


NATURAL RESOURCES / OPEN SPACE 


The most important natural resource features in the study area are the water-related resources, 
including the Susquehanna River, the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, and the southern tip of 
Garrett Island, which is part of the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. These features are of 
extremely high value in terms of the area’s visual and aesthetic qualities. 


In addition, there are several public parks and areas of open space located along the waterfront in 
the visual study area (see Chapter 6, “Parks, Trails, and Recreational Resources” for a detailed 
description of parks in the study area). These areas are very important for facilitating views to 
the river and its natural features. Prominent waterfront parks include: Jean S. Roberts Memorial 
Park; David R. Craig Park; McLhinney Park; and Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park. The Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park is an approximately one-acre waterfront park located immediately north 
of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge in Havre de Grace. The park supports passive recreational 
activities, including picnicking and fishing, and has a public boat launch and dock. The David R. 
Craig Park is a one-acre park located immediately south of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
on the waterfront in Havre de Grace. The park also supports passive recreation activities 
including a picnic area and viewing platform. McLhinney Park, located in the northern part of 
Havre de Grace, is a 48-acre waterfront park that is bisected by the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial 
Bridge ramps. The park is mostly wooded, but also contains the Susquehanna Museum at the 
Lock House and supports predominantly passive uses, including picnicking and fishing. The 
Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park is located on the Havre de Grace waterfront at the end of 
Congress Street, which is south of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The two-acre park 
supports passive uses, including fishing and walking, and contains a boat launch and dock. In 
addition, on the Perryville side of the river, there is open space that affords views of the river in 
Lower Ferry Park and Pier at the rear (north) of Rodgers Tavern and along the Perry Point VA 
Medical Center Historic District to the south of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


Additional parks and areas of open space are located within the study area, but are far enough 
removed from the river that they do not contain important views to the river and its natural 
features. These resources include (in Havre de Grace) the Roye-Williams Elementary School, 


C-3 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


the Havre de Grace Middle/High School Athletic Fields, Battery Village Park, Swan Harbor 
Farm, and Somerset Manor, and (in Perryville) Trego Field/Perryville Mini-Park and Perryville 
Community Park. 


TRAILS 


The LSHG contains some or all of the following trails, which serve to thematically link historic 
sites and/or open space areas, or provide recreational paths: 


e East Coast Greenway, which extends from Calais, ME to Key West, FL, and passes through 
both Havre de Grace and Perryville. 


e Mason Dixon Trail, includes segments through Havre de Grace and Perryville. 
e Maryland Civil War Western Shore Baltimore Trail, including Rodgers Tavern. 


e Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail, consisting of over 3,000 miles 
along the Chesapeake Bay that were traveled and charted by Captain John Smith in the early 
seventeenth century. 


e Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route, consisting of a 680-mile long series of trails 
and roads traveled by George Washington and Lieutenant General Rochambeau’s 
Continental Army to battle the British army in Yorktown in 1781. 


e Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail, consisting of 2,990 miles of land and water 
routes tracing the British campaign in the Chesapeake Bay region during the War of 1812. 


e Old Town Loop, an on-road bike route in downtown Havre de Grace. 
e Old Town/New Town Trail, an on-road route in downtown Havre de Grace. 


e Havre de Grace Waterfront Walkway, consisting of a blend of trails within parks and 
sidewalks along Havre de Grace’s waterfront. 


MAN-MADE ELEMENTS 


The LSHG Management Plan identifies a few historic resources within the LSHG and also 
indicates that historic structures inventoried by the Maryland Historic Trust (MHT) contribute to 
the evolution of the Lower Susquehanna Region. The historic resources in the study area, which 
are further described in Chapter 8, “Cultural Resources,” are the existing Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge and nine related undergrade bridges; the Havre de Grace Historic District; the 
Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll House; 
Rodgers Tavern; the Perry Point Mansion House and Mill; the Perryville Railroad Station 
complex; the Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District; the 
Perryville United Methodist Church; and the Perryville Presbyterian Church. In addition to these 
formally identified historic resources, there is one other man-made feature of visual prominence: 
the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge. 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 


As stated in Chapter 1, “Purpose and Need,” the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (NR- 
eligible) is a two-track swing bridge with a movable span that rotates horizontally to open to 
allow boats to pass. The bridge itself is approximately 4,154 feet long from abutment to 
abutment and is the longest bridge with a movable span on the NEC. The bridge comprises 18 
spans, and the 277-foot-long movable swing span is composed of a riveted-steel through truss. 
The existing bridge has a top-of-rail elevation of 58 feet above mean high water (MHW), and the 
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movable swing span provides a 52-foot vertical clearance above MHW. The top of the swing- 
span truss is 96 feet above MHW and is the highest point on the bridge structure. The top of the 
existing transmission lines, which are supported by high steel support towers mounted on the 
bridge structure, is 179 feet above MHW. The bridge is a major visual feature in the study area, 
due to its long linear design, as well as to its heavy stone piers and abutments, constructed of 
locally quarried Port Norris granite. Contributing to the significance of the bridge are nine 
undergrade bridges, which were built by the Pennsylvania Railroad at the same time as the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and relate to it in terms of construction materials, engineering, 
and design. 


Havre de Grace Historic District 


The Havre de Grace Historic District (NR-listed), through which the NEC extends, contains a 
cohesive collection of primarily low-rise, masonry and wood-frame residential, commercial, and 
religious historic buildings dating to the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, as well as 
publicly-accessible parks along the waterfront. The NR nomination for the historic district 
describes two features relevant to the town’s aesthetics: the importance of views to/from the 
water, and the town’s layout with alternating streets and alleys. 


The historic district includes four of the undergrade bridges described above (the North Freedom 
Lane Undergrade Bridge at Milepost (MP) 60.51; the North Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge at 
MP 60.56; the Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.61; and the North Adams Street 
Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.69). FRA/MDOT assessed as part of the current study that these 
four bridges contribute to the Havre de Grace Historic District’s transportation history. In 
addition, the undergrade bridges are important visual features due to their use of locally quarried 
granite. Two of these bridges, at Freedom Lane and Centennial Lane, are aesthetically important 
for their arch construction and the small alleys that pass beneath them. 


While the district is a visually sensitive resource, views of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
from the district are limited to areas in close proximity to the waterfront between approximately 
Green Street to the south and North Park Drive to the north (see Figures 4-5, Photos 4-5). The 
bridge abutments and approach spans are visible from several locations on north-south-oriented 
streets in the historic district (see Figures 5-6, Photos 6-7) and the NEC embankment leading to 
the bridge is visible from various locations along Warren Street on the south side of the tracks 
(see Figure 6-7, Photos 8-9) and along or near Warren, Otsego, and Water Streets on the north 
side of the tracks (see Figure 7-8, Photos 10-11). 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll House 


The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House 
(NR-listed) is located approximately one-quarter mile north of the Project site at Erie Street. 
This site, with a historic structure and canal in a park setting, is an aesthetic resource. In 
addition, it provides important views of the Susquehanna River, although the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge is only distantly visible from this property (see Figure 8, Photo 12). 


Rodgers Tavern 


Rodgers Tavern (NR-listed) is a historic coursed-stone house with gable-end chimneys located 
in a waterfront setting in Perryville immediately north of the Project site. This eighteenth century 
stone building is an aesthetic resource. 


View looking southeast from Ontario and North Stokes Streets within the Havre de Grace 5 
Historic District towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


View looking north from Green and North Stokes Streets towards the Susquehanna 6 
River Rail Bridge embankment. 
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View looking north from North Union Avenue and Green Street towards the 7 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge approach span. 


View looking east from Warren and North Adams Streets towards the NEC. 8 
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View looking north from North Freedom Lane and Warren Street towards the NEC embankment. 9 


View looking east from Otsego and North Stokes Streets towards the 10 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge approach span. 
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View looking southwest from North Stokes Street towards the NEC embankment. 11 


View looking south from the Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South 12 


Lock #1 and Toll House towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge in the distance. 
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The view with the greatest impact on Rodgers Tavern is the view from the front of Rodgers 
Tavern looking directly south at the NEC’s vegetated embankment, catenary wires and supports, 
and a transmission tower and lines. From the same vantage point, looking southwest towards the 
bridge, there is a limited view of the bridge abutment; however, the bridge itself is blocked by 
landscaping. From the rear (north) of Rodgers Tavern, there are two views to the Project site: 
directly south to the embankment and abutment consisting of an approximately 30-foot-deep 
deck truss (see Figure 9, Photo 13), and a view west towards the bridge and the river. 


Perry Point VA Medical Center Historic District 


The Perry Point VA Medical Center at Perry Point (NR-eligible) was developed primarily in the 
1920s through the 1940s as a neuro-psychiatric treatment facility for military veterans. It is 
located approximately 400 feet south of the Project site. Although the structures within the 
historic district are not visually significant, the overall site is important for the open space along 
the river that provides important views to the river, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the 
1866 bridge abutments (see Figure 9, Photo 14). However, further northeast in locations where 
the tracks pass the Perry Point VA Medical Center Historic District, views between the historic 
buildings and the NEC are minimized by distance and intervening vegetation. 


Perry Point Mansion House and Mill 


The Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (NR-listed) is located south of the Perry Point VA 
Medical Center on the Susquehanna River at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, approximately 
one-half mile south of the Project site. Due to the distance from the Project site and the fact that 
the two historic structures are situated somewhat inland from the river, there are limited 
significant views to/from these properties. Although the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge can be 
seen from the walkway in front of the structure, it is only distantly visible from this property (see 
Figure 10, Photo 15). 


Perryville Railroad Station Complex 


The two-story, Colonial Revival-style historic Perryville Railroad Station (NR-eligible) has 
glazed headers, a hipped roof, and a modillioned cornice. In addition, there are two associated 
resources that together with the station comprise the station complex: the Perry Interlocking 
Tower (see Figure 10, Photo 16) and the Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge (MP 
59.39) (one of the nine undergrade bridges previously described). The station, with its classical 
architecture, is visually significant; however, the station complex’s two ancillary components are 
secondary to the visual character. They have a more utilitarian design and less dominant 
aesthetic presence than the station building itself. The stone tunnel is not visible from the station. 
The interlocking tower is visible from the station and is located approximately 200 feet 
southwest across the railroad tracks. There is an overall lack of visual connection between the 
Perryville Railroad Station and the two ancillary structures. 


Perryville United Methodist Church 


As part of the current Project, MDOT in coordination with the MHT identified the Perryville 
United Methodist Church, constructed in 1896, as eligible for inclusion on the NR (see Chapter 
8). The property is located across Broad Street from the NEC in Perryville. The church is a 
visually significant feature; however, the rail line can only be partially seen from the church due 
to the amount of intervening vegetation, and the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge cannot 
be seen at all due to distance (see Figure 11, Photo 17). 
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View looking northwest towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Susquehanna River from a walking 14 
path that follows the shoreline of the Perry Point VA Medical Center property. 
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View looking northwest towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from a waterfront 15 


walking path near the Perry Point Mansion House and Mill. 


View looking southwest along the NEC at the Perryville Railroad Station (right) and 16 
the Perry Interlocking Tower (left). 
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View looking southeast towards the NEC from the Perryville United Methodist Church. 17 


View looking southeast towards the NEC from the Perryville Presbyterian Church. 18 
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Perryville Presbyterian Church 


As part of the current Project, MDOT, in coordination with MHT, identified the Perryville 
Presbyterian Church, constructed in 1892, as eligible for inclusion on the NR (see Chapter 8). 
The church is a visually significant feature; however, the rail line cannot be seen from the church 
due to the amount of intervening vegetation, and the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
cannot be seen at all due to distance (see Figure 11, Photo 18). 


Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge 


The Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, the most downstream vehicular bridge that crosses the 
Susquehanna River, is a four-lane, steel truss bridge that was completed in 1940 and is 7,749 
feet long with a vertical clearance of 87 feet. This bridge, one of several crossings over the 
Susquehanna River, is not a designated historic resource, but is an important visual feature in the 
study area. 


C. VIEWER GROUPS AND VIEW DURATIONS 


Viewer groups are groups of people who are visually affected by a project in a similar way. 
Viewer groups in the area consist of pedestrians/bicyclists, motorists, rail passengers, and 
boaters. These viewer groups may be divided into two categories: those that have views of 
visually sensitive resources and those that have views from visually sensitive resources. 


PEDESTRIANS AND BICYCLISTS 


The majority of the pedestrian and bicyclist traffic in the study area occurs in the streets and 
waterfront parks in the Havre de Grace Historic District, as well as the waterfront areas near 
Rodgers Tavern in Perryville, and the Perry Point VA Medical Center and Perry Point Mansion 
and Mill in Cecil County. Pedestrians and bicyclists generally have longer view durations than 
motorists and rail passengers as they are not traveling at high speeds. 


The four waterfront parks in the Havre de Grace Historic District provide pedestrians and 
bicyclists with long, clear views of visually contributing elements of the LSHG, including 
waterfront areas in Perryville and Cecil County, the Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay, 
Garrett Island, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge. 


McLhinney Park 


Although McLhinney Park, located in the northern portion of the study area on the Havre de 
Grace waterfront, is mostly wooded, pedestrians have access to the waterfront area located in the 
southern portion of the park around the Susquehanna Museum at the Lock House, located 
approximately one-quarter mile north of the Project site. Looking upstream, pedestrians and 
bicyclists have expansive views of the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, Garrett Island, the 
Susquehanna River, and the Perryville waterfront. Looking downstream, pedestrians and 
bicyclists have expansive views of the Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay, the Cecil 
County waterfront, and the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (see Figure 8, Photo 12). 


Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park 


Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park, located on the waterfront adjacent to the Project site to the 
north, provides pedestrians and bicyclists with expansive and uninterrupted views of visually 
contributing elements of the LSHG, including the Susquehanna River, the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge, and the Perryville waterfront (see Figure 12, Photo 19). Views upstream from the 
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View looking northeast towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from the David R. Craig Park. 20 
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park also include the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge and Garrett Island. Views downstream 
from the park towards the Chesapeake Bay and Cecil County waterfront are interrupted by the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge abutment and piers. 


David R. Craig Park 


David R. Craig Park, located on the waterfront adjacent to the Project site to the south, provides 
pedestrians and bicyclists with expansive views of elements that contribute to the visual 
character of the LSHG, including the Susquehanna River, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, 
and the Cecil County waterfront (see Figure 12, Photo 20). Views downstream from the park 
also include uninterrupted views of the Chesapeake Bay and buildings along the waterfront of 
the Havre de Grace Historic District. Views upstream from the park towards the Thomas J. 
Hatem Memorial Bridge and Garrett Island are interrupted by the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge abutment and piers. 


Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park 


Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park, located on the waterfront approximately one-quarter mile 
south of the Project site, affords pedestrians and bicyclists with expansive and uninterrupted 
views of elements that contribute to the visual character of the LSHG, such as the Susquehanna 
River and Cecil County waterfront. Views upstream from the park also provide pedestrians with 
distant views of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the arched trusses of the Thomas J. 
Hatem Memorial Bridge. Views downstream from the park afford views of the Chesapeake Bay 
(see Figure 13, Photo 21). 


Havre de Grace Historic District 


Pedestrians and bicyclists traveling the streets of the Havre de Grace Historic District have 
unobstructed views of the structures within the Historic District and—depending on their 
location within the Historic District—views of the LSHG river-related resources, the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the NEC embankment. 


Rodgers Tavern 


On the Perryville side of the river, pedestrians and bicyclists utilize the area near Rodgers 
Tavern, where accessible walking and seating areas are available. Pedestrians also have access to 
a pier that extends into the Susquehanna River from the rear of the Rodgers Tavern property. 
Views from the seating areas and the pier afford expansive views of elements that contribute to 
the visual character of the LSHG, such as the Susquehanna River, the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge, and the Havre de Grace waterfront and the Havre de Grace Historic District (see Figure 
13, Photo 22). Looking upstream from the pier, there are views of the Thomas J. Hatem 
Memorial Bridge, Garrett Island, and the Perryville waterfront. 


Perry Point VA Medical Center / Perry Point Mansion and Mill 


Pedestrians and bicyclists also utilize the walking path that follows the shoreline of the Perry 
Point VA Medical Center. Looking west from the walkway, there are expansive views of 
elements that contribute to the visual character of the LSHG, including the Susquehanna River, 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the Havre de Grace waterfront and Historic District (see 
Figure 9, Photo 14). Views north from the walking path are interrupted by the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge abutment and piers. Similar walking paths along the waterfront near the Perry 
Point Mansion and Mill also are open to the public. Looking northwest from the property, there 
are expansive and uninterrupted views of elements that contribute to the visual character of the 
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View looking northeast towards the Susquehanna River, Susquehanna River Rail 21 
Bridge, and Cecil County waterfront from the Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park. 


View looking west from the rear of the Rodgers Tavern property towards the pier 99 
and the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 
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LSHG, such as the Susquehanna River, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, the Havre de Grace 
waterfront, and distant views of the westernmost arched truss of the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial 
Bridge (see Figure 10, Photo 15). 


Perryville Railroad Station Complex 


Pedestrians and bicyclists on Broad Street have a limited view of the Perryville Railroad Station 
complex. The station, the primary structure in the complex, is located on a higher elevation, but 
is almost 300 feet southwest of the Broad Street entrance and is therefore not visible from the 
street. The Perry Interlocking Tower, located along the rail line southwest of the station, cannot 
be seen at all from the street. The only portion of the complex that can be seen from the street is 
the undergrade bridge associated with the station. However, pedestrians and bicyclists on Broad 
Street have only a brief and distant view of the bridge. 


Perryville United Methodist Church, Perryville Presbyterian Church, and Undergrade Bridges 


As many of the historic resources within the study area are located directly on local streets, 
pedestrians and bicyclists traveling in close proximity have views to/from the Perryville United 
Methodist Church, the Perryville Presbyterian Church, and five of the nine undergrade bridges. 
Both undergrade bridges near the Perryville Railroad Station (at MP 59.39 and MP 59.52) are 
somewhat removed from Broad Street and pedestrians and bicyclists have only a limited view of 
them. Two other undergrade bridges, the Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge (MP 59.00) and Lily 
Run Undergrade Bridge (MP 60.85), are in remote locations, away from bicyclists and 
pedestrians traveling along bike paths, sidewalks, and public roads. 


MOTORISTS 


Motorists travel on multiple roadways that pass through the study area. Major roads in the study 
area include the Pulaski Highway (Route 40) and Route 7. A dense network of secondary and 
tertiary roads is located in the Havre de Grace portion of the study area. The network of roads in 
Perryville is less dense, and roads in the Cecil County portion of the study area south of the 
Project site are primarily tertiary roads serving the Perry Point VA Medical Center. 


Motorists traveling along the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge have clear views downstream 
towards elements of the LSHG, including the Perryville and Havre de Grace waterfronts and the 
Susquehanna River, as well as the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (see Figure 14, Photo 23). 
However, due to the high speeds at which motorists travel over this bridge, these views are of 
relatively short duration. 


Motorists traveling more slowly along tertiary roads serving the Perry Point VA Medical Center 
in Cecil County enjoy longer views of the river-related features of the LSHG, including the 
Susquehanna River, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the Havre de Grace waterfront and 
Havre de Grace Historic District (see Figure 9, Photo 14). Motorists in the study area north of 
the Project site in Perryville have views of these river-related features; however, these views are 
somewhat obstructed by waterfront development, topography, and vegetation, and are only 
possible from Broad Street west of Front Street (see Figure 14, Photo 24) and portions of River 
Road and Roundhouse Drive south of Smith Lane. For motorists traveling along Broad Street, 
clear views of the bridge and bridge abutment become available as the motorists travel past 
Rodgers Tavern, under the abutment, and south towards the Perry Point VA Medical Center in 
Cecil County (see Figure 15, Photo 25). In addition to seeing views of the river-related visual 
resources, motorists traveling along Broad Street on the north side of the NEC have clear views 
of several historic sites, including Rodgers Tavern, the Perryville United Methodist Church, and 
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View looking south towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from the 23 
Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge. 
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View looking west from Broad and Front Streets in Perryville towards the Susquehanna River and 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge embankment. 
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View looking southwest along Board Street towards the Susquehanna River 25 
Rail Bridge, abutment, and underpass in front of Rodgers Tavern. 


View looking southeast towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from Water 26 
and Erie Streets in the Havre de Grace Historic District. 
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the Perryville Presbyterian Church, as well as brief and distant views of two of the undergrade 
bridges (at MP 59.39 and MP 59.52). 


Due to intervening topography and waterfront development, motorists in the Havre de Grace 
Historic District have limited views of river-related visually contributing elements of the LSHG, 
such as the Susquehanna River and Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Views of these elements are 
possible primarily from Water Street north of the Project site and North Union Avenue south of 
the Project site (see Figure 15, Photo 26 and Figure 4, Photo 4). Motorists looking east from 
North Adams and Otsego Streets in the study area north of the Project site have distant, limited 
views of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge approach span (see Figure 16, Photo 27). Motorists 
from locations further north and east have longer views of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
approach span (see Figure 16, Photo 28). Similarly, motorists looking north from North Union 
Avenue north of Green Street in the southern portion of in the study area have longer views of 
the bridge approach span (see Figure 6, Photo 7). In addition, the bridge abutment and four of 
the undergrade bridges are visible to motorists driving along the tertiary streets in close 
proximity to the bridge. Motorists driving along the streets within the historic district have clear 
views of the structures within the historic district; however, the Southern Terminus, 
Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll House is set back from the street 
and is not easily seen by motorists. 


RAIL PASSENGERS 


Amtrak and MARC rail passengers traveling on the NEC through the study area are afforded 
brief but clear views of some of the elements that contribute to the visual character of the LSHG, 
including buildings within the Havre de Grace Historic District. As passengers travel on the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, they have expansive views south towards the Susquehanna 
River, Chesapeake Bay, and the Havre de Grace and Cecil County waterfronts. To the north, rail 
passengers have clear views of the Susquehanna River, Garrett Island, the Thomas J. Hatem 
Memorial Bridge, and waterfront areas in Havre de Grace and Perryville. Rail passengers are 
afforded a brief view of Rodgers Tavern, but do not have views of the Perry Point VA Medical 
Center, Perry Point Mansion and Mill, Perryville United Methodist Church, Perryville 
Presbyterian Church or the Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal — South Lock 
#1 and Toll House. 


Because the Perryville Railroad Station is a commuter station, MARC rail passengers have 
longer views of the station when the train stops to drop off and pick up passengers, as well as a 
limited side view of the Perry Interlocking Tower. Similarly, MARC rail passengers using the 
station to board or exit a train are afforded views of all sides of the station, including the south 
(rear) elevation upon exiting a train and the north (front) elevation when arriving at the station 
from Broad Street. 


BOATERS 


The Susquehanna River is used by commercial boats (see Chapter 3, “Transportation Effects”’), 
as well as by recreational vessels. As described above, there also are several marinas and boat 
launches in and around the study area. All of these marinas and boat launches are located in 
waterfront locations and provide long, clear views of the river-related features of the LSHG, 
including waterfront areas in Perryville and Cecil County, the Susquehanna River and 
Chesapeake Bay, Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and 
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View looking east from Otsego and North Adams Streets towards the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge approach span. 


View looking east towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge approach span from 28 
Linden Lane and North Adams Street in the Havre de Grace Historic District. 
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Toll House, Garrett Island, the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the Thomas J. Hatem 
Memorial Bridge. 


Boaters traveling on the Susquehanna River in the study area have long, expansive views of the 
LSHG, including the river itself, buildings on the waterfront in the Havre de Grace Historic 
District, and waterfront areas in Perryville and Cecil County. Looking north from the study area, 
boaters also have views of the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge and Garrett Island looking 
north, and of the Chesapeake Bay looking south. 


Boaters can see Rodgers Tavern, although views are somewhat obscured by intervening 
vegetation. Other historic structures located further inland are not available to boaters traveling 
on the Susquehanna River in the study area. 


D. REVIEW OF ALTERNATIVES 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” under the No Action Alternative, the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge will remain in service, with continued maintenance and minimal 
repairs. The planned development projects discussed in the Chapter 4, “Land Use and 
Community Facilities,” consist primarily of residential and mixed-use infill projects in Havre de 
Grace and Perryville. Other projects include a proposed Waterfront Heritage Park in Havre de 
Grace along Water Street and the Lower Ferry Park in Perryville at Broad Street and 
Roundhouse Drive. The MARC Northeast Maintenance Facility’, which is currently in public 
review, is another project proposed in the study area. The project would entail construction of a 
new maintenance and storage facility located on a 115-acre site in Perryville adjacent to the 
NEC. 


The residential infill projects in the Havre de Grace Historic District require review and approval 
from the Havre de Grace Historic Preservation Commission; therefore, it is anticipated that these 
projects would be in keeping with the overall visual and aesthetic character of the district. It is 
also anticipated that the creation of the Waterfront Heritage Park in Havre de Grace and the 
Lower Ferry Park in Perryville would create publicly accessible open spaces from which views 
of the study area would be afforded. The projects in the No Action Alternative are not 
anticipated to result in substantial changes to visually sensitive resources. 


BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


This visual analysis includes the evaluation of two alignment alternatives for the Project: 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. These two alternatives, which vary only slightly by location 
and maximum achievable train speed, involve the removal of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
and the remnant piers from the 1866 bridge, which are located south (downstream) of the 
existing bridge. In addition, both alternatives entail the construction of two new bridges: a new 
two-track 90 mph bridge to the north of the existing bridge, and a new high-speed passenger 
bridge in the center of the right-of-way of the existing bridge alignment. The two alternatives 
vary along the curve in Havre de Grace where Alternative 9A will require additional property 
acquisition south of the existing Amtrak-owned right-of-way as compared to Alternative 9B. 


' http://mta.maryland.gov/marc-maintenance-facility, accessed December 31, 2015. 
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The Project will have an elevated profile between Perryville Station and Adams Street in Havre 
de Grace, with the following approximate raises in elevation of the tracks: 1 foot at MP 59.52 in 
Perryville, 2.5 feet at the north bridge abutment in Perryville, 14 feet at the navigation channel, 6 
feet at the south abutment in Havre de Grace, 3 feet at Stokes Street in Havre de Grace, and 2 
feet at Adams Street in Havre de Grace. 


Four bridge design alternatives were studied in detail (see Figures 17-18, Photos 29-32) for the 
bridge superstructure (the girder approach/arch main span bridge design; delta frame 
approach/arch main span bridge design; truss approach/truss main span bridge design; and girder 
approach/truss main span bridge design) and four pier design alternatives (wall; delta frame; 
arched “keyhole;” and fluted) (see Figures 18-20, Photos 32-35). 


E. EFFECTS ON VISUALLY SENSITIVE RESOURCES WITHIN THE 
LSHG 


OVERALL VISUAL CHARACTER 


The Project’s visual effects on the LSHG were evaluated from two perspectives, the overall “big 
picture” effects looking at the area as a whole, both in close proximity to the bridge and further 
removed; and the more site-specific effects relating to a view to/from a visually sensitive 
resource. As described above, the “overall visual character of the LSHG within the study area is 
multifaceted and includes rail infrastructure, multiple bridges crossing the Susquehanna River, 
and open natural areas studded with cultural resources.” Looking along the Susquehanna River 
from many vantage points in the Project area, one currently sees undisturbed natural features 
such as Garrett Island, a multitude of long linear bridges crossing the river, and a mix of open 
space and low-rise construction lining the river edge. As this overall visual character contributes 
to the historic and natural trails in the area, this assessment of effects on the overall visual 
character also pertains to how these trails will be affected. 


The three main factors considered in assessing the Project’s visual effects on the overall visual 
character were proximity of the viewer to the bridge, the proposed change from one bridge to 
two bridges, and the proposed new bridge design, including style, pier design, and height. From 
locations in close proximity to the bridge, defined as either beneath the bridge or within 600 feet 
of the bridge, there will be an adverse visual effect on the overall viewshed, especially due to the 
change from one bridge to two bridges. From locations further north and south of the bridge, the 
visual effect will be minimized by the fact that the two bridges will be adjacent to each other in 
an area that visually consists of numerous bridge crossings. Looking from many locations within 
the LSHG, the two adjacent bridges will be consistent with the area’s current overall visual 
character. 


In terms of bridge design, all of the proposed designs will maintain the existing bridge’s long 
linear nature with a traditional central feature, either a truss or an arch. This design is consistent 
with the area’s current overall visual character. In addition, three of the four possible designs 
(truss approach with truss main span as shown in Photo 32 in Figure 8-21; girder approach with 
truss main span as shown in Photo 33 in Figure 8-21; and girder approach with arch main span 
as shown in Photo 34 in Figure 8-22), and three of the four possible piers (arched “keyhole” as 
shown in Photo 37 in Figure 8-23; fluted as shown in Photo 38 in Figure 8-24; and wall as 
shown in Photos 32-33 in Figure 8-21) will maintain a traditional design and be visually 
compatible with the area’s overall visual character. The delta frame approach and piers, 
however, utilize a modern pier design that is inconsistent with the traditional nature of the 
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Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a Girder Approach and Arch Main Span. 29 
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Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a Delta Frame Approach and Arch Main Span. 30 
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Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a Truss Approach and a Truss Main Span. 31 


Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a Girder Approach and a Truss Main Span and a wall pier design. 32 
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Rendering of the piers for the Delta Frame approach. 33 
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Rendering of possible Arched Piers to be used with the Girder Approach. 34 
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Rendering of possible Flued Piers to be used with the Girder Approach. 35 
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existing bridges and will therefore adversely affect the visual character of the area (see Photos 
35-36 in Figures 8-22 and 8-23). The four bridge designs were shown to consulting parties and 
the general public at the December 10, 2014 November 10, 2015, and April 14, 2016 public 
outreach information sessions. The design alternative that received the strongest support was the 
one with a deck girder and central arch (shown in Figure 31, Photo 46), primarily due to the more 
open look of this design. 


An important factor in assessing the “big picture” effects is that both the approach spans, which 
are the portions of the bridge on either side of the bridge’s central feature, and the bridge piers 
are more streamlined and attenuated than the existing bridge deck and stone piers; therefore, it is 
anticipated that views through and under the proposed bridge would be more readily available. 
In Addition, the proposed height of the new bridges, which will be a maximum increase of 14 
feet at the river’s navigational channel, will not have an adverse effect on the area’s visual 
character when looking at the overall area, which contains several other bridges that are higher 
in elevation. 


Comments received from the public, the two municipalities, and the Advisory Board have 
emphasized the overall importance of aesthetics, including concern for the design of the two new 
bridges and the ability to open up the vistas beneath the new bridges. 


Pedestrians/bicyclists have the longest duration of views and there would be an adverse visual 
effect on their views from either underneath the bridge or in close proximity to the bridge. From 
points further removed from the Project, the overall character of the LSHG would not be 
adversely affected as long as the two new bridges use a design for the bridges and piers that is 
traditional and allows greater views under the bridges. 


The views to visual resources that motorists experience are generally of short duration, due to 
the relatively high speeds at which they tend to travel through the study area. There would be an 
adverse visual effect on motorists’ views from either underneath the bridge or in close proximity 
to the bridge. However, motorists traveling on Route 40 across the Thomas J. Hatem Memorial 
Bridge currently experience brief but expansive views of the LSHG. When looking south from 
the bridge, the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is a visible but relatively distant element 
of the LSHG view corridor. Because the alignment, height, and dimensions of the bridges 
proposed in either alignment alternative would not differ substantially from the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, views to the LSHG would not substantially change, and the 
change in design of the new bridge would be minimally perceptible. 


Rail passengers traveling on the NEC would not be able to see both of the proposed bridges at 
the same time; however, views of the LSHG would be altered by the introduction of the 
additional bridge (when looking north from the proposed southern bridge, or looking south from 
the proposed northern bridge). This change, of seeing an adjacent bridge in close proximity to 
the bridge that the rail passenger is passing over, will be a significant change. However, the 
change would not be adverse because the view would be compatible with the area’s multiple 
bridges crossing the Susquehanna River. This assessment is conditioned on the two new bridges 
using a traditional design for the bridges and piers. 


Commercial and recreational boaters on the Susquehanna River have long, expansive views of 
the LSHG. The replacement of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with the two bridges 
proposed with Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would somewhat alter views from the boaters’ 
perspective. However, because the alignment, height, and dimensions of the bridges proposed in 
either alternative would not differ substantially from the existing bridge, the Project would not 
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block views of the LSHG; expansive views north and south of the Susquehanna River, 
Chesapeake Bay, and the Havre de Grace and Cecil County waterfronts would still be afforded 
from the boaters’ perspective. 


Thus, for all user groups, the effects on the overall visual and aesthetic qualities of the study area 
depend greatly on the viewer’s location, with a visual adverse effect from underneath the bridge 
or in close proximity to it. The fact that the proposed design for the two new bridges will be 
traditional in character and will allow greater views under the bridge will serve to minimize the 
adverse visual effect on resources within close proximity to the bridges and avoid an adverse 
effect from resources further removed. 


SITE-SPECIFIC EFFECTS 


The analysis of site-specific effects within the LSHG addresses whether or not the Project would 
negatively affect specific views to/from visually sensitive resources, evaluated individually 
below, with the exception of those resources for which there will be only a very minor visual 
effect—or none at all. 


Havre de Grace Historic District 


Because the current and two proposed new bridges enter Havre de Grace in the center of the 
Historic District, there will be adverse visual and aesthetic effects for pedestrians/bicyclists and 
motorists within the Historic District, especially in close proximity to the bridges including from 
the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and David R. Craig Park, which are immediately adjacent to 
the Project. As further explained in Chapter 8, there will be an adverse visual effect from the 
proposed widening that will result in the NEC and the requisite retaining walls being closer to 
structures within the Historic District. The greatest change would be to the north of the NEC 
where both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B will necessitate widening the alignment. To the 
south of the NEC, Alternative 9A will bring the tracks 30 feet closer to Historic District 
structures; Alternative 9B will bring them 13 feet closer. 


Other visual changes to the Historic District will occur due to the alterations to the Historic 
District’s four undergrade bridges. North Freedom Lane undergrade bridge at MP 60.51 will be 
expanded on both the east and west sides of the tracks with a precast concrete culvert extension. 
North Stokes Street undergrade bridge at MP 60.56 will be altered via removal of a portion of 
the existing stone masonry abutment on the west side of the tracks, and construction of new 
concrete abutments on both sides of the tracks. Centennial Lane undergrade bridge at MP 60.61 
will be altered via construction of a through plate girder bridge on a concrete abutment on the 
east side of the tracks for Alternative 9A and a precast concrete culvert extension on both sides 
of the tracks for Alternative 9B. The North Adams Street undergrade bridge at MP 60.69 will be 
altered via construction of a new concrete abutment on the east side of the tracks and a concrete 
abutment extension on the west side of the tracks. These actions will adversely affect the 
aesthetics of the undergrade bridges. 


To minimize the visual adverse effects to the Historic District, FRA/MDOT will ensure that any 
new structures such as the retaining walls are designed in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and that the two new bridges over 
the river use a traditional design for the bridges and piers and allow greater views under the 
bridges. Members of the public and the Advisory Board have expressed concern about the visual 
effects from changes within the historic district; the Advisory Board has recommended that the 
bridge abutments, underpasses, and retaining walls have a consistent architectural design and 
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appearance. To minimize the adverse effect of the alterations to the four historic undergrade 
bridges in the Historic District, FRA/MDOT will use in the bridge extensions a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of the existing stone. 


Rodgers Tavern 


The most important visual change affecting Rodgers Tavern would be the views for 
pedestrians/bicyclists looking from the Tavern towards the Project. As further described in 
Chapter 8, the views from the front of the tavern would be adversely affected by the widening of 
the bridge approach and the need to construct a retaining wall to run along the embankment. The 
Town of Perryville has emphasized the importance of the view from Rodgers Tavern and has 
recommended that the wall should “be built out of architecturally pleasing materials and be 
painted with a mural.” To minimize the visual adverse effect of the new retaining wall, 
FRA/MDOT will provide the retaining wall with an appropriate treatment. 


In addition, there would be a clear view of one of the bridge piers that will be placed in close 
proximity to the Broad Street underpass, and the views from the rear (north) of Rodgers Tavern 
would be altered by the change from one bridge to two bridges. To minimize the potential 
adverse effect, a FRA/MDOT will use a traditional design for the new bridges and the bridges’ 
piers and ensure that the design allows greater views under the bridges. 


Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District and the Perry Point 
Mansion House and Mill 


The replacement of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with two new bridges would 
somewhat alter the views of pedestrians/bicyclists and motorists from these resources’ 
waterfront areas. However, from the southernmost areas, especially near the Perry Point 
Mansion House and Mill, the effects will be minor. At the northern end of the Perry Point VA 
Medical Center Historic District, there would be a greater visual effect from having two bridges, 
but as described above for Rodgers Tavern, a visual adverse effect can be minimized by ensuring 
that the two new bridges over the river use a traditional design for the bridges and piers and 
allow greater views under the bridges. 


Perryville Railroad Station Complex 


There are three possible adverse visual effects to the Station complex: the proposed retaining 
walls near the Perryville Station, the alterations to the undergrade bridge that is part of the 
station complex, and the possible removal or relocation of the Perry Interlocking Tower. The 
proposed retaining walls and the removal or relocation of the Tower will primarily affect the 
views of rail passengers, although for those passengers not boarding or de-boarding at Perryville, 
the view will be short-term. 


An adverse visual effect can be avoided for the proposed retaining walls, and the possible 
removal or relocation of the Perry Interlocking Tower by ensuring that the proposed 
construction near the Perryville Railroad Station is, to the extent possible, compatible with the 
historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion of the station complex in accordance with 
the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and that the 
Perry Interlocking Tower is shifted and not demolished. The Town of Perryville has 
recommended that the Tower be retained rather than demolished. The alterations to the 
undergrade bridge will constitute a visual adverse effect, which will be minimized in accordance 
with the recommendations described below for all of the undergrade bridges. 
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Undergrade Bridges 


The Project would result in the following alterations to the nine undergrade bridges that carry the 
NEC over roads or streams (listed in order north to south): Mill Creek undergrade bridge at MP 
59 (construction of a precast concrete culvert on the east side of tracks); Perryville Railroad 
Station undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 (construction of a precast concrete culvert on the east 
side of tracks); Access Road undergrade bridge at MP 59.52 (replacement with a precast 
concrete culvert and the existing abutments partially demolished and buried in fill. In addition, 
the new bridge will extend beyond the limits of the current structure to the east and the west); 
North Freedom Lane undergrade bridge at MP 60.56 (construction of a precast concrete 
extension on both the east and west sides of tracks); North Stokes Street undergrade bridge at 
MP 60.56 (removal of a portion of the existing stone masonry abutment on the west side of the 
tracks and construction of new concrete abutments on both sides of the tracks); Centennial Lane 
undergrade bridge at MP60.61 (construction of a through plate girder bride on a concrete 
abutment on the east side of the tracks for Alternative 9A and a precast concrete culvert 
extension on both sides of the tracks for Alternative 9B); North Adams Street undergrade bridge 
at MP 60.69 (construction of a new concrete abutment on the east side of the tracks and a 
concrete abutment extension on the west side); North Juniata Street undergrade bridge at MP 
60.77 (construction of a new concrete abutment on the east side of the tracks); and Lily Run (or 
Lewis Run) undergrade bridge at MP 60.85 (construction of a multi-girder bridge that will span 
over the undergrade bridge). 


The granite used in the construction of these bridges is an important aspect of their aesthetic 
value. In addition, four of these bridges are aesthetically important for their arch construction. 
Therefore, the alterations to eight of the nine bridges (all except Lily Run that will be spanned 
over) will have an adverse visual effect due to the change in the bridges’ material and/or design 
(see Chapter 8). 


To minimize the visual adverse effects to the eight undergrade bridges, FRA/MDOT will 
ensure that the bridge extensions use a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to be 
compatible with the color of the existing stone. In addition, any new physical structures such as 
the retaining walls will be designed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties for compatibility with the existing stone bridges. 


SUMMARY 


The entire visual resources study area is within the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 
(LSHG), which includes natural resources such as parks and waterfront areas; the Susquehanna 
River, Chesapeake Bay, and Garrett Island; rail infrastructure and multiple bridges crossing the 
Susquehanna River; open space; numerous pedestrian, bicycle, and historic trails; and man-made 
or cultural resources, including historic structures, districts, and archaeological sites. The 
LSHG’s water-related resources, associated with the Susquehanna River and the Chesapeake 
Bay, are of extremely high value in terms of the area’s visual and aesthetic qualities. 


For all user groups, the effects on the overall visual and aesthetic qualities of the study area 
depend greatly on the viewer’s location, with a visual adverse effect from locations in close 
proximity to the bridge, defined as either beneath the bridge or within 600 feet of it. The fact that 
the proposed design for the two new bridges will be traditional in character and will allow 
greater views under the bridge will serve to minimize the adverse visual effect on resources 
within close proximity to the bridges and avoid an adverse effect from resources further 
removed. 
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In terms of site-specific effects within the LSHG: 


The most significant views are those of the Susquehanna River for pedestrians, bicyclists, 
and motorists in waterfront open space areas (i.e., McLhinney Park and Frank J. Hutchins 
Memorial Park in the Havre de Grace Historic District, viewing areas behind Rodgers 
Tavern, and waterfront areas along the Perry Point VA Medical Center Historic District). 
These views will be altered by the change from one bridge to two bridges. Similar to the 
analysis on the visual effects on the overall character, the effects depend greatly on the 
viewer’s location, with a visual adverse effect from locations in close proximity to the 
bridge, defined as either beneath the bridge or within 600 feet of it. The fact that the 
proposed design for the two new bridges will be traditional in character and will allow 
greater views under the bridge will serve to minimize the adverse visual effect on resources 
within close proximity to the bridges and avoid an adverse effect from resources further 
removed. 


Havre de Grace Historic District. There will be adverse visual effects from the proposed 
widening that will result in the NEC and the requisite retaining walls being closer to 
structures within the Historic District; the altered views of the Susquehanna River from 
resources in close proximity to the bridges, including Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and 
David R. Craig Park; and alterations to the Historic District’s four undergrade bridges. To 
minimize the visual adverse effects to the Historic District, any new physical structures such 
as the retaining walls will be designed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and the two new bridges over the river 
will use a traditional design for the bridges and piers and allow greater views under the 
bridges. In addition, to minimize the visual adverse effects due to the alterations to the four 
historic undergrade bridges in the Historic District, any bridge extensions will be designed 
using a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 
existing stone. 


Rodgers Tavern. The views from the front of the tavern will be adversely affected by the 
widening of the bridge approach and the need to construct a retaining wall to run along the 
embankment. In addition, there would be a clear view of one of the bridge piers that will be 
placed in close proximity to the Broad Street underpass. To minimize the visual adverse 
effect, the retaining wall will receive an appropriate treatment, as described above. In 
addition, there will be a clear view of one of the bridge piers that will be placed in close 
proximity to the Broad Street underpass, and the views from the rear (north) of Rodgers 
Tavern would be altered by the change from one bridge to two bridges. To minimize the 
potential adverse effect, a FRA/MDOT will use a traditional design for the new bridges and 
the bridges’ piers and ensure that the design allows greater views under the bridges. 


Views of the Perryville Railroad Station Complex for rail passengers will be altered by the 
proposed retaining walls and the removal or relocation of the Perry Interlocking Tower. An 
adverse visual effect will be avoided by ensuring that the proposed construction near the 
Perryville Railroad Station is, to the extent possible, compatible with the historic materials, 
features, size, scale and proportion of the station complex in accordance with the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and the Tower is 
shifted rather than demolished. The alterations to the undergrade bridge will constitute a 
visual adverse effect, which will be minimized in accordance with the recommendations 
described below for all of the undergrade bridges. 
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e Undergrade Bridges. The Project will result in visual adverse effects to eight of the nine 
undergrade bridges (excluding the Lily Run undergrade bridge at MP 60.85 that will not be 
altered). To minimize the visual adverse effect, any bridge extensions will be designed using 
a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of the existing 
stone. In addition, any new physical structures such as the retaining walls will be designed in 
accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties for compatibility with the existing stone bridges. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) have 
developed this report to assess the potential effects on historic architectural resources resulting from the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (Project). The MDOT, Project sponsor, is proposing to replace the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the 
Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland, in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). The FRA is providing funding for the Project under its High-Speed Intercity 
Passenger Rail Program and is the lead federal agency; the National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
(Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs and 
is acting in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


This assessment has been prepared in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA, as amended) and associated implementing regulations in 36 C.F.R. 800. In accordance with 
Section 36 C.F.R. Part 800.16 (y), the Project is considered a federal undertaking. Per Subpart A, Section 
800.2(a)(3) and 800.2(c)(4) of 36 C.F.R., FRA is authorizing the Project sponsor, as applicant for federal 
funding and approvals, to prepare information, analyses, and recommendations regarding Section 106 
consultation for the referenced Project. Section 106 mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of 
their actions on any properties listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic 
Places (NR) and afford the federal Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on such undertakings. 


In June 2014, as the first step in evaluating the Project’s potential effects on historic architectural resources, 
FRA/MDOT, in consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), established the Project’s Area of 
Potential Effects (APE). From June 2014 to February 2015, FRA/MDOT conducted historic sites surveys of the 
APE in consultation with the MHT. During this identification phase of the Section 106 process, FRA/MDOT 
identified within the APE eleven historic architectural resources that were previously listed on or determined 
eligible for listing on the NR. In addition, FRA/MDOT evaluated an additional three historic architectural 
resources as eligible for inclusion on the NR and 73 properties that, although over 50 years old, did not appear 
eligible for the NR. In April 2015, the MHT concurred with FRA/MDOT’s evaluations. 


Following a two-step screening process of Project alternatives, two alternatives (9A and 9B) were retained for 
detailed environmental studies, including the Section 106 effects assessment. As part of the current study, 
FRA/MDOT assessed the effects of these two alternatives on all historic architectural resources listed on or 
determined eligible for listing on the NR, utilizing the criteria for effect and adverse effects within the Section 
106 regulations, 36 C.F.R. 800.5 and 800.16. As a result of this analysis, FRA/MDOT determined that the 
Project would have an adverse effect on the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (including 8 related undergrade 
rail bridges) (HA-1712), the Havre de Grace Historic District (HA-1125), the Rodgers Tavern (CE-129), and 
the Perryville Railroad Station (CE-1442). FRA/MDOT have therefore consulted with the MHT, Amtrak, 
ACHP, the Section 106 consulting parties (see list in Appendix B), and the public, in order to explore measures 
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effects. 


Any agreements pertaining to adverse effects on historic architectural or archaeological resources will be 
incorporated into the Project’s Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), which FRA/MDOT are developing in 
consultation with the Section 106 consulting parties. In addition, the information obtained during the 
consultation process, as well as the results from the Project’s Phase IA Archaeological Assessment, will be 
used in the Environmental Assessment (EA) being developed for this Project in compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act, 42 United States Code (U.S.C.) §4321 et seg. (NEPA). 
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1. INTRODUCTION 


1.1. BACKGROUND 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) have 
developed this report to assess the potential effects on historic architectural resources resulting from the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (Project). The MDOT, Project sponsor, is proposing to replace the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, which is located at Milepost 60 on the Northeast Corridor (NEC) between 
the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland 
(see Figure 1). 


Under the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program, the U.S. Secretary of Transportation selected the 
MDOT for an award of $22 million through a cooperative agreement between the FRA and MDOT for 
the preliminary engineering and National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) phases of the Project. 
The FRA is the lead federal agency; the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge 
owner and operator, is providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs and is acting in 
coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


For the purposes of this effects assessment, the Project Site is defined as the FRA grant Project limits, which span 
approximately six miles, between the “Oak” Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 south of the City of Havre de Grace, 
and the “Prince” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville (see Figure 2). 


The 110-year-old Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (see Figure 3) is a critical link along one of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) designated high-speed rail corridors. The bridge is used by 
Amtrak, Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry 
intercity, commuter, and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. 


In the Project area, the NEC runs northeast to southwest, but Amtrak has designated the directions of the line 
as “north” and “south.” In this report, specific references to the Project and the tracks utilize Amtrak’s 
designation of north-south to indicate the directions of the tracks and east-west to indicate the sides of the 
tracks. For non-railroad resources, true geographic directions are used. 


1.2. PROJECT NEED 


The increasing age of the bridge, its structural condition, and its limitations of two tracks curtail speeds 
and capacity on the bridge. This situation inhibits the rail operators’ goals to provide reliable service, 
MDOT’s plans to increase MARC rail service, and Amtrak’s plans to increase high-speed passenger rail 
service on the NEC. The goals of the Project include: 

e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 

e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 


e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and 
high-speed rail operations; and 


e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 
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Photo 1: View looking southwest at the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from Perryville. 


Photo 2: View looking southeast towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from the Southem 
Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal. 


Susquehanna River Rail Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 3 
Bridge 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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1.3. REGULATORY AUTHORITY 


This report has been prepared in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA, as amended), associated implementing regulations in 36 C.F.R. 800, Section 4(f) of the USDOT 
Act, and the NEPA. Section 106 mandates that federal agencies consider the effects of their actions on any 
properties listed on or determined eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NR) and 
afford the federal Advisory Council Historic Preservation (ACHP) a reasonable opportunity to comment 
on such undertakings. 


In accordance with Section 36 C.F.R. Part 800.16 (y), the Project is considered a federal undertaking. Per 
Subpart A, Section 800.2(a)(3) and 800.2(c)(4) of 36 C.F.R., FRA is authorizing the Project sponsor, as 
applicant for federal funding and approvals, to prepare information, analyses, and recommendations 
regarding Section 106 consultation for the referenced Project. 


The information used to prepare this report will also be used in the development of an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) under the authority of the FRA with MDOT as the Project sponsor. The EA is being 
prepared in accordance with NEPA (42 United States Code [U.S.C.] § 4321 et seq.), the Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 
parts 1500-1508), and FRA’s Procedures for Considering Environmental Impacts (64 Federal Register 
[FR] 28545 [May 26, 1999] and 78 FR 2713 [January 14, 2013]). 


1.4. PREVIOUS CULTURAL RESOURCES EFFORT 


This report builds upon several previous efforts that FRA/MDOT have undertaken as part of their 
compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA. These steps, explained more fully in Chapter 2, Research 
Design,” are: 


e April 14, 2014 initiation of the Section 106 consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), 
Maryland’s State Historic Preservation Office. 


e August 2014 preparation of a Phase IA Archaeological Assessment (“Phase IA”). 


e September 24, 2014 submission of the results of a reconnaissance level historic architectural sites 
survey to the MHT. 


e February 12, 2015 submission of the results of an intensive level historic architectural sites survey 
to the MHT. 


e August 13, 2014, December 10, 2014, November 10, 2015, and April 14, 2016 public outreach 
information sessions, to which Section 106 consulting parties were invited; and March 9, 2015 and 
August 18, 2015 dedicated Section 106 meetings. 


1.5. ALTERNATIVES DEVELOPMENT AND SCREENING 
1.5.4. ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES 


A two-step screening process (fatal flaw and detailed screening) was used to evaluate 25 alternatives, 
including 18 conceptual alternatives, a rehabilitation alternative, and six other alternatives. The Project 
Team of FRA/MDOT, Amtrak, and their engineering and NEPA consultants developed the 18 conceptual 
alternatives based on engineering design factors such as: geometry, design speed, bridge spacing, 
navigational clearances, grades, and relationships to other projects. The Project Team also evaluated 
rehabilitation of the existing bridge as an alternative. As the Project evolved, six other alternatives were 
developed, including three additional conceptual alternatives, two alternatives suggested by the public, and 
a value engineering alternative. Throughout the screening process, the Project Team considered input 
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provided through public outreach efforts, coordination with local officials, Section 106 consulting party 
meetings, interagency review meetings, and other stakeholder meetings. 


The first step in the screening process was a “fatal flaw screening.” The fatal flaw screening evaluated the 
25 alternatives based on significant impacts and on the ability of these alternatives to satisfy the following 
criteria developed from the Project’s Purpose and Need Statement: rail connectivity, navigational 
requirements, logical termini, feasibility and constructability, and avoidance of critical property impacts. 
The fatal flaw screening eliminated 15 alternatives, including the rehabilitation alternative, nine of the 18 
conceptual alternatives, and five of the six other alternatives. Ten alternatives remained after the fatal flaw 
screening process. 


The second step of the screening process (the “detailed screening”) evaluated the 10 alternatives that 
remained after the fatal flaw screening. The remaining conceptual alternatives were reviewed in more detail 
to assess their impacts on both the human and the natural environment, their ability to meet more specific 
design and operational criteria, and their consistency with NEC plans and programs. 


Of the 10 alternatives that passed the fatal flaw screening and proceeded to detailed screening, two 
alternatives (Alternatives 9A and 9B) have been retained for detailed study (Project Plans submitted with 
this report). The primary differentiators in selecting these alternatives included: maximum authorized 
speed, potential property impacts, and the total number of tracks across the river. Based on operational 
information, a four-track river crossing (or a three-track river crossing with the potential for the addition of 
a fourth track) and a maximum authorized speed of 160 mph are desired to optimize the NEC as a high- 
speed rail corridor. Amtrak’s May 2010 NEC Master Plan was developed with planned speed increases up 
to a maximum authorized speed of 160 mph for this location along the NEC. This plan is consistent with 
the congressional mandate placed on Amtrak to reduce travel times along the NEC. 


Alternatives 9A and 9B would improve rail service and reliability, improve operational flexibility, 
accommodate reduced trip times, optimize existing and planned infrastructure, maintain adequate 
navigation, and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. These build alternatives vary slightly by 
location and by maximum achievable speed. The build alternatives would construct two new high-level 
fixed bridges. These build alternatives could accommodate a four-track scenario or a three-track scenario 
with an option of a future fourth track expansion. For purposes of a conservative environmental review, 
this assessment analyzes the potential effects from a full four-track river crossing. 


The difference between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B occurs in Havre de Grace along the east side of 
the corridor from Lewis Lane to the Susquehanna River. Alternative 9B improves the curve in Havre de 
Grace and would allow for a maximum speed of 150 mph. This lower speed, as compared to Alternative 
9A, reduces the amount of property acquisitions required, including the avoidance of the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School athletic fields. 


1.5.B. BRIDGE TYPE ALTERNATIVES 


Independent of the Alignment Alternative Screening Process and selection of alternatives for detailed study, 
FRA/MDOT reviewed four bridge types for the Project. The bridge types are independent from the two- 
step screening process since any of the bridge types are feasible with the alternative locations under 
consideration. The four bridge design types are described below (and shown in Figure 30 through Figure 
33). 


Truss Approach / Truss Main Span 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 13 in-water piers. The 
proposed west bridge would have 13 in-water piers. Sixteen (16) piers would be removed from the existing 
bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed, for a net reduction of one overall pier. The truss approach 
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/ truss main span bridge design is generally based on 260 foot approach spans, which are the portions of 
the bridge on either side of the central truss (see Photo 44, Figure 30). 


Girder Approach / Truss Main Span 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 19 in-water piers. The 
proposed west bridge would have 19 in-water piers. Sixteen (16) piers would be removed from the existing 
bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed, for a net gain of 11 overall piers. The girder approach / 
truss main span bridge design is based on 170 foot approach spans, which are the portions of the bridge on 
either side of the central truss (see Photo 45, Figure 30). 


Girder Approach / Arch Main Span 


Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 19 in-water piers. The 
proposed west bridge would have 19 in-water piers also. Sixteen (16) piers would be removed from the 
existing bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed, for a net gain of 11 overall piers. The girder 
approach / arch main span bridge design is based on 170 foot approach spans which are the portions of the 
bridge on either side of the central arch (see Photo 46, Figure 31). 


Delta Frame Approach / Arch Main Span 


This bridge design type consists of a network tied arch over the navigable channel with delta frames for the 
approach spans. Under this bridge design type, the proposed east bridge would have a total of 13 in-water 
piers. The proposed west bridge would have 13 in-water piers. Sixteen piers would be removed from the 
existing bridge and 11 remnant piers would be removed, for a net reduction of one overall pier. The delta 
frame approach / arch main span bridge design is generally based on 260 foot approach spans, which are 
the portions of the bridge on either side of the central arch (see Photo 47, Figure 31). 


1.6. RESULTS OF DETAILED SCREENING: ALTERNATIVE 9A AND 
ALTERNATIVE 9B 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would construct a new two-track 90 mph bridge to the west of the 
existing bridge. On the existing alignment there would be constructed a second new two-track bridge that 
would accommodate for Alignment 9A 160 mph and for Alignment 9B 150 mph. The bridge to the west of 
the existing bridge would be constructed first, including the river spans, approach structures, railroad 
systems, and embankment. The use of conventional ballasted track is anticipated for the fixed bridge 
portion of this Project. Under normal operations, this bridge would be used primarily by MARC commuter 
rail and NS freight rail service. 


Once the new bridge to the west is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of service, demolished, 
and replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the center of the right-of-way of the 
existing bridge alignment. This bridge would improve the curve in Havre de Grace and allow for either 
160 mph speeds for Alternative 9A or 150 mph speeds for Alternative 9B, with Alternative 9A requiring a 
greater amount of property acquisition. Since the west bridge will be built first, freight, MARC and Amtrak 
operations can be maintained throughout construction of both bridges. The south wye track (connecting 
the NS Port Road to the NEC in Perryville) would be realigned to accommodate the revised configuration 
of Perry Interlocking. Although these alternatives are based on a four-track scenario, they could 
accommodate a three-track scenario with an option of a future fourth-track expansion. 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would modify Perry Electrical Substation, but a substantial 
reconfiguration is not required. These alternatives would also demolish the remnants of the former Havre 
de Grace train station and require demolition of the Perry Interlocking Tower. The Project would extend 
the Havre de Grace abutment south towards Freedom Lane. 
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1.6.4. PROFILE CHANGES 


For Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, the new bridge structures would extend across the Susquehanna 
River between Union Avenue in Havre de Grace and Avenue A in Perryville. In Havre de Grace, the track 
would be supported on a retained embankment. On the east side, the retained embankment would extend 
from Union Avenue to a point approximately three-quarters of the way between Juniata Street and Lewis 
Lane. On the west side, the retained embankment would extend from Union Avenue to Juniata Street. From 
south of the Havre de Grace High School athletic fields to Oak Interlocking, the track would remain in its 
existing roadbed at grade. In Perryville, the track would be supported by a retained embankment, extending 
roughly from Avenue A to Mill Creek on the east side and from Avenue A to the existing south access road 
on the west side. From north of these limits to Prince Interlocking, the track would remain in its existing 
roadbed at grade. The track would also remain at grade along the south wye track. 


The proposed profile will raise the elevation of the tracks between Perryville Station and Adams Street in 
Havre de Grace. Approximate limits of the raises in elevation are as follows: 


e Access Road UG 59.52 in Perryville - 1 foot 

e North Abutment, Susquehanna River Rail Bridge in Perryville - 2.5 feet 
e Navigation Channel of the Susquehanna River - 14 feet 

e South Abutment in Havre de Grace - 6 feet 

e Stokes Street in Havre de Grace - 3 feet 

e Adams Street in Havre de Grace - 2 feet 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B provide a vertical clearance of 60 feet above mean high water (MHW). 
Both the east and west bridges would be approximately 38 feet wide with a top-of-rail elevation of 72 feet 
above MHW. The top of the proposed arch structure spanning the navigation channel would be 
approximately 152 feet above MHW. The top of the transmission lines would be 190 feet above MHW. 


1.6.B. APPROACH STRUCTURES 


There are four existing undergrade structures located on the Perryville approach, including the southern 
wye track crossing of Broad Street, that will require modification to accommodate the proposed track 
alignments. There are seven undergrade structures and one overhead structure between the Susquehanna 
River and Grace Interlocking in Havre de Grace that will require modifications to accommodate the 
proposed track alignments. The improvements to Grace Interlocking require Track 4 to shift six feet west, 
resulting in permanent disturbances extending 35 feet from the existing Track 4. This will require extending 
the culvert at the Lily/Lewis Run crossing. The required modifications to these structures are shown in 
Table 1. Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B require long sections of track to be built away from the existing 
corridor on fill. Retaining walls are recommended in order to minimize right-of-way acquisition. 


1.6.C. COMMUNICATIONS SYSTEM 


Continuity of the Open Transport Network (OTN) system must be maintained during all phases of 
construction. The existing fiber cables will be maintained in place until cutover to new cable has occurred. 
It is anticipated that new fiber cable for the OTN system signal system will be installed throughout the 
Project limits of the overhead contact system replacement. Twenty-four fiber cable will be implemented. 
New signal houses and block points will be interfaced via local fiber cable and connected to the OTN for 
communications to Centralized Electrification and Traffic Control (CETC). 
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1.6.D. SIGNAL SYSTEM 


The signal system design will be based on the new track configuration. A new Grace Interlocking will be 
constructed to extend the length of the interlocking south. A new signal system will be installed at Grace, 
Perry and Prince Interlockings. New signal houses will be installed at Grace and between Perry and Prince 
Interlockings. 


1.6.E. TRACTION POWER 


Amtrak’s Perry Electrical Substation is located adjacent to the existing right-of-way. Alternatives 9A and 
9B would have minimal impact to Perry Electrical Substation interconnections. These alternatives would 
modify Perry Electrical Substation. The transmission tower on the west side of the tracks would also be 
modified or relocated on-site. 


1.6.F. OVERHEAD CONTACT SYSTEM 


All existing electrified tracks within the Project’s limits will be upgraded to an auto-tensioned style 
catenary. The proposed auto-tensioned catenary will be designed to support the new track speeds in 
accordance with Amtrak and American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association 
(AREMA) standards. New catenary structures, wires, and power sectionalization configurations will be 
proposed for Grace, Perry and Prince Interlockings based on the track options and staging plans. 


1.6.G. IMPACTS TO INTERLOCKINGS 


Prince Interlocking 


Prince Interlocking is located at Milepost 57.3, north of the existing bridge. The limits of the interlocking 
will not change; there will only be minor track switch changes. An existing 45 mph track switch will be 
removed and replaced with an 80 mph track switch, and a second 45 mph track switch will be removed 
from service. 


Perry Interlocking 


Perry Interlocking is located at Milepost 59.5, south of Prince Interlocking, but north of the existing bridge. 
The portion of Perry Interlocking on the NEC Mainline will be completely reconfigured in conjunction with 
the alignment changes required to build the two new bridges. However, the portion of the interlocking that 
leads to the Port Road Branch, geographic north of Broad Street, will not be modified. 


Grace Interlocking 


Grace Interlocking is located at Milepost 61.5, south of the existing bridge, and south of the curve in Havre 
de Grace. This interlocking will be substantially modified. The southern limits will be extended and the 
existing three 80 mph track switches will be removed and replaced with seven 80 mph track switches. 


Oak Interlocking 
No changes are planned for Oak Interlocking, which is located at Milepost 63.5, south of the existing bridge. 
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2. RESEARCH DESIGN 


The primary purposes of this report are to evaluate the Project’s effects on historic architectural resources, 
assess whether or not any effects are adverse, and suggest measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse 
effects. A summary of previous efforts to identify historic properties within the Project’s Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) as well as the steps in the current study to assess effects is provided below. In addition, 
Chapter 3 provides the historic and architectural context; Chapter 4 the Results of the Field 
Investigations; Chapter 5 the Analysis of Effects and Adverse Effects; and Chapter 6 the Summary and 
Recommendations. 


This report has been prepared by ARCH’, Inc. in accordance with Section 106 and the MHT’s “Standards 
and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical Investigations in Maryland,” and is based upon the 
identification level work conducted by AKRF, Inc. The architectural historians who conducted both the 
identification of historic resources and the assessment of effects meet the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards cited in 36 CFR Part 61 (see the Principal Investigator’s resume 
included in Appendix A). Work included background research, site visits, and photographic 
documentation of all relevant properties within the APE, preparation of MHT’s Determination of Eligibility 
(DOE) forms as appropriate for all properties meeting the age criterion for NR eligibility, and review of 
concept plans for the Project to assess potential effects in accordance with the definitions for effect and 
adverse effect in Sections 36 CFR Part 800.5 and 800.16. 


The following steps were undertaken as part of the architectural resources analysis: 


e Based on a review of the Project concept and fieldwork, FRA/MDOT, in consultation with the MHT, 
identified the Project's APE for architectural resources. The FRA initiated the Section 106 consultation 
process in April 2014 by sending an initiation package to the MHT. The package included an overview 
of the proposed undertaking, proposed APE delineation analysis methodologies, and a list of potential 
consulting parties. On June 16, 2014, the MHT responded to the Project initiation, approving the APE, 
concurring with the overall approach for conducting the cultural resources investigations, and 
approving the list of consulting parties with the suggested addition of the Perry Point Veterans 
Administration Medical Center and the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs (see Appendix C). 


e FRA/MDOT inventoried architectural resources within the APE that had been previously evaluated as 
historically significant. These resources included individual properties or historic districts listed on the 
Maryland Register of Historic Properties or the NR, properties determined eligible for such listing as 
part of other cultural reviews unrelated to the current bridge project, and properties included in the 
Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties (MIHP), https://mht.maryland.gov/research_mihp.shtml. 
The MIHP is merely a listing of resources with potential value to the prehistory or history of Maryland; 
inclusion in the MIHP involves no regulatory restrictions or controls. 


e FRA/MDOT conducted a reconnaissance-level survey of the APE to identify any “potential historic 
architectural resources” (properties that appear to meet eligibility criteria for listing on the NR) based 
on 36 CFR § 800.4 of NHPA. All properties within the APE that were 50 years old or older were 
surveyed and assessed as to whether or not they meet the NR criteria. The Maryland Register of Historic 
Properties consists of properties either listed on or eligible for the NR; therefore, the survey did not 
include a separate evaluation of eligibility for the Maryland Register. 


e The Project area contains four previously identified historic resources that have strong ties to 
transportation history: the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, the Rodgers Tavern, the Perryville Railroad 
Station, and the Havre de Grace Historic District. It was therefore anticipated that transportation would 
be a strong historic theme in the Project area and that resources related to this important theme would 
have a high likelihood of meeting the criteria for inclusion on the NR. 


e On September 24, 2014, FRA/MDOT submitted to MHT a request for guidance on potentially eligible 
resources; MHT responded on November 12, 2014 (see Appendix D), requesting a survey of the APE 
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including Determination of Eligibility (DOE) forms for the western portion of the Town of Perryville, 
Perryville Methodist Church, and Perryville Presbyterian Church as well as any other resources that 
appear to have the potential to meet the National Register criteria, and a Short Form for Ineligible 
Properties that appear to be clearly ineligible. 


e FRA/MDOT conducted fieldwork for the intensive level survey from December 8 - 12, 2014. An 
architectural historian documented all properties that were identified as being 50 years old or older 
within the APE (based on tax records and a field evaluation) using photographs and field notes. In 
addition, the architectural historian researched all potential historic architectural resources to identify 
pertinent historical information, such as date of construction, builder, and architect. The research was 
conducted at the Harford County and Cecil County Historical Societies as well as MHT’s library, 
located in Crownsville, Maryland. 


e Based on the fieldwork and research, FRA/MDOT submitted to MHT on February 12, 2015 a DOE 
Report, consisting of DOE forms for the Perryville Historic District, Perryville United Methodist 
Church, Perryville Presbyterian Church, a grouping of 8 houses at 400-413 Webb Lane, and the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses, and 71 short forms. On April 22, 2015 (see Appendix E), 
the MHT responded that the following resources are eligible for listing in the NR: Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge and 9 affiliated bridges (collectively known as the “Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Overpasses”) the Perryville United Methodist Church, and the Perryville Presbyterian Church. In 
addition, the MHT indicated that the Perryville Historic District, 400-413 Webb Lane, and the 71 
resources represented on the short forms are not eligible for listing in the NR. 


e In August — October 2015, an architectural historian conducted subsequent fieldwork and assessed the 
Project’s potential effects on the historic resources identified as either listed on or eligible for listing on 
the NR. In accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5, the architectural historian also evaluated whether any 
potential effect would constitute an adverse effect. Adverse effects may include direct effects, such as 
damage from construction related activities, or indirect effects, such as the introduction of visual, 
audible, or atmospheric elements that diminish the historic integrity of a property. 


e As part of the Section 106 public outreach, FRA/MDOT solicited input from the consulting parties and 
the public on ideas to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects. Any written public comment (see 
Appendix F), including the bulletins from the City of Havre de Grace’s Advisory Board (“Advisory 
Board”), has been incorporated, as appropriate, into the design process and this report’s Effects 
Assessment (Chapter 5) and mitigation recommendations (Chapter 6). 


FRA/MDOT prepared a separate but related analysis of the potential for archaeological resources to exist 
within the APE, entitled Phase IA Archaeological Assessment for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Project, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland (“Phase IA”) (McCormick Taylor 2014). This Phase IA 
investigation involved extensive background research and historic context studies that were used not only 
to evaluate the archaeological potential of the APE, but also to provide a framework for analyzing the 
significance of potential historic architectural resources in the APE. 


3. HISTORIC AND ARCHITECTURAL CONTEXT 


The following historic context, which provides an overview of the history of the Project area from the 
beginning of the seventeenth century through the twentieth century, was abstracted from the Phase IA report 
that was prepared for this Project, unless otherwise noted. 


3.1. INITIAL EUROPEAN CONTACT (1600-1650) 


Based on ethno-linguistic and ethnographic accounts, throughout the Late Woodland period (1000 AD- 
1650 AD), two Native American cultural groups, the Nanticokes and the Piscataway were quite active 
in the region. However, by 1634, the stronghold of southern Pennsylvania Susquehannocks, an Iroquoian- 
speaking group, had extended throughout the Chesapeake Bay area and southward over Maryland’s 
Western Shore. According to historical accounts, during his travels along the Potomac and Anacostia 
Rivers in 1609, John Smith visited several palisaded Piscataway villages. Several groups of indigenous 
people inhabited Maryland’s Western and Eastern Shores at the time of arrival of the first Europeans. In 
addition to the Susquehannocks on the upper reaches of the shore, these groups included the Nanticoke, 
Choptank, Wicomiss (also referred to as the “Ozinies”), Matapeake, and Tockwogh, who lived in the 
central and southern portions of Maryland’s eastern shore (Millis and Wall 2006; Kingsley 2006). 


Although other attempts are reputed, the first documented exploration of present-day Maryland was 
conducted by Captain John Smith. In June 1608, Smith became the first Anglo-European to explore and 
map the Upper Chesapeake Bay, as well as to make contact with Native Americans. According to historical 
accounts, Smith managed to lead the expedition as far north as “Bolus flu” (present-day Patapsco River) 
before illness forced the party to return to Virginia. A month later, Smith led a second expedition of the 
Upper Chesapeake. During this journey, Smith explored various waterways of Kent, Harford, and Cecil 
Counties. Several weeks later, after passing what is now Spesutia Island, Smith reached the Susquehanna 
River. While exploring the Deer Creek area on foot, Smith and his crew first encountered Susquehannocks. 
Smith was obviously impressed and wrote detailed narratives about the Susquehannocks’ physical 
appearance, attire, and lifeways (Weeks 1996). Though Smith provided the world with its first glimpse of 
the area, it would be some time before significant European settlement on the Eastern Shore occurred. 


Around 1616, an Englishman named Edward Palmer established a trading post on Palmer’s Island (currently 
Garrett Island) at the mouth of the Susquehanna River. While the post managed to operate for a few 
years, its success was short-lived. By the time of his death in 1624, Palmer had relocated back to London. 
Around 1629, after visiting his failing land interests in Newfoundland, George Calvert (named the first 
Lord of Baltimore by King James of England in 1625) traveled to the Chesapeake Bay area in search of 
lands in a more favorable climate. Shortly after his return to England, Calvert began petitioning for rights 
to lands north of the Potomac River. Despite Calvert’s persistent campaigning, King Charles remained 
reluctant to approve the petition for several years. Finally, on June 20, 1632, two months after George 
Calvert’s death, the charter was approved and Calvert’s son, Cecil, became the first proprietor of Maryland. 


The year 1631 marked the first colonial settlement on the Eastern Shore. Virginian William Claibourne 
established a fort and trading post on Kent Island to trade with the indigenous peoples for furs. By 1636, a 
gristmill was in operation on the island. Tax records indicate that 49 taxable residents resided on the island 
in 1638, and 98 in 1642 (Fiedel 1999). According to local historical accounts, the early settlement of St. 
Michaels, on the leeward side of Kent Island, also began around this time 
(http://stmichaelsmd.org/pages/History). The 1630s also mark the onset of colonization of Maryland’s 
Western Shore and mainland. Similarly, efforts to colonize the Atlantic Ocean coastline (or the 
Delaware) side of the Eastern Shore were also occurring. In 1634, Maryland’s first colonists from England 
arrived at the mouth of the Potomac River in two ships, the Arc and the Dove. After a brief stay on 
Saint Clement’s Island, Leonard Calvert, Cecil’s brother, led the Dove to Piscataway Creek via the 
Potomac River to initiate negotiations with members of the Piscataway tribe. In March 1634, the colonists 
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purchased a village on the mainland and renamed the settlement St. Mary’s City (Virta 1998). Three years 
later, in 1637, Saint Mary’s County, which included both shores of the Chesapeake Bay, was created. 
For the next several decades, St. Mary’s County continued to lose and gain land as new counties were 
formed (e.g., Anne Arundel - 1650). In 1642, the lands on the east side of the Chesapeake Bay were 
removed from the county and established as Kent County. Shortly after his arrival, Calvert challenged 
Claibourne’s rights to Kent Island and claimed ownership of the island through his land grant. Calvert 
succeeded in bringing Kent Island under Maryland control in 1657. By 1659, large land grants had been 
given along the Choptank River, and tobacco had become established as the major crop in the area (Preston 
1983; Kingsley, Benedict, and Katz 2006). 


As settlement of the Eastern Shore began to increase, so did tensions between the colonists and Native 
American tribes. The tribes’ traditional seasonal hunting and farming practices continued to be disrupted 
by settlers and traders, and by the accompanying deforestation. Colonial authorities made some attempts to 
protect the tribes and facilitate coexistence; however, their suggestions were often ignored. In 1642 and 
1647, Maryland Governor Thomas Greene ordered Capt. John Price “...to take thirty or forty able men, 
with sufficient arms, ammunition, and provisions, and embark for the Eastern Shore to attack the towns 
of Nanticokes and Wiccomiss” (Weslager 1983: 4). A treaty, the first of five, was signed in 1668 by 
Chief Unnacokasimmon to establish peace with Maryland colonists. 


Around this time, the Dutch also became increasingly wary of English settlement around the 
Chesapeake Bay and Virginia. Dutch concern was justifiable since Lord Baltimore regarded the 
Chesapeake Bay’s eastern shore (as well as much of western Delaware) to be under his proprietorship (all 
of which he called Somerset County). In 1659, the Dutch constructed a small fort named Whorekil 
(alternately Hoerenkil, Horekill, Hoorekill) at the mouth of the Delaware Bay near Lewes to maintain 
watch on English settlement in the area. 


Domestic architecture during this period was characterized by one- or two-story, one-room plan dwellings 
made of wood; agricultural outbuildings included structures related directly to the tobacco and grain 
economy such as frame tobacco sheds, small barns, or structures to house hogs and cattle (Catts, Custer, 
and Hawley 1994). 


Transportation was conducted primarily along navigable waterways; however, gradual increases in 
settlement slowly encouraged the expansion of ground transportation. In 1661, the General Assembly 
passed an act to improve the existing land transportation system through the construction of new public 
roads and bridges. Specifically, the act called for “marking and making highways and making the heads of 
Rivers, Creeks, Branches, and Swamps passable for horse and foot.” To ensure that the mandates of road 
construction were met, the act allowed counties to appoint commissioners to oversee roadwork. The act 
also included provisions to preserve rights for creating private access roads. Penalties were payable in 
tobacco (www.roads.maryland.gov/OPPEN/II-E_RDS.pdf). 


3.2. SETTLEMENT PERIOD (1600-1750) 


Prior to European arrival in Maryland, the area was already home to a complex network of Indian 
settlements and chiefdoms. Early exploration of the modern-day Harford and Cecil county area essentially 
began with Captain John Smith’s treks up the Susquehanna River in 1608. During these expeditions Smith 
and his crew first encountered the Susquehannocks. Smith wrote detailed narratives about the 
Susquehannocks’ physical appearance, attire, and lifeways (Weeks 1996). 


As European colonization gained a foothold in the New World, there was an emerging need for a consistent 
system to traverse the Susquehanna River. In 1695, the Lower Susquehanna Ferry was first licensed at the 
mouth of the river on land that had been granted in 1658 to Godfrey Harmer by the Lord Proprietor of 
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Maryland. In 1659, the area known as “Harmer’s Town” passed to Thomas Stockett. In 1666, a road called 
“Post Road” ran from Philadelphia to New York in the north to Baltimore and other towns to the south 
(Bilicki 2003). This road encouraged several ferry systems to begin operation at the Susquehanna River 
between Post Road on the Havre de Grace side and Post Road on the Perryville side. 


John Rodgers, the ferry’s first operator, owned a tavern located at the western terminus of the ferry. He 
later bought an existing tavern on the other side of the river and he operated the ferry between both 
establishments (Gerstell 1998). Prior to this time there was a small fishing village in the vicinity of Havre 
de Grace and the ferry, but there were very few people in the area before the ferry was established. 


In 1630, King Charles I of England granted a charter for the exclusive right of the colony of Maryland 
to George Calvert. By 1634, St. Mary’s City, Maryland was established as the first settlement with 150 
colonists living on the new land. The second Proprietary Governor of the Province of Maryland, Cecil 
Calvert, formed Cecil County, Maryland in 1674, a year before his death. In 1751, Frederick Calvert (the 
great-great-great-grandson of George Calvert) inherited the Proprietary Governorship of the Province of 
Maryland. In 1773, Frederick Calvert formed Harford County from Baltimore County. He named the 
county Harford after his illegitimate son, Henry Harford. 


Both Havre de Grace in Harford County and Perryville in Cecil County were important to early settlement 
because of their location at the mouth of the Susquehanna River and the trading post established by 
William Claibourne in 1637, located on Garrett Island between the two towns. At his Trading Post, 
Claibourne traded items with indigenous peoples for furs. Because of the proximity of Havre de Grace 
to the Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay, the city of Havre de Grace adopted oyster and crab 
harvesting as their main export. 


3.3. RURAL AGRARIAN INTENSIFICATION (1750-1815) 


The American Revolution had little effect on Havre de Grace and Perryville from a military standpoint, 
since no significant battles were fought in the area. However, many people ended up assisting in the war 
effort, and many continental troops traveled across the Susquehanna River by the Havre de Grace Ferry. 
Jean Baptiste and Count de Rochambeau led 6,000 French soldiers across the river and camped along Old 
Post Road in Perryville (Bates 2006: 44). 


The most notable American soldier from the area was Colonel John Rodgers, Sr., who served in the militia 
during the Revolutionary War and served as host, on several occasions, to George Washington and 
Marquis de Lafayette when they stayed at Rodgers’ home and tavern in Perryville. The name of the city 
of Havre de Grace is credited to Marquis de Lafayette during the Revolutionary War. It was stated that it 
reminded him of Le Havre, France, and Colonel John Rodgers, Sr. thought the name would add 
distinction to the town. After the Revolutionary War, Havre de Grace was considered for the capital of the 
United States, but it lost by one vote. 


Havre de Grace, however, was not spared from the ravages of the War of 1812. The Perryville iron ore 
site, Principio’s Furnace, would attract the British and bring them into the Susquehanna River in 1813. 
The British sailed up the Chesapeake Bay blockading ports and destroying towns along the way. The 
British arrived at the mouth of the Susquehanna River on May 3, 1813 with 400 troops and attacked, 
burned, and pillaged the town of Havre de Grace and Principio’s Furnace. Within a few hours, two-thirds of 
Havre de Grace was destroyed, in addition to a boat yard, vessels, and Principio’s Furnace. Only a few 
structures survived the attack of Havre de Grace, including the Aveihle-Goldsborough House, the exterior 
walls of St. John’s Episcopal Church, and the Elizabeth Rodgers House. One Havre de Grace resident, John 
O’Neill, the lighthouse keeper, attempted to defend Havre de Grace by firing cannons at the British, but 
he was captured and was only spared his life because his daughter pleaded with the admiral of the British 
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troops (Noll 2011). In 1814, a survey and a tax assessment were conducted to begin the two-decade process 
of rebuilding Havre de Grace after the War of 1812. 


3.4. AGRICULTURAL-INDUSTRIAL TRANSITION PERIOD (1815-1870) 


As a result of the Susquehanna River’s position between Maryland and Pennsylvania, the towns of Havre 
de Grace and Perryville developed as an important transportation crossroads for the transport of tobacco 
and wheat. The area soon provided many accommodations for travelers of this north-south route. These 
towns also relied on fishing, most specifically the harvesting of oysters and crabs, and ice harvesting. 
These industries were not especially reliant on slave labor, and Havre de Grace was a primary town on the 
Eastern Route of the Underground Railroad. Slaves crossed the Susquehanna River in an attempt to reach 
Pennsylvania. The customary method for the transporting of slaves via ferry was for the agent of the 
Underground Railroad to light a fire on the Havre de Grace side of the river, which provided notice to 
an agent on the other side of the river in Perryville. This person would understand the signal and 
would cross in the boat to receive the escaped slave (Still 1872). To prevent Maryland’s secession, 
Federal troops occupied the state starting in May 1861. By the Civil War there was a large free African- 
American population located within Havre de Grace. It was one of seven sites designated for the recruiting 
of “U.S. Colored Troops.” 


In 1866, after the Civil War, the Philadelphia Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) completed a 
wooden single-track bridge, which allowed passengers and goods to cross the river without the aid ofa 
ferry boat. Prior to this time, the Susquehanna Ferry had a 238-foot-long ferry to transport entire trains from 
one side of the river to the other. The ability of trains to cross the Susquehanna River by bridge at this 
location caused a decline in the use of the ferry. 


3.5. INDUSTRIALIZATION AND MODERN PERIOD (1870-PRESENT) 


After the Civil War, the city’s river tied it to northern industry and provided urban jobs for free African- 
Americans. In 1906, the Pennsylvania Railroad replaced the PW&B crossing with a new metal bridge that 
featured a center swing-span, which could be rotated to allow taller ships and other river traffic to pass safely. 
The alignment of this new bridge is located several feet to the north of the alignment for the previous 1866 
wooden bridge. While the deck for the 1866 bridge is no longer extant, the stone piers for this structure may 
still be seen within the Susquehanna River channel. In addition, one of the 1866 bridge stone abutments may 
be observed along Avenue A near the waterfront, just south of Perryville. 


A racetrack was opened in Havre de Grace and attracted a new group of travelers and tourists, making 
it a popular location for gamblers and gangsters to visit. It was one of four racetracks in the state and 
many famous Triple Crown winners and other famous racehorses raced there. In 1951, the racetrack was 
sold to the Maryland National Guard. The industrial facilities in Perryville helped during the war effort for 
both World Wars. The federal government purchased facilities at Perry Point in Perryville for the training 
of recruits. In Port Deposit, the Wiley Company was a builder of steel assemblies and they provided 
materials for the Lend-Lease Act during World War II (Bilicki 2003). Duck hunting was also beginning 
to attract seasonal tourists to the area. As farming steadily declined in the area after World War II, 
transportation and tourism became the main occupations for the residents of the Havre de Grace and 
Perryville area. 


4. RESULTS OF FIELD INVESTIGATIONS 


4.1. APE DELINEATION 


To assess the potential effects of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project on historic architectural 
resources, FRA/MDOT established the Project’s APE in consultation with the MHT. FRA/MDOT ensured 
that the APE boundaries include all possible Project alternatives within the entire Project Site as defined by 
the FRA grant (see Figure 2). Potential effects to architectural resources can include both direct physical 
effects (e.g., demolition, alteration, or damage from construction) within the Project Site and indirect 
effects in surrounding areas. These indirect effects can include isolation of a property from its surrounding 
environment, or the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that may alter the 
characteristics of the historic property that qualify it for inclusion on the NR in a manner that would 
diminish the property’s historic integrity. 


Development of the proposed APE for architectural resources included field visits to determine locations 
where prominent views of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the NEC exist and where the 
Project could have the potential to affect architectural resources. 


To incorporate areas with the potential for indirect effects, the APE for historic architectural resources 
extends beyond the Project Site in the following ways. First, for the majority of the length of the Project 
along the rail line, the APE boundary runs parallel to the tracks approximately 600 feet to the north and 
south. In close proximity to the river, the APE boundary proceeds on a diagonal line to intersect with the 
river approximately one-quarter of a mile north and south of the Project limits. This widening is to account 
for more distant views of the Project along the Harford and Cecil County waterfronts. The APE, as approved 
by the MHT on June 16, 2014, is illustrated in Figure 4. 


4.2. IDENTIFICATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES IN THE APE 


As explained above, studies to identify the potential for historic resources within the Project area included 
a Phase IA archaeological investigation and reconnaissance and intensive level historic architectural sites 
surveys. 


The Phase JA study involved documentary sources to identify areas with potential to contain 
archaeological deposits relating to prehistoric or historic-period activities. For each area where prehistoric 
or historic-period activities may have yielded archaeological deposits, the FRA/MDOT _ evaluated 
construction activities and other recent ground disturbances to identify locations where any archaeological 
resources, if originally present, may have survived. The Phase IA report assessed the Project’s potential 
to affect archaeologically sensitive areas and provided recommendations for further archaeological 
testing to determine the presence or absence of significant archaeological resources that could be 
affected by the Project. The Phase IA report is summarized in greater detail in the EA. 


The historic architectural sites surveys resulted in the identification within the APE of 73 architectural 
resources that were evaluated as not eligible for listing on the NR and 13 historic architectural resources 
either listed on or eligible for listing on the NR (see further discussion below). 
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Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources 


4.2.A. PROPERTIES CONSIDERED NOT ELIGIBLE FOR NR LISTING 


As described above, on April 22, 2015, the MHT concurred with the FRA/MDOT that the following 73 
resources listed in Table 1 are not eligible for listing on the NR even though they are 50 years or older: 


Table 1 

Properties Determined Not Eligible for NR Listing 

| 6 | 619 Broad Street | Perryville | Cecil “| Short__| 

| 8 | 317 Aiken Avenue |_—Peerryville | Cecil | Short__| 

| 9 | 304Aiken Avenue | Peerryville | Cecil _ | Short__| 
Perryville Cecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 


OQ 


3 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 

222 McLhinney Street Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville ecil Short 
Perryville Cecil Short 
avre de Grace arford Short 
avre de Grace Harfor Short 
avre de Grace arfor Short 
avre de Grace Harford Short 


-2 20 
a 


QIQJAIAINIAIOIOlOQSQIQ/Q\|aQ 
a 


avre de Grace arfor Short 
avre de Grace Harford Short 
avre de Grace arfor Short 
avre de Grace arfor Short 
avre de Grace arfor Short 
avre de Grace arfor Short 
avre de Grace Harford Short 
avre de Grace arford Short 


908 Pulaski Highway avre de Grace Harford Short 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Table 1 (cont’d) 

Properties Determined Not Eligible for NR Listing 
39 913 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford 
40 907 Warren Street Havre de Grace Harford 
41 910 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford 
912 Pulaski Highway Havre de Grace Harford 


42 

[60 | 1354 Old PostRoad __|_Havrede Grace _| Harford | Short 
Short 
Short 
Short 


69 Mitchell F arm/ 1919, 1921 Pulaski 
Highway 


| 66 

Havre de Grace Train Station 
70 Ruins/Warren Street between North Havre de Grace Harford 
By Adams Street and Juniata Street jae dcse | Had 


Broad Street Wye Bridge Perryville 
Perryville Historic District Perryville 
400-413 Webb Lane Long 
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4.2.B. PROPERTIES LISTED ON OR DETERMINED ELIGIBLE FOR THE NR 


The reconnaissance and intensive level historic architectural sites survey, which FRA/MDOT developed in 
consultation with the MHT, resulted in the identification within the Project’s APE of 13 historic 
architectural resources that are either listed on or eligible for inclusion on the NR. 


None of these 13 significant resources is a National Historic Landmark (NHL). Eleven of them were either 
listed on the NR or prior to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project had been evaluated by the MHT as 
being eligible for inclusion on the NR. As part of the current Project, FRA/MDOT evaluated two additional 
resources, the Perryville Methodist Church and the Perryville Presbyterian Church, as eligible for inclusion 
on the NR. In addition, FRA/MDOT evaluated that the nine undergrade bridges (collectively known as the 
“Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses,”) are eligible for inclusion on the NR as part of the NR- 
eligible Susquehanna River Rail Bridge historic resource; that the four undergrade bridges at MP 60.51, 
60.56, 60.61, and 60.69 contribute to the NR-listed Havre de Grace Historic District; and that the 
undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 contributes to the NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station complex. The 
historic architectural resources in the APE that are listed or eligible for listing on the NR are presented in 
Table 2, mapped on Figure 5 and Figure 6, and described below. 


Table 2 
Historic Architectural Resources Within the APE 


eee ee 

No Name/Type Location Criteria Listed | Eligible MIHP 
Havre de Grace Historic Havre de 

Pitas ene ae caine 


Southern Terminus, 
Susquehanna and Tidewater 
Canal — South lock #1 and | Havre de 
Toll House! Grace A&C 
1 ere ee 
Martha Lewis (skipjack) Grace A&C HA-2189 


| Rodgers Tavern! —_| Tavern! ! Perryville | A | A&C | C | CE-129 | 129 


4 | ke Furnace (Principio Cecil 
Iron Works) County A&D CE-112 


Perry Point Mansion House CE-146; 
and Mill Eemyuule A&C CE-244 


PX | ce 4a | 
p-Peesee ee sas | fae 
Bridge and Overpasses* County A&C HA-1712 
Perry Point Veterans 
Administration (VA) 
Medical Center Historic Cecil 
District County A&C x CE-1544 
Crothers House (Furnace 
ae et). Le la 
10 Clubhouse) County C x CE-1566 
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Table 2 (cont’d) 
Historic Architectural Resources Within the APE 


pu [Pou | camy | awe | |x | cous 
11 District4 County A&C xX CE-145 
fi | Metodwtcnuch | remvite| aec | | x | cess 
12 Methodist Church Perryville A&C x CE-1573 
fis | Grn | pete | awe | | x | cess 
13 Church Perryville A&C x CE-1574 


Notes: 
'Notes resource is also a MHT easement property. 


? Although portions of this property are located in the APE, there are no structures associated with 
this resource located within the APE. 

3 The undergrade bridges at MP 60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69 contribute to the Havre de Grace 
Historic District; the undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 contributes to the Perryville 
Railroad Station complex. 

4 This is an expansion of a boundary for the NR-listed Woodlands Farm. 

MIHP: Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties 

Sources: MHT Online Resources 


Key to Architectural Resources 


Name/Type 


MIHP 


Havre de Grace Historic District 


HA-1125 


Southem Terminus, Susquehanna 


jand Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 
and Toll House 


HA-112; 
HA-113 


Martha Lewis (Skipjack) 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
and Overpass 


Project Site Boundary 
i--— Architectural APE 


CY Architectural Resource 


Havre de Grace 


Architectural Resources Map 


HA-2189 
HA-1712 


0.25 MILES 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Perryville / Havre de Grace, Maryland 
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Figure 5 
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Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources 


Havre de Grace Historic District (HA-1125) 


The Project passes through the Havre de Grace Historic District, which consists of a large part of the City 
of Havre de Grace. According to the NR nomination, the historic district is important under NR Criteria A 
and C for its architecture, transportation/commerce, and community planning. Each of these themes is 
examined below, with special focus on how the area of the historic district in close proximity to the Project 
contributes to these themes. 


Architecturally, the district contains a mix of nineteenth and early twentieth century residential, 
commercial, religious, and industrial buildings. In general, older structures dating to the first half of the 
nineteenth century are located in the northern and eastern portions of the district, where settlement arose 
around the town’s ferry industry, established in 1695. A fire in 1775 and another in 1813 destroyed much 
of the town’s eighteenth century buildings. However, a building boom in the late nineteenth century led 
to the construction of a variety of residential and commercial structures, as well as several Victorian 
homes. Hence, what survives today is a collection of nineteenth and early twentieth century styles 
ranging from Federal, Greek Revival, Gothic Revival, Italianate, Queen Anne, and Classical Revival, 
to variations of the Arts and Crafts movement, such as the Shingle and Bungalow styles. The 
residential buildings are primarily wood-frame construction, while the commercial buildings and church 
and government buildings are mostly constructed of brick and stone (see Figure 7, Photos 3-6). 


The close proximity to the Port Deposit Quarry played an important role in the area’s architectural 
development, with many houses throughout Harford County using North Harford and Delta slate roofs, 
and many buildings constructed with Port Deposit granite. In 1906 this granite was also incorporated 
into the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and undergrade bridges. 


A survey of the Havre de Grace Historic District in close proximity to the Project (see photo key in Figure 
8 and photos 7-31 in Figure 9 through Figure 21) revealed that there is a mix of mid to late nineteenth and 
early twentieth century vernacular structures, many of which have suffered from a loss of architectural 
integrity, along with some modern intrusions. Although the NR Nomination Form for the Historic District 
does not include a comprehensive list of contributing and non-contributing resources, the form does 
estimate that approximately 800 of the 1,100 buildings within the Historic District contribute to its historic 
character. As part of the current study, the structures adjacent to the Project Site, which have the greatest 
potential to be affected, were evaluated to assess whether or not they contribute to the significance of the 
historic district, using an approximate 1930 end date for the district’s period of significance. 
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Photo 3: Representative mid-nineteenth century residential 


structure within the Havre de Grace Historic District. Photo 4: Representative masonry ecclesiastical structure within 
the Havre de Grace Historic District. 


ay 
Photo 6: Representative masonry govermmental structure within 
the Havre de Grace Historic District. 


Photo 5: Representative late nineteenth century residential 
structure within the Havre de Grace Historic 
District. 


Havre de Grace Historic District Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 7 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 7: View looking northeast at the David R. Craig Park located along the waterfront immediately 
south of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


Photo 8: View looking east at the American Legion Building, the former Lafayette Hotel, 501 St. 
John Street, Havre de Grace. 


Properties Adjacent Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 9 
to the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 9: View looking northwest at a modern 7-11 building. 


Photo 10: View looking northeast at 511 Warren Street, an early nineteenth century house that 
is reported to have been moved. 


Properties Adjacent Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 10 
to the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 11: View looking east along Warren Street at a nineteenth century commercial 
structure that have suffered from a loss of architectural integrity. 


Photo 12: View looking northeast at a large modern one-story residential structure at 515 Warren Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 11 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 13: View looking southeast at a multi-family residential structure at 552 Warren Street. 


Photo 14: View looking southeast at the Room at the Cross Mission Church, the former St. 
Patrick’s Catholic Church, 429 N. Stokes Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 12 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 


4-15 


Photo 15: View looking southeast from the comer of N. Adams Street and Warren Street 
towards modern commercial structures along Warren Street. 


Photo 16: View looking northeast towards a cluster of early twentieth century bungalow houses 
along Warren Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 13 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 17: View looking northwest at early twentieth century bungalow houses along N. Adams Street. 


Photo 18: View looking northwest along Otsego Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 14 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 19: View looking north along Centennial Lane towards Otsego Street, showing that the structures 
closest to the tracks are garages associated with houses that front onto Otsego Street. 


a 


” ? 


Photo 20: View looking southwest at houses on Otsego Street near Centennial Lane. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 15 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 21: View looking northeast at the modern residential structure at the northeast corner of 
Otsego Street and N. Stokes Street. 


Photo 22: View looking southeast at two vemacular mid-nineteenth century houses at the southeast 
comer of Otsego Street and N. Stokes Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 16 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 23: View looking southwest towards a modern residential structure at the southwest 
corner of Otsego Street and N. Stokes Street. 


Photo 24: View looking southwest at a mid-nineteenth century Gothic Revival style house at 
518 N. Stokes Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 17 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 25: View looking north at an altered mid-nineteenth century French Second Empire house 
at 571 Otsego Street. 
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Photo 26: View looking northeast at a modern residential structure on Otsego Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 18 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 27: View looking north at an altered nineteenth century structure on Otsego Street. 


Photo 28: View looking northeast at a mid-nineteenth century house at 509 Otsego Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 19 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 29: View looking northwest at an altered structure at the comer of Otsego Street and Water Street. 


Photo 30: View looking northwest at nineteenth century structures along Water Street. 


Properties Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 20 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 31: View looking east at the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park along the waterfront immediately 
north of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


Property Adjacent to Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 21 
the Project Site Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


As shown in Figure 22, there are only a few contributing historic resources south of the tracks, including: 


e American Legion Building, 501 St. John Street (see Figure 9, Photo 8) 

e 2-story frame residential structure, 511 Warren Street (see Figure 10, Photo 10) 

e 2’/-story frame multi-family structure, 552 Warren Street (see Figure 12, Photo 13) 

e Room at the Cross Mission Church, 429 N. Stokes Street (see Figure 12, Photo 14) 

North of the tracks, however, the majority of the houses are considered contributing, including: 


e Cluster of early twentieth century bungalow style houses located on Warren Street between N. Adams 
Street and N. Juniata Street and on N. Adams Street between the NEC and Morrison Lane (see Figure 
13 and Figure 14, Photos 16-17) 


e Cluster of late nineteenth century / early twentieth houses located on Otsego Street between N. Adams 
Street and N. Stokes Street (see Figure 15, Photo 20). 


e Two mid-nineteenth century houses at the southeast corner of Otsego Street and N. Stokes Street (see 
Figure 16, Photo 22) 


e = 2'4-story 3-bay vernacular Gothic Revival style house, 518 N. Stokes Street (see Figure 17, Photo 24) 


e Mid-nineteenth century vernacular French Second Empire style house, 571 Otsego Street (see Figure 
18, Photo 25) 


e Cluster of late nineteenth / early twentieth century structures at the intersection of Otsego Street and 
Water Street (see Figure 19 and Figure 20, Photos 27-30) 


Despite the number of contributing historic resources within close proximity to the Project Site, a 
windshield survey of the entire historic district revealed that the more high style buildings in the district 
are located south of the Project Site, with many examples along Union Street. Therefore, even though 
there are some individual structures or clusters of houses that contribute to the significance of the 
historic district, the immediate vicinity of the Project Site is not one of the strongest areas within the 
historic district in terms of architectural integrity. 


The district is historically significant for two themes related to its physical location along the Susquehanna 
River: as a major commercial and transportation center in northern Maryland, and for its community 
planning. 


Transportation was important throughout Havre de Grace’s history, starting as early as William 
Claibourne’s trading post established on Garrett Island in 1637, continuing with John Rodgers’ eighteenth 
century ferry with a tavern on each side of the river, and continuing throughout the nineteenth century with 
the establishment of the rail line crossing through Havre de Grace. As summed up by the NR nomination: 
“Historically, this town, which was founded in the 18" century, has been a major commercial and 
transportation service center in this section of the state,” and “More than one era of commercial 
transportation is indicated by the alignment of the Old Post Road, the canal and lockhouse and the 
trestles and bridges of the Pennsylvania railroad.” 


The Project’s APE is integral to the historic theme of transportation because it contains the existing 1906 
Pennsylvania Railroad bridge and the raised bridge approach as well as four of the undergrade bridges 
constructed at the same time as the bridge across the river (the North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge 
at Mile Post (MP) 60.51; the North Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.56; the Centennial Lane 
Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.61; and the North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge at MP 60.69). These 
rail structures relate to Havre de Grace’s history as a major commercial and transportation center and are 
therefore considered contributing features of the historic district. In addition, the Project’s APE includes 
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the extant piers of the 1866 railroad bridge, the canal and locktender’s house, and the site of the 
eighteenth century ferry crossing. 


In terms of community planning, the NR nomination states that “The streetscapes of Havre de Grace are 
defined by a grid pattern that is sensitive to the fact that the town is situated in the unique setting where 
a major river meets the Chesapeake Bay. With at least two wide boulevards that end with waterfront vistas 
and a system of alternating streets and alleys, most of which do the same, there is little doubt that Havre 
de Grace is a ‘planned’ waterfront community.” “Another aspect of Havre de Grace’s vistas that should not 
be forgotten relates not only to how the water is seen from in town but to the image which the town projects 
to the river and Bay.” 


Within the APE, the properties in close proximity to the river have a direct view of the water, although 
there are some large facilities, including marinas and large housing complexes, that block some of the 
views from structures further removed from the waterfront. Immediately adjacent to the rail line, the main 
view towards the river is dominated by the bridge and its approaches. The city’s traditional layout that 
includes streets and alleys is represented in close proximity to the tracks, with both Freedom Lane and 
Centennial Lane crossing under the rail line via small stone arch bridges. 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House (HA-112; 
HA-113) 


The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House (see Figure 23, 
Photo 32) (NR-listed) is located north of Erie Street and east of Park Drive at the north end of Havre de 
Grace on the western bank of the Susquehanna River (approximately one quarter-mile north of the Project 
Site). The canal was chartered by Maryland and Pennsylvania and opened in 1839. The canal was part of a 
waterway system for shipping goods up the Chesapeake Bay to New York, Pennsylvania, New Jersey, 
Delaware, and Maryland. Thus, Havre de Grace, at the southernmost terminus of the canal, became an 
important shipping point by the early 19th century for goods traveling north. However, by 1900, the canal, 
unable to compete with the dominance of the railroad, fell into disuse. Although most of the canal is no 
longer extant, the portion in Havre de Grace is well preserved. Also still standing on the site is the Lock 
Master’s house (or Lock House/Toll House), the foundation of a bulkhead wharf along the river, and the 
outlet lock of the canal. The two-story, five-bay Lock House is constructed of brick laid in an American- 
bond pattern and has a hipped roof. The northeast elevation once had a one-story porch along the entire front 
facade. The porch on the southwest facade was a later addition. The house has two entrances at either end of 
both the northeast and southeast facades, a sawtooth cornice, and two four-over-four windows with sidelights 
on the first floor of the northeast elevation. Most of the original six-over-six windows have been replaced 
with one-over-one windows. The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 
and Toll House are listed on the NR under Criterion A based on their association with a larger canal system 
that served five states and facilitated the development of Havre de Grace as a major transportation and 
economic center in the nineteenth century, and Criterion C for its engineering significance. The MHT holds 
a preservation easement on this property, which requires that the MHT be provided an opportunity to review 
any proposed alterations. 
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Photo 32: View looking north at the Southem Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal- 
South Lock #1 and Toll House. 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater | Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 23 
Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Martha Lewis (Skipjack [HA-2189]) 


The Skipjack Martha Lewis (NR-listed) was built by the noted boat builder, Bronza Park, in 1955 and 
is one of the 35 surviving traditional Chesapeake Bay skipjacks built specifically for the purposes of oyster 
dredging. The ship is a wooden-hulled, 46.2-foot-long, V-bottom two-sail bateau built using traditional 
construction methods. The boat has a permanent docking place at Millard Tydings Memorial Park in Havre 
de Grace, but at the time the historic sites survey was conducted, the boat was undergoing restoration 
at Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park, located approximately one half-mile south of the Project Site. The 
Skipjack Martha Lewis is listed on the NR under Criterion A for its association with historic events and 
under Criterion C for embodying a method of construction that represents the work of a master. 


Rodgers Tavern (CE-129) 


Rodgers Tavern (NR-listed) is located on the north side of Broad Street in Perryville, approximately 
300 feet east of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (see Figure 24, Photo 33). The two-and-a-half-story, 
coursed-stone structure dates to the mid-eighteenth century. It was a popular stop for travelers waiting 
for the ferry service to Havre de Grace, including George Washington, who lodged there in 1775 and 
again in 1795. Other prominent visitors included Martha Washington, Marquis de Lafayette, and 
Lieutenant General Rochambeau. John Rodgers, whose son, Commodore John Rodgers, was a 
renowned naval hero in the War of 1812 and was appointed Secretary of the Navy in 1823, purchased 
the tavern in 1780. Prior to his ownership, the tavern was operated by William Stephenson, possibly as 
early as 1745. John Rodgers ran the tavern until his death in 1791, after which his wife carried on the 
business. The side-gabled structure has two end chimneys and two four-over-four windows in each gable. 
A colonnade along the front of the basement on the south facade supports a pillared porch above. The 
porch is accessed by a short flight of steps on the east side. A central door flanked by six-over-six 
windows is located at the basement level, and a central door with a transom window flanked by two 
twelve-over-twelve windows on each side is located on the first floor. Rodgers Tavern is listed on the NR 
under Criterion A based on its association with prominent national figures such as George and Martha 
Washington, Marquis de Lafayette, and Lieutenant General Rochambeau. The tavern is also listed under 
NR Criterion C as an example of eighteenth century building construction and materials. 


In accordance with an easement that the Society for the Preservation of Maryland Antiquities (“grantor’’) 
deeded to the Maryland Historical Trust (“grantee”) in 1976 and amended in 1986, there is a preservation 
easement on the interior and exterior of the tavern as well as the associated land. As aresult of the covenant, 
the grantor has agreed to keep and maintain the property and to allow the grantee an opportunity to review 
any proposed alterations. 
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Photo 33: View looking northeast at Rodgers Tavem. 


Rodgers Tavern Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 24 
Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works [CE-112]) 


The Principio Iron Works (NR-listed) is located at 1723 Principio Furnace Road (see Figure 25, Photo 34). 
Although the buildings associated with the historic resource are located approximately one-half mile north 
of the Project Site, the southwest corner of the property (containing only a wooded area) is located in the 
study area. The Principio Furnace was the first iron furnace in Maryland and one of the first in the United 
States. Joseph Farmer, tasked by a group of English businessmen to explore the possibility of establishing 
an iron foundry in the colonies to supplement Britain’s diminishing production, was sent to America in 
1715. By 1719, Farmer, ironmaster John England, and a group of indentured servants that were skilled iron 
makers began producing small amounts of iron on land purchased in Maryland. The Principio Company 
was formed shortly thereafter, and construction of the first blast furnace began on property purchased on 
land adjacent to Principio Creek. The Principio Company quickly expanded and built another furnace in 
Cecil County, as well as one in Baltimore and one in Virginia on land leased from George Washington’s 
father, Augustine Washington. Of the approximately 50 tons of pig iron exported to Britain between 1718 
and 1755, it is estimated that about one-half came from the four furnaces owned by the Principio Company 
in Maryland and Virginia. The Principio Furnace produced cannon balls during the American Revolution 
for the Continental Army and during the War of 1812 before the British set fire to the works in 1813. The 
site and its ruins were purchased by Joseph Whitaker and his partners in 1836, and the iron works were 
reconstructed and a new blast furnace opened in 1837. In 1921, the Principio Iron Works became part of 
the Wheeling Steel Company and produced iron until 1925. Several outbuildings, a Second Empire style 
office building with a cupola and dormer windows in the mansard roof, and portions of the 1836 furnace 
survive today. The Principio Iron Works is listed on the NR under Criterion A based on its association with 
the country’s early industrial development and under Criterion D for its archaeological potential. 


Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (CE-146; CE-244) 


The Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (see Figure 25, Photo 35) (NR-listed) is located south of the 
Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, approximately 
one-half mile south of the Project Site. This mid- to late- eighteenth century, two-and-a-half-story Georgian 
mansion was home to the Stump family until 1918 when the house and the approximately 516-acre farm 
were sold to the federal government for $150,000. During the Civil War, John Stump turned his farm over 
to the Union Army for the training of army mules and for quartering soldiers in his house. The stuccoed 
brick house has a hipped roof and double-end chimneys. Two gabled dormer windows are located in the 
roof of the north and south facades, and one gabled dormer window is located in between the chimney 
stacks on the east and west facades. The house has a two-story, wood frame east wing added in the 
nineteenth century, and a later rear addition. The windows throughout the original portion of the house 
and the east wing are six-over-six. The semi-circular dormer windows are framed by pilasters and have a 
keystone above the apex of the arch. The front door is flanked by sidelights and framed with a broken 
pediment and fluted pilasters. The stone gristmill, located approximately 450 feet south of the mansion on 
the Susquehanna River, has six-over-six windows and a central wooden door on each floor of the east and 
west facades. The east facade of the mill is two-and-a-half stories, but the west facade facing the river is 
three-and-a-half stories with the basement opening onto the shore. The third-floor door of the west 
facade was used to hoist in un-milled grain, while the second-floor door was used for machinery and the 
first-floor door was used to transport the milled grain to a boat via a ramp. The Perry Point Mansion House 
and Mill is listed on the NR under Criterion A because of its significance as a large nineteenth century 
farm owned and operated by a prominent local family and because of its association with housing Union 
Army soldiers during the Civil War, and under Criterion C for architectural significance. 
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Photo 34: View looking east at the Principio Fumace (Principio Iron Works). 


Photo 35: View looking southeast at the Perry Point Mansion House. 


Prinicipio Furnace / Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 25 
Perry Point Mansion House Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Perryville Railroad Station (CE-1442) 


The Perryville Railroad Station (see Figure 26, Photo 36), located at 650 Broad Street, was determined 
eligible for listing on the NR under Criteria A and C due to its association with the larger pattern of system- 
wide upgrades during the railroad industry’s golden age and as an example of an early twentieth century 
Colonial Revival style train station. The station was constructed circa 1905 by the Philadelphia, Baltimore, 
and Washington (PB&W) Railroad Company. The two-story, Colonial Revival, Flemish-bond brick 
building has glazed headers, a hipped roof, quoins, and a modillion cornice. The south fagade facing the 
tracks has a projecting central entrance bay with a Palladian window above the name of the station, 
“Perryville,” engraved in stone. The entrance, formerly a multi-pane window that was later expanded into a 
door, consists of a half-glazed door flanked by sidelights and a transom. Two multi-pane windows are 
located on the first floor of each side of the central projecting entrance bay, above which are lunette 
windows with stone keystones and imposts on the second floor. Gabled dormer windows with round- 
arched, multi-pane windows are located in the hipped roof. Stone panels carved with the date “1905” 
and the initials “P.B.W.” are located in between the lunette windows on the second floor. A one-story 
canopy extends past the east and west elevations along the main fagade. A chimney is located on the 
north facade, enclosed by a one-story entrance addition. 


There are two railroad-related structures that are located in close proximity to the Perryville Station and 
contribute to its historic significance: the Perry Interlocking Tower (see Figure 26, Photo 37), and the ashlar 
stone-arch Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge at MP 59.39 (see Figure 27, Photo 38). The two- 
story, Flemish-bond brick interlocking tower, located southwest of the station, was constructed circa 1905. 
The building has a hipped roof, multi-pane and one-over-one windows, and an addition that encloses the 
chimney on the south facade. The stone bridge underneath the rail line is one of nine undergrade bridges 
that were built during the Pennsylvania Railroad (PRR)’s 1904-1906 building campaign when the PRR 
constructed the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. As the nine undergrade bridges have been evaluated as 
eligible for inclusion on the NR for their association with the main bridge, the bridge under the Perryville 
Station platform is significant both for its contribution to the station as well as to the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge. 


Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge over the Susquehanna River and Overpasses (HA- 
1712) 


The Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge (see Figure 27, Photo 39), also known as the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge (NR-eligible), was constructed in 1906 by the Pennsylvania Railroad. The bridge, set on 
stone piers, is a swing bridge with a movable span that rotates horizontally to open (using a center pivot 
mounted on a pier in the river) to allow boats to pass. The bridge is comprised of 18 spans, which are 
numbered from north to south. The spans are not all of equal length. Spans 1 and 18, adjacent to the 
abutments, are 192 feet long; Spans 2 through 9 are each 255 feet long; and Spans 11 through 17 are 
approximately 196 feet long. The movable center swing span (Span 10) is 277 feet long and is composed 
of a riveted-steel through truss (where the rail track travels within the truss framework). The remaining 17 
spans are open deck, pin-connected steel trusses, where the rail track travels on top of the span. The vertical 
height of the deck truss spans is approximately 30 feet. The vertical height of the swing span varies from 
30 to 42 feet. The bridge, designed to carry heavier railroad traffic, was built next to an existing railroad 
bridge whose 1866 wooden trusses set on granite pilings were replaced with iron trusses in 1880. Following 
completion of the new bridge in 1906, the adjacent railroad bridge was converted to a vehicular bridge until 
it was dismantled in 1943. The granite pilings, located approximately 120 feet south of the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge, were left intact. These were determined not eligible for listing on the NR by MHT in 
2007. The Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge was determined eligible for listing on the NR under 
Criteria A and C as an example of an early twentieth century railroad bridge built by an important American 
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railroad company and as an example of engineering that acknowledges two different modes of 
transportation. 


As part of this Project, nine bridges that were historically associated with the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge were determined NR eligible, also under Criteria A and C, and the existing NR eligibility 
determination for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge was modified to include these bridges. These 
nine bridges, collectively called the “Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses,” are undergrade bridges 
that carry the NEC over various streets, access roads, and streams in Perryville and Havre de Grace. They 
were constructed as part of the 1904-1906 building campaign undertaken by the Pennsylvania Railroad 
that also included the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The nine bridges include: the North Stokes Street 
Undergrade Bridge; the North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge; the Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge; 
the North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge; the North Juniata Street Undergrade Bridge; the Lily Run (or 
Lewis Run) Undergrade Bridge; the Access Road Undergrade Bridge; the Perryville Railroad Station 
Undergrade Bridge (which is also a contributing element to the Perryville Railroad Station complex); and 
the Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge. The bridges are constructed of the same materials as the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge, including Allegheny Mountain sandstone, Port Deposit granite, and (in the case of some 
bridges) steel. Some are stone-arch bridges; others consist of steel plate girders atop stone abutments. They 
are visibly consistent in construction style, with the same distinctive quarry-faced granite ashlar facing. 
In terms of construction materials, engineering, and design, the bridges relate to each other and to the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and they share a history as part of an important construction effort 
undertaken by the Pennsylvania Railroad in the early twentieth century. Overall, the bridges retain a high 
degree of historic integrity. 


In addition, due to the importance of transportation to the history of the Havre de Grace Historic District, 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the four bridges within the Havre de Grace Historic District (at MP 
60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69) contribute to the historic district’s significance. 
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Photo 36: View looking northeast at the Perryville Railroad Station. 


Photo 37: View looking southwest at the Perry Interlocking Tower. 


Perryville Railroad Station / Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 26 
Perry Interlocking Tower Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 


4-35 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Photo 39: View looking northeast at the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


Perryville Railroad Station Under- Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 27 


grade Bridge / Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
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Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District (CE-1544) 


The Veterans Administration (VA) Medical Center (see Figure 28, Photo 40) at Perry Point (NR- 
eligible) was developed primarily in the 1920s through the 1940s as a neuro-psychiatric treatment facility 
for military veterans. The architectural style and site layout reflect design principles developed by the 
VA during this period, which emphasized using architectural styles compatible with the local vernacular 
architecture and siting buildings to maximize landscaping views. Thus, the residential buildings at the 
VA Medical Center are primarily Colonial Revival style, and the site design maximizes views of the 
Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay. The closest buildings associated with the VA Medical Center 
are located approximately 550 feet south of the Project Site, primarily along Avenues A, B, C, and D, and 
2nd and 3rd Streets. The VA Medical Center at Perry Point was determined eligible for listing on the NR 
under Criterion A for its association with the growth of the federal government’s provision of neuro- 
psychiatric treatment for military veterans and under Criterion C as a cohesive collection of buildings. 


Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse [CE-1566]) 


The Crothers House (see Figure 28, Photo 41) (NR-eligible), which is currently used as the clubhouse for 
the Furnace Bay Golf Course, was built in 1936 as a residence for Omar and Margaret Crothers, both of 
whom would serve in the Maryland State Senate in the 1950s. The two-and-a-half story, coursed fieldstone, 
Colonial Revival residence is T-shaped and has recessed, two-story side wings flanking the central block. 
The northwest facade of the central entrance block has five bays and a pedimented portico projecting from 
the entrance with a denticulated cornice and gable supported by fluted Tuscan columns. The door has a 
round-arched transom window and is flanked by sidelights and fluted pilasters. The double-hung sash 
windows have wood sills and fieldstone jack arches with keystones. The windows on the first floor are 
eight-over-twelve, while the second floor windows are eight-over-eight. The central block has gable-end 
chimneys and five dormer windows with double-hung, six-over-six windows corresponding to the bays 
below. The roof of the building is clad in slate shingles. The first floor of the southwest wing has multipane 
windows, while the second floor is an enclosed sun porch with multipane windows and panels below. 
Engaged columns set on tall bases flank the windows on the second floor of the west fagade of the southwest 
wing, while pairs of these columns frame pairs of the multipane windows on the second floor of the south 
facade of this wing. The rear T portion of the original building is flanked by later twentieth century, vinyl- 
and wood-clad additions. The Crothers House was determined eligible for listing on the NR under Criterion 
C for its architectural significance as an example of a Colonial Revival house associated with early twentieth 
century estates for the wealthy and for its notable architectural features. 
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Photo 40: View looking east at representative houses along Avenue D within the Perry Point 
Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District. 


Photo 41: View looking northeast at the Crothers House (Fumace Bay Golf Clubhouse), 
78 Chesapeake View, Perryville. 


Perry Point Veterans Administration Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 28 


Medical Center Historic District / Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
Crothers House 
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Woodlands Farm Historic District (CE-145) 


The Woodlands Farm Historic District (NR-eligible) is an extension of the boundary of the NR-listed 
Woodlands property north of Maryland Route 7 to include the Woodlands Farm South Complex. The NR- 
listed Woodlands property consists of a main house and several outbuildings set on 69 acres. The original 
portion of the two-and-a-half story, three-bay stucco-clad main house was constructed circa 1810-1820. 
Subsequent later additions dating to the 1840s were unified with the original structure through the addition 
of Greek Revival-style architectural elements, such as the entrance portico. The Woodlands Farm South 
Complex is located to the south across Maryland Route 7 and consists of a 347-acre farm containing 
numerous nineteenth century buildings, including several barns, a tenant house and garage, a blacksmith 
shop, a bullpen, a foreman’s house and garage, a bungalow, and a springhouse. This complex of buildings 
has been owned continuously by the Coudon family since 1822. Although the Coudon family stopped 
farming operations in 1970, they have since leased the buildings and equipment to other farmers. The 
Woodlands Farm South Complex was determined eligible for listing on the NR under Criteria A and C 
due to its association with the evolution of the agricultural industry in Cecil County from the early 
nineteenth to late twentieth centuries, and as representing a cohesive collection of mostly intact 
agricultural buildings dating to the nineteenth century. 


Perryville United Methodist Church (CE-1573) 


As part of this Project, the Perryville United Methodist Church (see Figure 29, Photo 42) was 
determined to be NR eligible. The Perryville United Methodist Church was constructed in 1896, 30 years 
after the founding of the congregation. To accommodate the growing congregation and a new Sunday 
School, an addition was added to the south facade of the Church between 1923 and 1943, according to 
Sanborn Fire Insurance maps. A Queen Anne-style Parsonage was erected north of the Church circa 
1905. A Church House, donated by Mr. and Mrs. William H. Cole, a prominent local family, was erected 
immediately south and west of the Church in 1928. The Church property retains a high degree of historic 
integrity. Although an addition altered the south facade of the Church, the change occurred in the Church’s 
early history and is historic in its own right, and exemplifies the Church’s expansion to meet the needs of a 
growing congregation during Perryville’s period of prosperity. The Church House has had few alterations, 
mainly consisting of changes to the entrance and the installation of replacement windows after a 1991 
gas explosion from an adjacent building. The Parsonage, although somewhat altered, has been associated 
with the Church since its initial construction and retains its original massing and fenestration pattern. The 
Church, Parsonage, and Church House were determined eligible for the NR under Criterion A for their role 
in the history of the local development of the Methodist Church and under Criterion C as examples of Gothic 
Revival-style ecclesiastical architecture. They retain a high degree of historic integrity. 


Perryville Presbyterian Church (CE-1574) 


As part of this Project, the Perryville Presbyterian Church (see Figure 29, Photo 43) was determined to be 
NR eligible. The Perryville Presbyterian Church was constructed circa 1892, four years after the founding 
of the congregation. The prominent local Stump family was instrumental in financing the construction of 
the church. The building was originally constructed on the present site of the Perryville Train Station. When 
the Station was built from 1904-1905, the church was moved approximately one block to its present location 
at 710 Broad Street. The Stumps purportedly donated the land for the second site as well. The church is a 
fine regional example of the Gothic board-and-batten church architecture initially popularized by Richard 
Upjohn in the 1850s, and adapted for use across North America through the second half of the nineteenth 
century. The church appears to retain a high degree of historic integrity. Although the building was moved, 
the move occurred within the earliest period of the church’s existence and was orchestrated and overseen 
by the same group responsible for the church’s initial construction. Therefore, the church is considered to 
retain historic significance and integrity on its present site. It was determined eligible for the NR under 
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Criterion A for its role in the local history of the Presbyterian Church and under Criterion C as a fine 
example of a Gothic board-and-batten church. 


4.2.C. SUMMARY 


As described above, a historic architectural resources survey conducted for the Project resulted in the 
identification of 13 architectural resources in the APE. Six of these are listed on the NR; five were previously 
determined eligible for NR listing; and two were determined NR-eligible as part of this Project. In addition, 
a series of rail undergrade bridges were newly identified as contributing components to other historic 
resources (all nine contribute to the NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail Bridge; the four undergrade bridges 
at MP 60.51, 60.56, 60.61, and 60.69 contribute to the NR-listed Havre de Grace Historic District; and the 
undergrade bridge at MP 59.39 contributes to the NR-eligible Perryville Railroad Station complex.) 
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Photo 42: View looking northwest at the Perryville United Methodist Church. 


Photo 43: View looking southeast at the Perryville Presbyterian Church, 710 Broad Street. 


Historic Churches Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 29 
Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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5. EFFECTS ASSESSMENT 


Following the identification of historic architectural resources within the APE, FRA/MDOT evaluated the 
potential for the Project to affect these resources; considered measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
adverse effects; and solicited input from consulting parties (see Appendix B) and the general public. 


The ACHP’s regulations to implement Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (36 C.F.R. 
Part 800) state that “Effect means alteration to the characteristics of a historic property qualifying it for 
inclusion in or eligibility for the National Register” (36 C.F.R. Part 800.16[i]). If a proposed undertaking 
will have an effect on a NR-listed or eligible resource, the regulations call for an evaluation as to whether 
or not the effect will be adverse: “An adverse effect is found when an undertaking may alter, directly or 
indirectly, any of the characteristics of a historic property that qualify the property for inclusion in the NR 
in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling or association...Adverse effects may include reasonably foreseeable effects caused 
by the undertaking that may occur later in time, be farther removed in distance or be cumulative.” (36 
C.F.R. Part 800.5 [1]). 


Adverse effects on historic properties include, but are not limited to: 


e Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property; 


e Isolation of the property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that character 
contributes to the property’s qualification for the NR; 


e Introduction of visual, audible or atmospheric elements that are out of character with the property or 
alter its setting; 


e Neglect of a property resulting in its deterioration or destruction; and 
e Transfer, lease, or sale of the property (36 CFR Part 800.5[2]). 


The proposed concept plans for Alternatives 9A and 9B were evaluated for their potential effects on the 
following identified historic architectural resources within the APE-Architectural History: Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge and Overpasses, Havre de Grace Historic District, Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and 
Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll House, Martha Lewis (Skipjack), Rodgers Tavern, Principio 
Furnace (Principio Iron Works), Perry Point Mansion House and Mill, Perryville Railroad Station, Perry 
Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District, Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf 
Clubhouse), Woodlands Farm Historic District, Perryville United Methodist Church, and Perryville 
Presbyterian Church. 


5.1. SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE AND OVERPASSES 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and nine undergrade bridges, which were all constructed during the 
same 1904-1906 building campaign by the Pennsylvania Railroad, are eligible for listing on the NR under 
Criteria A and C. Because all ten bridges will be impacted, the effect of the Project on the bridges was 
evaluated in accordance with the criteria for adverse effect. 


In accordance with Section 106, FRA/MDOT first considered whether the program goals could be met 
through rehabilitation of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The Section 106 regulations define 
“Physical destruction, damage, or alteration of all or part of the property” as an adverse effect; therefore, 
demolition of the NR-eligible bridge would constitute an adverse effect. In the summer of 2013, Amtrak 
commissioned an engineering inspection of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (with a supplemental 
specialty pin testing program in the summer 2014), which indicated that the bridge superstructure is in 
poor to fair structural condition. The inspection revealed that the cracks and worn pin joints allowing 
movement are so extensive in the pin-connected trusses and represent such a major portion of the overall 
bridge system that it is not deemed economical, prudent, or feasible to continue on this course of ongoing 
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repair. Piecemeal repairs of fatigue cracks due to corrosion and section loss and out-of-plane bending, 
replacement of missing fasteners and patching holes in primary support members will not restore 
bridge members to their original condition, as the fatigue damage has already been done. 


The recommended repairs in the inspection report address specific deficiencies, but their implementation 
would not bring the bridge into a state of good repair. A state of good repair assumes bridge management 
practices that minimize asset life-cycle costs and avoid service disruption and load restrictions as well as 
providing a reliable factor of safety. These goals cannot be achieved with a 100-year-old bridge that 
contains thousands of fractured critical members whose remaining fatigue life cannot be precisely 
determined. The engineering report concluded that the only practical way to restore this bridge to a state of 
good repair would be to replace the fatigue-damaged pin-connected deck truss spans with truss spans of 
modern design. Attempting major reconstruction of the existing truss superstructures or span-by-span 
replacement would be prohibitively costly and technically infeasible to perform without causing significant 
rail operation disruptions. Furthermore, substantial capital expenditures would be required to rehabilitate 
and strengthen piers and foundations to meet current design criteria and to mitigate seismic forces that were 
not considered in the original design. 


Conversion of the swing bridge into a lift bridge during rehabilitation was also considered during 
conceptual engineering, since conversion to a lift bridge would permit the new bridge to be built closer to 
the existing bridge. Under this scheme, only one new bridge would be built and the rehabilitated 
existing bridge would be retained. However, due to the condition of the bridge and its advanced age, this 
option is still problematic and cost ineffective as it would retain a more than 100-year-old structure that is 
in deteriorated condition. It would not satisfy the Project’s purpose and need, and would not meet the 
Project goal to optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, 
intercity, and high-speed rail operations. 


Rehabilitating the existing bridge for non-rail use also did not pass the fatal flaw screening. The span over 
the navigation channel would need to be replaced to provide the necessary vertical clearance for mariners, 
with transition ramps from the existing trusses. The center swing-span pier and several approach spans 
would need to be removed. Retaining the area occupied by the existing bridge for non-rail use would 
negatively affect the new rail bridge alignments by increasing right-of-way impacts and/or reducing the 
achievable speed. 


Therefore, FRA/MDOT determined that the rehabilitation alternative is not suitable for either continued 
freight and/or passenger rail use or non-rail use, due to the current condition of the bridge and the 
infeasibility of reconstructing the bridge to a state of good repair without significant rail operations 
disruptions and prohibitive costs. As a result, both Project alternatives under consideration, Alternatives 9A 
and 9B, include demolition of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


Although the adverse effect of demolishing the bridge cannot be avoided, FRA/MDOT considered partially 
minimizing the adverse effect by designing the two new bridges and their piers to be compatible with the 
character defining features of the historic bridge. The character defining features of the existing bridge 
include its traditional railroad architecture, especially its metal trusses, its central projecting section, and its 
use of Allegheny Mountain sandstone and Port Deposit granite. Amtrak is considering four alternative 
bridge designs and four pier designs for the proposed new bridges. The bridge designs, and the extent to 
which they would minimize the adverse effects, are listed below (in descending order of the degree to which 
the new design helps to minimize the adverse effect of the removal of the historic bridge): 


e = The bridge alternative in Figure 30, Photo 44 combines deck truss approach spans with a through truss 
main span and is therefore closest to the original bridge in design. Overall, this design rates high in 
terms of its ability to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the historic bridge. 
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e The bridge alternative in Figure 30, Photo 45 maintains a through truss center span, yet replaces the 
deck truss construction with a girder deck. Although this is a change from the existing bridge, a girder 
is a traditional rail design and therefore appropriate for the replacement of a historic bridge. Overall, 
this design rates medium in terms of its ability to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the 
historic bridge. 


e The bridge alternative in Figure 31, Photo 46 replaces the through truss of the center span with an arch 
and the deck truss construction with a girder deck. Although this is a change from the existing bridge, 
both arch construction and deck girders are traditional rail design and therefore appropriate for the 
replacement of a historic bridge. Overall, this design rates medium in terms of its ability to minimize 
the adverse effect of demolishing the historic bridge. 


e The bridge alternative in Figure 31, Photo 47 replaces the through truss of the center span with an arch 
and the deck truss construction with a girder deck. The use of arch construction is traditional rail design; 
however, the remaining design elements, especially the delta piers (see Figure 32, Photo 48), are not 
compatible with a historic bridge. Overall, this design rates low in terms of its ability to minimize the 
adverse effect. 


Three of the proposed pier designs, an arched “keyhole” (see Figure 32, Photo 49), a fluted (see Figure 
33, Photo 50), or a wall (see Figure 30, Photos 44-45) have a traditional design and would therefore help 
to minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the bridge. These piers could be used with any of the three 
truss or girder bridge alternatives shown in Photos 44-46. The delta piers shown in Photos 47-48 have a 
modern look and would not minimize the adverse effect of demolishing the bridge. 


The four bridge designs have been shown to consulting parties and the general public at several meetings, 
including on December 10, 2014, November 10, 2015, and April 14, 2016. The design alternative that 
received the strongest support was the one with a deck girder and central arch (shown in Figure 31, Photo 
46), primarily due to the more open look of this design. 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge’s stone is an important character defining feature, especially because 
of the use of Port Deposit granite from a local quarry. The adverse effect of the bridge’s demolition could 
be somewhat minimized by incorporating stone into the two new bridges. However, FRA/MDOT have 
determined that using stone in the new bridge is not feasible as it would not meet current engineering design 
standards. In addition, as indicated above, public comment favors a more open pier design (see further 
discussion on the importance of viewsheds in conjunction with the Havre de Grace Historic District.) 


In addition to adversely affecting the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge itself, the Project would impact the 
nine associated masonry rail undergrade bridges that carry the NEC, listed from north to south and shown 
on the aerial photos in Figure 34 to Figure 35: 


e Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge, MP 59.00: a stone-arch bridge with stone abutments resting on 
spread footings. The bridge appears to remain largely intact, although an I-beam that runs along the 
edge of the deck is anchored on either end with concrete that appears to be a later repair. The Project 
calls for the construction of a precast concrete culvert extension on the east side of the tracks (see 
Figure 36, Photo 51). 


e Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge, MP 59.39: a stone-arch masonry structure with stone 
abutments on spread footings. The Project calls for the construction of a precast concrete culvert 
extension on the east side of the tracks (see Figure 36, Photo 52). 


e Access Road Undergrade Bridge, MP 59.52: a two-span concrete-encased steel-stringer bridge that 
sits on stone abutments and a central steel pier, both founded on spread footings. The bridge’s 
masonry abutments, steel pier, and steel deck do not appear to have been substantially altered. The 
Project calls for the current structure to be replaced with a precast concrete culvert and the existing 
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abutments to be partially demolished and buried in fill. In addition, the new bridge will extend 
beyond the limits of the current structure to the east and the west (see Figure 37, Photos 53-54). 


e North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.51: a stone-arch bridge that consists of a masonry 
arch and abutments (or wing walls) on spread footings that retain the embankment on which the NEC 
runs in the area. The bridge appears to be in good condition and does not appear to have been visibly 
altered since its construction as part of the 1904-1906 bridge. The Project calls for the construction of 
a precast concrete culvert extension on the east and west sides of the tracks (see Figure 38, Photos 55- 
56). 

e North Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.56: bridge comprised of stone abutments (or wing 
walls) on spread footings supporting steel plate girders. The deck appears to be constructed of 
reinforced concrete. The masonry abutments and steel plate girders appear to date to the original 
1904-1906 construction of the bridge. The Project calls for removal of a portion of the existing stone 
masonry abutment on the west side of the tracks and construction of new concrete abutments on both 
sides of the tracks (see Figure 39, Photos 57-58). 


e Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.61: a stone-arch bridge that consists of a masonry 
arch and abutments on spread footings. The bridge appears to be in good condition and does not 
appear to have been visibly altered since its construction as part of the 1904-1906 bridge. The Project 
calls for the construction of a through plate girder bridge on a concrete abutment on the east side of the 
tracks for Alternative 9A and a precast concrete culvert extension on both sides of the tracks for 
Alternative 9B (see Figure 40, Photos 59-60) 


e North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.69: The bridge consists of two single- track steel 
plate girder decks atop stone masonry abutments on spread footings. The masonry abutments and 
steel plate girders appear to date to the original construction of the 1904-1906 bridge. Some repairs 
to the upper portions of the masonry abutments are evident. The concrete deck appears to have been 
replaced and the deck platform appears to have been extended with a metal plate supported by metal 
brackets affixed to outer sides of the concrete decking. The Project calls for construction of a new 
concrete abutment on the east side of the tracks and a concrete abutment extension on the west side (see 
Figure 41, Photos 61-62). 


e North Juniata Street Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.77: The bridge consists of four single- track plate- 
girder decks atop stone abutments with spread footings. The masonry abutments and steel plate 
girders appear to date to the original construction of the 1904-1906 bridge. The concrete deck appears 
to have been replaced and the deck platform appears to have been extended with a metal plate supported 
by metal brackets affixed to outer sides of the concrete decking. The Project calls for construction of a 
new concrete abutment on the east side of the tracks (see Figure 42, Photo 63). 


Photo 44: Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a truss approach and a truss main span. 
View looking northeast from Havre de Grace. 


Photo 45: Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a girder approach and a truss main span. 
View looking northeast from Havre de Grace. 


Bridge Design Renderings Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Figure 30 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 46: Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a girder approach and arch main span. 
View looking northeast from Havre de Grace. 


Photo 47: Rendering of a proposed replacement bridge with a Delta frame approach and arch main span. 
View looking northeast from Havre de Grace. 


Bridge Design Renderings Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Figure 31 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 48: Rendering of the piers for the Delta frame approach. 
View looking east from Havre de Grace. 


Photo 49: Rendering of possible arched piers to be used with the girder approach. 
View looking east from Havre de Grace. 


Bridge Design Renderings Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Figure 32 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 50: Rendering of possible fluted piers to be used with the girder approach. 
View looking east from Havre de Grace. 


Bridge Design Rendering Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Figure 33 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 51: View looking northwest at the east side of the Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge (MP : 
59.00) that will be extended with a precast concrete culvert. 


Photo 52: View looking at the east side of Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge 
(MP 59.39) that will be extended with a precast concrete culvert. 


Mill Creek and Perryville Railroad Station Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 36 
Undergrade Bridges 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 53: View looking northwest at the east side of the Access Road Undergrade Bridge (MP 
59.52), which will be altered via replacing the existing structure with a precast concrete 
culvert (with a wider footprint) and partially demolishing and burying the abutments. 


Photo 54: View looking southeast at the west side of the Access Road Undergrade Bridge (MP 
59.52), which will be altered via replacing the existing structure with a precast concrete 
culvert (with a wider footprint) and partially demolishing and burying the abutments. 


Access Road Undergrade Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 37 
Bridge 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Bridge (MP 60.51), which will be altered via construction of a precast concrete 
culvert. 


: eS . > eeu 

Photo 56: View looking south at the railroad west side of North Freedom Lane Undergrade 
Bridge (MP 60.51), which will be altered via construction of a precast concrete 
culvert. 


North Freedom Lane Susquehanna River Bridge Project 
Undergrade Bridge 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 


5-13 


Figure 38 


Photo 57: View looking northwest at the railroad east side of North Stokes Street Undergrade 
Bridge (MP 60.56), which will be altered via building a new concrete abutment. 


, ease = 
Photo 58: View looking south at the railroad west side of North Stokes Street Undergrade 
Bridge (MP 60.56), which will be altered via removing a portion of the existing stone 
masonry abutment and building new concrete abutment. 


North Stokes Street Susquehanna River Bridge Project 
Undergrade Bridge 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Figure 39 
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Photo 59: View looking north at the railroad east side of Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge (MP 60.61), 


which will be extended with a precast concrete culvert and possibly altered via construction of a 
through plate girder bridge on a concrete abutment (for Alternate 9A only). 


~ 


Photo 60: View looking south at the railroad west side of Centennial Lane Undergrade Bridge 
(MP 60.61), which will be extended with a precast concrete culvert. 


Centennial Lane Undergrade Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 40 


Bridge Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 61: View looking north at the railroad east side of North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge 
(MP 60.69), which will be altered via construction of a new concrete abutment. 


Photo 62: View looking southeast at the railroad west side of North Adams Street Undergrade 
Bridge (MP 60.69) that will be extended with a concrete abutment. 


North Adams Street Susquehanna River Bridge Project 


Undergrade Bridge Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Figure 41 
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Photo 63: View looking northwest at the saileoad east side of North Juniata Street Undeeatade 
Bridge (MP 60.77), which will be altered via construction of a new concrete 
abutment. 


North Juniata Street Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 42 
Undergrade Bridge 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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e Lily Run (or Lewis Run) Undergrade Bridge, MP 60.85: The bridge is a stone-arch culvert comprised of 
stone abutments on a spread footing. The Project proposes to span over the flood plain with a multi- 
girder bridge, thereby avoiding the need to extend the culvert (see Figure 43, Photo 64). 


As explained in the historic sites survey evaluation, these bridges relate to both the history and the design 
of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge: 


The bridges are constructed of the same materials as the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, 
including Allegheny Mountain sandstone, Port Deposit granite, and (in the case of some bridges) 
steel. Some are stone-arch bridges; others consist of steel plate girders atop stone abutments. 
They are visibly consistent in construction style, with the same distinctive quarry-faced granite 
ashlar facing. In terms of construction materials, engineering, and design, the bridges relate to each 
other and to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and they share a history as part of an important 
construction effort undertaken by the Pennsylvania Railroad in the early 20th century. Overall, the 
bridges retain a high degree of historic integrity. 


FRA/MDOT evaluated that the proposal to span over and therefore avoid altering the Lily Run Undergrade 
Bridge (MP 60.85) will not have an adverse effect. However, the Project will have an adverse effect on the 
other eight historic bridges due to the proposal to either replace the existing bridges or to extend them with 
concrete abutments. The adverse effect could be minimized or avoided by using stone in the construction 
of the new bridge extensions; however, FRA/MDOT have determined that using stone is not feasible as it 
would not meet current engineering design standards. Therefore, it is recommended that the adverse effect 
be minimized by using a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 
existing stone. In addition, to ensure that the new retaining walls in close proximity to the bridges do not 
adversely affect the historic resources, the design of the new walls should be in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, so that the walls are 
compatible with the bridges’ historic materials, features, size, scale and proportion, and massing. 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board and the Town of Perryville have recommended 
that the north face and wing walls of the underpass at MP 59.52 “should be restored to its original 
architectural appearance,” and that “the entire north entrance of this underpass should be thoroughly cleaned 
and well landscaped along the adjacent embankments and out to Broad Street.” In addition, the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board and the Town of Perryville have also recommended 
that the “low tunnel-like underpass [at MP 59.39] that divides the two MARC Station parking lots should 
be abandoned by sealing it off from the north side. The south side may be left open for historical purposes, 
provided it is made secure from trespassers.” The abandonment and sealing off of the underpass are not 
part of the Project and, if added, would constitute an adverse effect under Section 106. 


The following components of the Project will have no direct physical effects and only limited visual effects 
on the nine historic undergrade bridges: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems; 
minor modifications to the Perry Electrical Substation; the modification or relocation of the transmission 
tower on the west side of the track; and modifications to the interlockings. Therefore, because these 
components will not alter a characteristic that makes the undergrade bridges eligible for inclusion in the NR, 
they will have no effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16. 
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Photo 64: View looking northeast at the railroad east side Lily Run Undergrade Bridge (MP 60.85) 
which will be spanned over by a multi-girder bridge. 


Lily Run Undergrade Bridge Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 43 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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5.2. HAVRE DE GRACE HISTORIC DISTRICT 


To assess the Project’s effects on the Havre de Grace Historic District, the following Project elements 
were reviewed: 


e Demolition of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 


e Visual effects associated with the replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, including the 
change from one to two bridges, the massing and height of the new bridges and their piers and 
approaches, and the construction of new retaining walls. 


e Physical taking of property within the historic district. 
e Damage to historic buildings. 
e Alterations to the four undergrade bridges within the historic district. 


e New communications, overhead contact, and signal systems. 
5.2.A. DEMOLITION OF THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE 


Because the bridge is a contributing feature of the Havre de Grace Historic District, the proposed demolition 
of the bridge will have an adverse effect on the district due to the “physical destruction, damage, or 
alteration of all or part of the property.” This adverse effect can be minimized by ensuring that the two new 
bridges over the river use a traditional design for the bridges and piers. 


5.2.B. VISUAL EFFECTS 


The Project’s visual effects on the Havre de Grace Historic District were evaluated from three aspects: the 
extent to which the Project would either further block or open up views to/from the historic district, the 
extent to which the view looking at the bridge itself from the historic district would be altered, and the 
extent to which the view from structures within the historic district would be altered due to the Project 
coming in closer proximity to the structures. 


As explained in the NR nomination for the historic district, viewsheds were historically significant within Havre 
de Grace, including views both to and from the water. The fact that the Project proposes to replace one bridge 
with two will result in greater mass that will potentially block views to/from the historic district. However, this 
effect on viewsheds will to a great extent be counterbalanced by the fact that the bridges will be 14’ higher in 
elevation at the navigation channel of the river, thereby opening up views under the bridges. In addition, a 
girder bridge, versus the existing heavy construction truss bridge, will be more shallow and therefore result in 
more open vistas. In terms of the number of piers for the new bridges, the difference between the existing 
conditions (27 piers, including 16 from the existing bridge and 11 from the former 1866 bridge) and the 
proposed construction of between 26 — 38 piers depending on the selected bridge design is not a large difference 
and therefore will not have an effect on the views to/from the historic district. 


In terms of views from the historic district to the bridge, the most important character defining feature, 
whether in close proximity to the bridge (see Figure 44, Photo 65) or further removed (see Figure 44, Photo 
66) is the bridge’s long linear nature with a traditional central feature, currently a truss. All four proposed 
bridge designs will retain this characteristic. 


In summary, the Project will have an effect, but not an adverse effect, on the Havre de Grace Historic 
District’s character defining feature of viewsheds to/from the water and to the bridge. 


Of greater concern, however, is the extent to which the Project would have a visual effect on individual 
structures within the Havre de Grace Historic District. In order to accommodate the increase from two 
tracks to four tracks, the elevated tracks going through the historic district will need to be expanded in 
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width and height, with new retaining walls added. In terms of height, the approach to the bridge in Havre de 
Grace will be six feet higher at the south abutment, three feet higher at Stokes Street, and two feet higher at 
Adams Street near the southern end of the historic district. In terms of width, Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B will result in placing the tracks closer to contributing structures within the historic 
district as shown in Table 3. 


Table 3 
Distance to Contributing Structures 


Building/Cluster Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 
511 Warren Street Shifted 30 feet east | Shifted 13 feet east 
Cross Mission Church, 429 N. Stokes Street Shifted 44 feet east | Shifted 19 feet east 


Bungalows at the intersection of Adams and Warren 
Streets (west side) Shifted 4 to 5 feet west 


518 N. Stokes Street Shifted 26 to 28 feet west 
Mid-nineteenth century houses on southeast corner 
of N. Stokes Street and 560-566 Otsego Street Shifted 30 to 37 feet west 
513 Otsego Street Shifted 46 feet west 


509 Otsego Street Shifted 47 feet west 
600 Water Street Shifted 48 feet west 


The proposed changes, especially the widening that will bring the tracks in much closer proximity to some 
of the contributing structures within the historic district, will result in “the isolation of the property from or 
alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that character contributes to the property’s 
qualification for the National Register,” thus constituting an adverse effect. The areas of greatest concern 
are: 
e West side of the tracks: 

— Structures at the intersection of Otsego and Water Streets (see Figure 45, Photo 67) 

— Vernacular Victorian at 518 N. Stokes Street (see Figure 45, Photo 68) 


These structures would be impacted by the effect of the widening of the bridge approach and the 
construction of the new retaining walls for both Alternatives 9A and 9B. The tracks would be 46-48 feet 
closer to the structures at the intersection of Otsego and Water Streets and 26-28 feet closer to 518 N. Stokes 
Street. 


e East side of the tracks: 


— Nineteenth century structure at 511 Warren Street (see Figure 46, Photo 69). 
The tracks would be 40 feet closer in Alternative A, and only 13 feet closer in Alternative B. 
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Photo 65: View looking northeast at the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from properties within 
the historic district in close proximity to the bridge. 
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Photo 66: View looking northeast towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from the Frank 
J. Hutchins Memorial Park, showing the bridge from one of the furthest points in the 
historic district within the APE. 


Views from the Havre de Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 44 
Grace Historic District 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 67: View looking east along Otsego Street at the houses located at the intersection of 
Otsego and Water Streets. The setting of these houses will be altered by the proposed 
widening that will bring the tracks 46-48 feet closer to them. 


Photo 68: View looking southwest at the mid-nineteenth century house at 518 N. Stokes Street in 
relation to the railroad tracks. The setting of this house will be altered by the proposed 
widening that will bring the tracks 26-28 feet closer to it. 


Contributing Structures on the Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 45 
West Side of the Tracks 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 69: View looking north from the rear of 511 Warren Street, showing its current relationship to 
the railroad tracks. The setting of this house will be altered by the proposed widening that 
will bring the tracks either 13 feet closer (Alternative 9B) or 30 feet closer (Alternative 9A). 


View from a contributing Structure Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 46 


on the East Side of the Tracks : 
Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Several factors were taken into consideration in assessing the extent of the adverse effect on the structures 
on the west side of the tracks. First, the visual effects of the widening of the bridge approach near the 
intersection of Otsego and Water Streets will be minimized by the fact that the stone bridge abutment and 
wingwall across from the houses on Otsego Street will be removed and the new abutment will be placed 
further south near Freedom Lane. In addition, the retaining wall proposed to be built south of Freedom Lane 
will help to separate the tracks from the adjoining structures, with the tracks placed 16 feet within the 
retaining walls. The adverse effect from the widening of the bridge approach can be further minimized by 
ensuring that the retaining wall is designed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
the Treatment of Historic Properties, in order to ensure compatibility with the historic district. The Advisory 
Board has recommended that the bridge abutments, underpasses, and retaining walls have a consistent 
architectural design and appearance (see comments in Appendix F). 


5.2.C. PHYSICAL TAKING OF PROPERTY WITHIN THE HISTORIC DISTRICT 


As explained above, the change from two tracks to four tracks will result in widening of the NEC, some of 
which will require the taking of property outside of Amtrak’s right-of-way. For Alternatives 9A and 
Alternative 9B, most of the required taking of property is south of North Adams Street and therefore outside 
of the boundaries of the historic district. Within the historic district, there are two areas of takings: 


e Alternative 9A requires a taking of a small amount of property outside of Amtrak’s right-of-way 
including a 0.1 acre tapered area between Adams Street and Stokes Street and a 0.05 acre area between 
Stokes Street and Freedom Alley. The affected property is undeveloped open space (see Figure 47, 
Photo 70). Due to the small size of the affected land as well as the undeveloped nature, the effect of 
this taking is minor and therefore not adverse. 


e Both Alternatives require the taking of 0.01 acre from the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and .034 acre 
from the Broad and Otsego Streets public right-of-way on the west side of the bridge (see Figure 47, 
Photo 71). Due to the small size of the affected land, the effect of these takings is minor and therefore 
not adverse. 


5.2.D. ALTERATIONS TO UNDERGRADE BRIDGES WITHIN THE HISTORIC DISTRICT 


The four undergrade bridges that contribute to the historic significance of the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge and the Havre de Grace Historic District will need to be modified as part of the Project. FRA/MDOT 
evaluated that the Project will have an adverse effect on these four historic bridges due to the proposed 
extensions to the bridges, which will alter the bridges’ design and materials. This adverse effect could be 
minimized or avoided by using stone in the construction of the new bridge extensions; however, FRA/MDOT 
have determined that using stone is not feasible as it would not meet current engineering design standards. 
Therefore, it is recommended that the adverse effect be minimized by using a form liner that emulates stone 
and is stained to be compatible with the color of the existing stone. In addition, to ensure that the new retaining 
walls in close proximity to the bridges do not adversely affect the historic resources, the design of the new 
walls should be in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, so that the walls are compatible with the bridges’ historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing. 


Two of the undergrade bridges (at Freedom Lane and Centennial Lane) carry the NEC over alleys, which 
are described in the Havre de Grace Historic District NR nomination as important features within the 
historic district. Because the Project proposes to keep the alleys open for passage, the Project will not have 
an adverse effect on the alleys. Closing up either alley would constitute an additional adverse effect under 
Section 106. 
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5.2.E. DAMAGE TO HISTORIC BUILDINGS 


Because the Project will come in close proximity to some of the contributing resources within the Havre de 
Grace Historic District, it has been assessed for its potential to cause short-term (construction period) and 
long-term (train operations) damage to adjacent structures. Of particular concern are the potential effects to 
511 Warren Street on the east side of the tracks if Alternative 9A is selected, and the effects on the structures 
at 509, 513, 560, and 566 Otsego Street and 518 N. Stokes Street (see Figure 48, Photos 72-76), on the 
west side of the tracks related to either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. 


To ensure that there is no construction-related damage, the MOA for the Project will include development 
of a Construction Protection Plan (CPP). The CPP, which will be prepared in consultation with the MHT, 
ACHP (as appropriate), consulting parties, and property owners, will identify all historic architectural 
resources to be included in the plan, and will set forth the specific measures to be used and specifications 
that will be applied to protect these architectural resources from damage during the construction period. 


FRA/MDOT assessed the potential for the Project to cause long-term operational damage to adjacent 
structures and determined that the Project in its operational condition would not have the potential to result 
in vibration at a level that could cause damage to nearby historic structures. As described in Chapter 16, 
"Noise and Vibration," of the Environmental Assessment, vibration produced by the Project would not 
exceed the significant impact thresholds specified in the FTA guidance document's general assessment 
methodology. These impact thresholds are designed to avoid human annoyance and disruptions to human 
activity, and as such are substantially lower than those that could potentially result in building damage, 
even for historic structures. Because the impact thresholds are based on the more stringent criterion of 
human annoyance, damage to adjacent buildings is not specifically addressed in the FTA's general 
assessment methodology. However, since operational vibration resulting from the Project would not result 
in exceedances of the vibration impact criteria, it would not have the potential to result in vibration levels 
that could damage historic resources. 


5.2.F. NEW COMMUNICATIONS, OVERHEAD CONTACT, AND SIGNAL SYSTEMS 


The following components of the Project will have only limited visual effects on the Havre de Grace 
Historic District: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems. Therefore, because these 
components will not alter a characteristic that makes the Historic District eligible for inclusion in the NR, 
they will have no effect as defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16. 


5.3. SOUTHERN TERMINUS, SUSQUEHANNA AND TIDEWATER CANAL - 
SOUTH LOCK #1 AND TOLL HOUSE 


The Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House (NR-listed) is 
located approximately one quarter-mile north of the Project site at Erie Street and east of Park Drive. The 
existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is distantly visible from this property (see Figure 49, Photo 77). 
The replacement of the historic bridge would not substantially change the setting of the canal structure nor 
would it diminish the integrity of its historic features. 


Primarily due to distance, the Project would have no adverse effect on the Southern Terminus, Susquehanna 
and Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll House. 
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Photo 70: View looking northeast at the vacant property adjacent to Warren Street between 
Freedom Alley and N. Stokes Street. A portion of this property would be taken for 
Alternatives 9A and 9B. 
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Photo 71: View looking northeast at the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park where there will be a 
small taking of property. 


Property Possibly Acquired Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 47 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 72: View looking northeast at 511 Warren Street. Photo 73: View looking northeast at 509 Otsego Street. 


Photo 74: View looking northeast 513 Otsego Street. Photo 75: View looking east at 560 (left) and 566 (right) 
Otsego Street. 


Photo 76: View looking southwest at 518 N. Stokes Street. 


Structures Affected by the Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 48 
Proposed Widening 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 77: View looking south from the Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal 
- South Lock #1 and Toll House towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge in the 
distance. 


View from the Southern Terminus, Susquehanna | Susquehanna River Bridge Project | Figure 49 
and Tidewater Canal-South Lock #1 and Toll House 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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5.4. MARTHA LEWIS (SKIPJACK) 


The Skipjack Martha Lewis (NR-listed), built in 1955 in Wingate, Maryland, is one of the 35 surviving 
traditional Chesapeake Bay skipjacks built specifically for the purposes of oyster harvesting. It was 
moved to Havre de Grace in 1993 and continues to carry passengers and dredge for oysters under sail power. 
It is permanently docked at Millard Tydings Memorial Park, located south of the APE in Havre de Grace; 
however, it is currently undergoing restoration at Frank J. Hutchins Memorial Park, located approximately 
one half mile south of the Project site within the APE. When operating, the vessel typically dredges for 
oysters south of its docking place in the Chesapeake Bay, but occasionally sails north up the Susquehanna 
River, navigating through the open swing span of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Under 
both of the Project’s under alternatives, the future vertical clearance of the proposed bridges would be 60 
feet as compared to the 52-foot vertical clearance of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge when in 
closed position; however, the proposed bridges would be fixed rather than moveable-span structures. The 
mast of the Martha Lewis is currently being replaced and it is anticipated that it will have a height of 
65 feet when complete. Therefore, the Project will result in the Martha Lewis being unable to navigate 
the Susquehanna River north of the new bridges in the future. Although this could restrict the 
movement of the Martha Lewis to some extent, it would not prevent the vessel from accessing its 
traditional oyster dredging grounds in the Chesapeake Bay. Therefore, the Project alternatives would not 
isolate the resource from important aspects of its setting nor alter the characteristics of the resource that 
qualify it for inclusion on the NR. The removal of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and its 
replacement with new bridges would somewhat alter the temporary setting of the Martha Lewis. However, 
the Martha Lewis permanently docks south of the APE in a location relatively far removed from the existing 
and proposed bridges. The bridges would not be visible from the Martha Lewis in its permanent docking 
location in Millard Tydings Memorial Park. Furthermore, the Skipjack was originally constructed in 
Wingate, Maryland; therefore, the presence of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge does not relate or 
contribute to its historic setting. Therefore, the Project would result in no adverse effect on the Martha 
Lewis. The owners of the Martha Lewis were invited to participate in the Section 106 process as consulting 
parties and have been invited to all public meetings. 


5.5. RODGERS TAVERN 


Rodgers Tavern (NR-listed) is located on the north side of West Main Street in Perryville, 
approximately 300 feet east of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Under both Alternatives 9A and 9B, there 
would be no direct effect on the tavern; however, there would be a visual effect due to the need to expand 
and elevate the bridge approach in front of the tavern. 


Across Broad Street from the tavern there is currently a 30-foot-high railroad embankment, catenary support 
structures and lines, and a transmission tower (see Figure 50, Photo 78). Both Alternatives 9A and 9B 
would require widening the bridge approach and bringing it approximately 44 feet closer to the tavern. As 
a result, the distance between the tavern and the tracks would be significantly reduced, from about 102 feet 
to 57 feet. The proposed difference in elevation would be minor; the current embankment is 30 feet high 
and the new embankment would be 33 feet high. However, there will be a visual effect due to the need to 
construct a retaining wall to run along the embankment. 


The proposed changes in front of the tavern, especially the widening of the bridge approach that will bring 
the tracks closer to the tavern and the need to construct a retaining wall, will result in “the isolation of the 
property from or alteration of the character of the property’s setting when that character contributes to the 
property’s qualification for the National Register,” thus constituting an adverse effect. In order to minimize 
the adverse effect, FRA/MDOT is working with MHT, Amtrak, and the other consulting parties to explore 
an aesthetic treatment that will allow the wall to better complement the historic tavern. Treatments under 
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consideration include use of a form liner so that the wall imitates the look of stone and better blends with 
the tavern’s architecture (see Figure 50, Photo 79), use of landscaping to screen the wall if there is adequate 
space, and/or development of an appropriate mural. The Town of Perryville, a consulting party, has 
requested that “should the construction of a wall be necessary, that it be built out of architecturally pleasing 
materials and be painted with a mural.” The treatment measure(s) agreed to by the consulting parties will 
be stipulated in the Project’s MOA. 


As described above in conjunction with the Havre de Grace Historic District, the Project will be assessed 
for potential construction-related damage to adjacent historic resources. To ensure that there is no damage 
to the Rodgers Tavern, the Project’s Construction Protection Plan (CPP) will include measures to protect 
the Rodgers Tavern during the construction period. 


FRA/MDOT determined that the Project in its operational condition would not have the potential to result 
in vibration at a level that could cause damage to nearby historic structures. As described in Chapter 16, 
"Noise and Vibration," of the Environmental Assessment vibration produced by the Project would not 
exceed the significant impact thresholds specified in the FTA guidance document's general assessment 
methodology. These impact thresholds are designed to avoid human annoyance and disruptions to human 
activity, and as such are substantially lower than those that could potentially result in building damage, 
even at historic structures. Because the impact thresholds are based on the more stringent criterion of human 
annoyance, damage to adjacent buildings is not specifically addressed in the FTA's general assessment 
methodology. However, since operational vibration resulting from the Project would not result in 
exceedances of the vibration impact criteria, it would not have the potential to result in vibration levels that 
could damage historic resources. 


In terms of views from the tavern to the bridge, the view from the front of the structure is primarily blocked 
by vegetation (see Figure 51 Photo 80). There is a much more extensive view from the walkway at the rear 
of the tavern (see Figure 51 Photo 81). Similar to some of the views from the base of the bridge in Havre 
de Grace, the view consists mainly of a long linear view of the bridge, punctuated by the projecting central 
section of the bridge. As described in the Havre de Grace Historic District analysis, these features will be 
retained, with all of the bridge designs considered incorporating a traditional central span of either an arch 
or a truss. 


The following components of the Project will have no direct physical effects and only limited visual effects 
on the Rodgers Tavern: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems; minor 
modifications to the Perry Electrical Substation; and the modification or relocation of the transmission 
tower just railroad north of the Tavern. Therefore, because these components will not alter a characteristic 
that makes the Rodgers Tavern eligible for inclusion in the NR, they will have no effect as defined in 36 
CFR Part 800.16. 


5.6. PRINCIPIO FURNACE (PRINCIPIO IRON WORKS) 


The Principio Iron Works (NR-listed) is located at 1723 Principio Furnace Road. Although the buildings 
associated with the historic resource are located approximately one-half mile north of the Project site, the 
southwest corner of the property (containing only a wooded area) is located in the APE. The existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is not visible from this property. The replacement of the bridge would 
not change the setting of the structure nor would it diminish the integrity of its historic features. The 
existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the Principio Iron 
Works for inclusion in the NR. The Project would therefore have no adverse effects on this historic resource. 
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Photo 79: Rendering showing the proposed retaining wall to be constructed in front of Rodgers 
Tavern, with a possible aesthetic design solution. 


Front of Rodgers Tavern / Susquehanna River Bridge Project 


Rendering of Proposed Retaining . 
Wall in Front of Rodgers Tavern Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 


5-32 


Figure 50 


of 
the Rodgers Tavern. 


Photo 81: View looking west towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from the walkway at the 
rear of the Rodgers Tavern. 


Views from Rodgers Tavern Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 51 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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5.7. PERRY POINT MANSION HOUSE AND MILL 


The Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (NR-listed) is located south of the Perry Point Veterans 
Administration Medical Center on the Susquehanna River at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay, 
approximately one-half mile south of the Project site (see Figure 52, Photo 82). The existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is distantly visible from this property. The replacement of the bridge 
would not substantially change the setting of the structure nor would it diminish the integrity of its 
historic features. The existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify 
the Perry Point Mansion House and Mill for inclusion in the NR. The Project would have no adverse effect 
on this historic resource. 


5.8. PERRYVILLE RAILROAD STATION 


The Perryville Railroad Station (NR-eligible), 650 Broad Street, is within the Project site. In addition to 
the two-story brick Colonial Revival-style station building, two ancillary structures were identified as 
contributing resources to the historic Station complex: the Perry Interlocking Tower (a two-story circa 
1905 brick control tower southwest of the of the station) and an ashlar stone-arch undergrade bridge (MP 
59.39) constructed in the late nineteenth to early twentieth centuries under the platform for Amtrak 
vehicular use. 


FRA/MDOT initially evaluated that the interlocking tower would need to be demolished to accommodate 
both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. The Town of Perryville, a consulting party, recommended that, if 
possible, the tower be left in place. Therefore, FRA/MDOT propose to shift the tower in order to avoid the 
adverse effect of demolishing it (see Figure 53, Photo 83). The change in location is minor and will not 
adversely affect the relationship between the interlocking tower and the Perryville Station, thus resulting 
in no adverse effect. 


The undergrade bridge (MP 59.39) that is considered contributing to the NR-eligible station complex will 
be altered with the construction of a precast concrete culvert extension on the east side of the tracks. As 
previously discussed, this action will result in an adverse effect. The adverse effect could be minimized or 
avoided by using stone in the design of the new bridge extensions; however, FRA/MDOT have determined 
that using stone is not feasible as it would not meet current engineering design standards. Therefore, it is 
recommended that the adverse effect be minimized by using a form liner that emulates stone and is stained to 
match the color of the existing stone. In addition, to ensure that the new retaining walls in close proximity 
to the bridge and station do not adversely affect the historic resources, the design of the new walls should 
be in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, 
so that the walls are compatible with the station’s and bridge’s historic materials, features, size, scale and 
proportion, and massing. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board and the Town of 
Perryville have recommended that this underpass “should be abandoned by sealing it off from the north side. 
The south side may be left open for historical purposes, provided it is made secure from trespassers.” The 
abandonment and sealing off of the underpass are not part of the Project and, if added, would constitute an 
adverse effect under Section 106. 
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Photo 82: View looking northwest towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from a waterfront 
walking path near the Perry Point Mansion and Mill. 


View from the Perry Point Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 52 
Mansion and Mill 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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The bridge carrying the south leg of the wye track over Broad Street (see Figure 53, Photo 84), although 
not formally identified as contributing to the Perryville Station complex, is within the viewshed of the 
station complex. Therefore, any change to that bridge would have a visual effect on the NR-eligible 
Perryville Station. As currently planned, this bridge will not need to be altered, therefore not constituting 
an effect. However, if the plans change and the bridge needs to be altered, Amtrak will ensure that plans 
are developed in accordance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties, so that the bridge continues to be compatible with the station complex’s historic materials, 
features, size, scale and proportion, and massing. 


The following components of the Project will have only limited visual effects on the NR-eligible station 
complex: the new communications, overhead contact, and signal systems; minor modifications to the Perry 
Electrical Substation; the modification or relocation of the transmission tower on the west side of the tracks; 
and modifications to Perry Interlocking at MP 59.4. Therefore, because these components will not alter a 
characteristic that makes the station complex eligible for inclusion in the NR, they will have no effect as 
defined in 36 CFR Part 800.16. 


The station building itself would not be physically altered. However, the alteration and/or removal of 
contributing components of the complex would constitute an adverse effect on the Perryville Station. 


5.9. PERRY POINT VETERANS ADMINISTRATION MEDICAL CENTER 
HISTORIC DISTRICT 


The Veterans Administration Medical Center at Perry Point (NR-eligible) was developed primarily in the 1920s 
through the 1940s as a neuro-psychiatric treatment facility for military veterans. It is located approximately 
400 feet south of the Project site. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, bridge abutments, and tracks 
are visible from portions of this large property (see Figure 54, Photos 85-86). Even in locations where the 
tracks pass the historic district, the distance to the historic buildings and the intervening landscaping minimize 
the view of the tracks. There is an open vista to the Perry Electrical Substation; however, minor modifications 
to the Substation will not constitute an effect on the NR-eligible Medical Center Historic District. In parts of 
the property closer to the bridge, there are close views of the abutments; in parts of the property further south 
and east, views of the bridge and abutments are distant. 


Although the replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with new bridges under both Project 
alternatives would somewhat alter the setting of the Perry Point Veterans Administration Center Historic 
District, this change would not constitute an adverse effect on the Historic District. The existing bridge 
does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the Historic District for inclusion in the 
NR. The removal of the existing bridge and construction of two new bridges would not change the 
significant aspects of the setting of the Historic District nor would it diminish the integrity of its historic 
features. The Project would have no adverse effect on the Perry Point Veterans Administration Center 
Historic District. 
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Photo 84: View looking west along Broad Street towards bridge carrying the south wye track 
over Broad Street. 


Perryville Railroad Station Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 53 


and Vicinity Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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Photo 85: View looking north towards the tracks from the Perry Point Veterans Admin 
Medical Center Historic District. 


Photo 86: View looking northwest towards the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and 
Susquehanna River from a walking path that follows the shoreline of the Perry Point 
Veterans Administration Medical Center property. 


Views from the Perry Point Veterans Admin- Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 54 
istration Medical Center Historic District 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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5.10. CROTHERS HOUSE (FURNACE BAY GOLF CLUBHOUSE) 


The Crothers House (NR-eligible) is a two-and-a-half story Colonial Revival residence built in 1936 and 
now used as the clubhouse for the Furnace Bay Golf Course. It is located approximately 1,000 feet north of 
the Project site. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is not visible from this property. The 
replacement of the bridge would not change the setting of the structure nor would it diminish the 
integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does not relate to or contribute to the characteristics 
that qualify the Crothers House for inclusion in the NR. The Project would have no adverse effect on this 
historic resource. 


5.11. WOODLANDS FARM HISTORIC DISTRICT 


The Woodlands Farm Historic District (NR-eligible) is an extension of the boundary of the NR-listed 
Woodlands property north of Maryland Route 7 to include the Woodlands Farm South Complex. The NR- 
listed Woodlands property consists of a circa 1810-1820 main house and several outbuildings set on 69 
acres. The Woodlands Farm South Complex is located to the south across Maryland Route 7 and consists 
of a 347-acre farm containing numerous 19th century buildings. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is 
not visible from this property. The replacement of the bridge would not change the setting of the Historic 
District nor would it diminish the integrity of its historic features. The existing bridge does not relate 
to or contribute to the characteristics that qualify the Woodlands Farm Historic District for inclusion in 
the NR. The Project would have no adverse effect on this resource. 


5.12. PERRYVILLE UNITED METHODIST CHURCH 


The Perryville United Methodist Church, constructed in 1896 in the Gothic Revival style, was identified 
as an NR-eligible resource as part of this Project. The property is located across Broad Street from the NEC 
(see Figure 55, Photo 87) in Perryville. From the church, the rail line can only be partially seen; the bridge 
cannot be seen at all. Due to the distance and the limited view, the Project would have no adverse effect on 
this resource. 


5.13. PERRYVILLE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH 


The Perryville Presbyterian Church, constructed in 1892 in the Gothic Revival style, was identified as an 
NR-eligible resource as part of this Project. The property is located on the track side of Broad Street, but is 
screened from the tracks by extensive landscaping. Neither the rail line nor the bridge can be seen at all 
(see Figure 55, Photo 88). Due to the distance and the obstructed views, the Project would have no adverse 
effect on this resource. 


5-39 


Photo 87: View looking southeast towards the NEC from the Perryville United Methodist 
Church. 


Photo 88: View looking southeast towards the NEC from the Perryville Presbyterian Church. 


Views from the Susquehanna River Bridge Project Figure 55 
Historic Churches 


Havre de Grace and Perryville, MD 
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6. SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


This report assessed the Project’s effects on historic architectural resources in accordance with Section 106 of the 
NHPA, as amended, and determined that Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B of the Project would not adversely 
affect the following significant historic architectural resources: Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater 
Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll House, Martha Lewis (Skipjack), Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works), 
Perry Point Mansion House and Mill, Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District, 
Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse), Woodlands Farm Historic District, Perryville United Methodist 
Church, Perryville Presbyterian Church; and the Lily Run Undergrade Bridge (MP 60.85). There would be, 
however, an adverse effect on the following significant historic architectural resources: the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge (including 8 of the 9 related undergrade rail bridges), the Havre de Grace Historic District, the Rodgers 
Tavern, and the Perryville Railroad Station (see Table 4). 


Table 4 
Adverse Effects on Historic Architectural Resources 
Known 
Architectural 
Resources in | Adverse Actions Under Consideration to avoid or minimize 
the APE Effect? Action adverse effects 


Susquehanna Avoidance of demolition not feasible 


Bridge in the two new bridges 
Avoidance of replacing or extending bridges not 
Yes 


ler Bridge replacement or Minimize or avoid through use of stone not feasible 


MP concrete extensions Minimize by using a form liner that emulates stone 
9 overpass and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 
OvErD 60.85) nae Pp 
rail bridges existing stone 


retaining walls the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 


Avoid additional adverse effect by ensuring design of| 
Pasaiblé Construction of adjacent |the new walls is in accordance with the Secretary of 
Properties 


Demolition of 
Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge, a contributing 
feature to the historic 
district 


Grace 
Historic Minimize visual adverse effects by locating bridge 
Yes 


Avoidance of demolition not feasible (see above for 
steps to partially mitigate) 
Havre de 


District Visual adverse effects abutment further south, constructing retaining walls, and 
from widening of bridge | ensuring retaining walls are developed in accordance 
approaches with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 

Treatment of Historic Properties 
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Table 4 (cont’d) 
Adverse Effects on Historic Architectural Resources 
Known 
Architectural 
Resources in | Adverse Actions Under Consideration to avoid or minimize 
the APE Effect? Action adverse effects 


Avoidance of replacing or extending bridges not 
feasible 
Extensions to four 
Yy undergrade bridges, Minimize or avoid through use of stone not feasible 
_ contributing features to 
the historic district Minimize by using a form liner that emulates stone 


Havre di ; : j 4 
a 5 and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 


Historic existing stone 

istri Avoid additional adverse effect by ensuring design of 
District : bos y g gn 
Construction of retaining the new walls is in accordance with the Secretary of 


Possible | walls adjacent to the four | she Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
undergrade bridges | bry nonties 


(continued) 


Construction-related Avoid adverse effect through development and 


Possible | damage to contributing —_| implementation of a Construction Protection Plan 
structures (CPP) 


Visual adverse effect Minimize visual adverse effect through development 

Yes  |from the widening of the |of an aesthetic treatment for the retaining wall and 

Rodgers bridge approach landscaping in front of wall, if possible 

Tavern rosie Carciactieaeciaica Avoid adverse effect through development and 
Possible implementation of a Construction Protection Plan 


damage (CPP) 


Peasible Demolition of Perry Avoid adverse effect by shifting the Interlocking 
Interlocking Tower Tower slightly within Amtrak ROW 


Extension to undergrade | Minimize or avoid through use of stone not feasible 
Perryville Veg bridge at MP 59.39, a Minimize by using a form liner that emulates stone 
Railroad contributing feature to the] and is stained to be compatible with the color of the 
Stanon station complex existing stone 
Avoid additional adverse effect by ensuring design of| 
Yes the new walls should be in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 


Treatment of Historic Properties 


Construction of retaining 
walls adjacent to station 
complex 


Because certain adverse effects cannot be totally avoided, FRA/MDOT has sought suggestions from the 
consulting parties and the public on potential ways to mitigate the adverse effects. As part of that process, 
the City of Havre de Grace Advisory Board has suggested several ideas for historic mitigation (see the 
Board’s Advisory Bulletin #15, dated March 18, 2015 in Appendix F). Based on a review of the Project 
plans and comments received from the public and the Section 106 consulting parties, FRA/MDOT propose 
the following mitigation measures: 


e Continued review by MHT of design plans to ensure that to the extent possible the plans are compatible 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. Of particular 


6-2 


Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources 


concern is the design of the new bridge, the alterations to eight of nine undergrade bridges associated 
with the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, and the new retaining walls. 


Preparation of Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) documentation of the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge and the nine associated undergrade bridges on the NEC. 


— HAER documentation would include narratives that (1) interpret its history, focusing on its 
construction by the Pennsylvania Railroad; and (2) describe in detail the physical characteristics of 
the bridge (including its engineering and functional aspects). Primary and secondary resources 
would be used in the research effort, including historic engineering literature, railroad company 
archives, newspapers and periodicals, and the collections of libraries, historical societies, and other 
repositories. The compiled information, which could include historic plans, photographs, and other 
documents, will be duplicated to appropriate archival standards as part of the recordation 
document. 


— The HAER recordation would also include photographic documentation of the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge that would meet appropriate HAER archival standards. 


— In addition, it may be appropriate to produce detailed measured drawings of the existing conditions 
of Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Typically, detailed measured drawings of large engineered 
structures such as the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge are achieved through the use of three- 
dimensional laser scanning technology. 


Preparation of HAER documentation of the Perry Interlocking Tower, including any interior features. 


Development of an interpretive exhibit in a park, greenway, or public space that would present the 
history of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with a focus on the history of the bridge as an early 
twentieth century product of the Pennsylvania Railroad and the engineering aspects of the bridge, 
such as its swing span mechanism. To the extent possible and practical, key features of the 1906 
Pennsylvania Railroad bridge should be incorporated into the display, with the overall goal of conveying 
the advancement of this type of bridge engineering by the beginning of the twentieth century and to 
explain how certain rail ridge components functioned in that era. The location, format, and specific 
content of the exhibit would be identified by the Project sponsor in consultation with MHT and 
consulting parties. 


Development of an educational document such as a lesson plan that could be incorporated into an 
engineering course curriculum. This lesson plan could focus on the specific engineering aspects of 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and/or movable bridge types constructed in the early twentieth 
century by the Pennsylvania Railroad. In addition, it should utilize research knowledge obtained 
from the archaeological investigations and incorporate the history of all of the area’s transportation 
related historic resources, including the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the affiliated nine 
undergrade bridges; the piers from the 1866 railroad bridge; the eighteenth century ferry crossing; the 
Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House; the Havre 
de Grace Historic District; Rodgers Tavern; and Perryville Railroad Station. 


Production of a short film that documents the character-defining historical and engineering aspects 
of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The film could include footage of the bridge in operation 
and address the engineering and design of the swing-span bridge, and its historical context as a 
twentieth century Pennsylvania Railroad bridge. The film could be made available online and/or be 
provided to railroad organizations and local libraries and historical societies. 


Salvage of elements of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, such as truss components, pier materials, 
tracks, etc. The Project sponsor would develop a list of potentially salvageable items for review and 
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comment by MHT. The Project sponsor would also develop a marketing plan for review by MHT and 
consulting parties. 


e Completion of all archaeological investigations as recommended in the Phase IA Archaeological 
Assessment. 

e Preservation of the abutments from the original (1866) bridge, with consideration given to restoring 
them to their original appearance and function. 


e Development of an interpretative exhibit to be incorporated into the town of Perryville’s Railroad 
Museum located at the Perryville Station. 


e Development of a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) to set forth the specific measures to protect 
from construction-related damage any historic structures in close proximity to the Project. The CPP, 
which will be prepared in consultation with the MHT, ACHP (as appropriate), consulting parties, 
and the property owners, will identify all architectural resources to be included in the plan. 
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ARCH’, Inc. - Cultura! Resources Consultants 
Archaeology and Architectural History 


Ms. Nancy L. Zerbe has thirty-six years of experience 
in historic preservation, including 8 years as the 
Governor-designated New Jersey Deputy State 
Historic Preservation Officer and Administrator of 
the New Jersey Historic Preservation Office (NJ 


HPO). Ms. Zerbe previously served for five years as 
a NJ HPO technical reviewer and National Register 
Supervisor and has worked as an architectural 
historian for two private firms. Ms. Zerbe's 
experience in historic preservation covers all aspects 
| from environmental reviews to preservation planning. 


ARCH’, Inc., Metuchen, NJ 

January 1995 — Present (President) 

Provides project management and architectural 
history services for the firm’s cultural resources 
projects, including historic preservation planning, 
historic sites management, historic designations and 
recordations, and regulatory reviews in accordance 
with federal, state, and municipal laws. 


Planning 

Ms. Zerbe drafted the New Jersey Certified Local 
Government Guidelines; edited Preservation New 
Jersey's Handbook for Local Preservation Planning; and 
has authored multiple National Register nominations, 
HABS/HAER reports, and public education documents. 


Regulatory 

Ms, Zerbe has successfully coordinated historic 
preservation regulatory reviews for a full range of 
public and private agencies, ensuring that projects are 
designed to minimize adverse effects and that projects 
are approved in accordance with federal, state, and 
municipal regulations. 


Edison Memorial Tower Corporation, Edison, NJ 
December 2006 — July 2012 (President/CEO) 
Administered the non-profit organization responsible 
for the Menlo Park museum and historic site. 
Successfully led the non-profit in a $3 million capital 
campaign for the restoration of the Edison Tower; 
oversaw museum renovations and development of new 
interpretive exhibits; organized public outreach 
activities; and strengthened board development efforts. 


495 Main Street, Suite 28 
Email: nzerbe@arch2inc.com 


Metuchen, NJ 08840-1454 


Nancy L. Zerbe, President 


New Jersey Historic Preservation Office, Trenton, NJ 
October 1986 - April 1994 (Administrator) 
December 1980 - January 1986 (Technical 
Reviewer/National Register Supervisor) 

As Administrator of the NJ HPO, Ms. Zerbe was 
responsible for the operations of ten state and federal 
historic preservation programs, twenty staff, and a $1 
million annual budget. Prior to becoming 
Administrator, Ms. Zerbe served as a technical 
reviewer, evaluating public projects submitted to the 
NJ HPO, and supervised all National Register 
nominations and Certified Local Government grants. 


PROFESSIONAL AFFILIATIONS 

e Metuchen Historic Preservation Committee — 
Mayoral Appointee 2008-; Chair 2016- 

e Metuchen Main Street New Jersey Stakeholders 
Committee — Mayoral Appointee 2015- 

e Woodwild Park Association — Fundraising Chair 
2015- 

e Association of Fundraising Professionals 2015- 

e Middlesex County Cultural and Heritage 
Commission (Vice-Chairman) — Freeholders 
Appointee 2013-2016 

e New Jersey Heritage Tourism Task Force — 
Governor Appointee 2007-2010 

e Edison Memorial Tower Corporation — Chair 
2006-2007; President 2007-2012 

e Metuchen-Edison Historical Society — President 
2003-06 

e Peer Review Committee for NJ Architectural 
Survey Guidelines — member 1997 

e Preservation NJ — Board member 1995-97 

e Proprietary House Association — Trustee 1995-97 

e NJ Old House Resource Fair — Chairperson 1996-97 

e National Conference of State Historic 
Preservation Officers - Board member 1991-94 

e New Jersey Historical Commission — ex-officio 
member 1986-94 


EDUCATION 

e M.S. - Historic Preservation, Columbia 
University, 1980 

e B.A. - History, University of Delaware, 1976 


Phone: 732-906-8203 
Website: www.arch2inc.com 


Appendix B 
List of Consulting Parties 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 
SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES 


Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc. 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Assateague Peoples Tribe 

Cecil County Government* 

Chesapeake Heritage Conservancy, Inc. 

City of Havre De Grace* 

Friends of Concord Point Lighthouse, Inc.* 
Harford County Government* 

Havre De Grace Decoy Museum* 

Havre De Grace Maritime Museum 

The Historical Society of Cecil County 

The Historical Society of Harford County, Inc. 
Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway* 
Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs 
Maryland Historical Society 

Maryland Historical Trust* 

National Park Service, Chesapeake Bay Office* 


National Railway Historical Society, Perryville 
Chapter* 


Nause-Waiwash Band of Indians, Inc. 


Perry Point VA Medical Center 


Piscataway Conoy Confederacy and Sub-Tribes, 
Inc. 


Piscataway Indian Nation 
Pocomoke Indian Tribe, Inc. 

Post 47/American Legion 
Preservation Maryland 

Principio Furnace Foundation, Inc. 


Susquehanna Museum of Havre De Grace at the 
Lock House 


Susquehanna State Park 
Town of Perryville* 


Youghiogheny River Band of Shawnee Indians, 
Inc. 


Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route- 
National Historic Trail Office 


Federally-Recognized Indian Tribes, if 
applicable 


* ACCEPTED INVITATION TO SERVE AS A CONSULTING PARTY 


Appendix C 
June 16, 2014 Section 106 Consultation Letter from Beth Cole, Maryland 
Historical Trust, to David Valenstein, Federal Railroad Administration 


Sustain — Attain 


ID) 


Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 


June 16, 2014 


David Valenstein 

Division Chief, Environmental and Systems Planning 
Federal Railroad Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Washington, DC 20590 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Cecil and Harford Counties, Maryland 
Initiation of Section 106 Consultation 


Dear Mr. Valenstein: 


Thank you for your recent letter, received by the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) on April 14, 2014, regarding the 
above-referenced project. Your submittal formally initiated consultation with the Trust, Maryland’s State Historic 
Preservation Office, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, for this federally assisted 
undertaking. Based on our review of the submitted materials, we offer the following comments and concurrence. 


Project Description: The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
are proposing to improve the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between Havre de Grace in Harford County and 
Perryville in Cecil County. The bridge is the longest bridge with a moveable span on the Northeast Corridor. Constructed 
in 1906, the Amtrak Bridge over the Susquehanna River (MIHP No. 1712) was determined eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places in 1998. A range of alternatives are under consideration by FRA, including 
replacement, rehabilitation and the addition of a new parallel structure to increase capacity of the river crossing to four 
tracks. The Trust has been invited to comment and concur with the project’s Purpose and Need Statement. We are 
ineluding our eoneurrence-as-an-attach mento thistetter-— ———S = Ro ee a ey eatee 


Area of Potential Effects: The Trust concurs with FRA/MDOT’s defined Area of Potential Effects (APE) for historic 
architectural and archeological resources, illustrated in Figure 2 of FRA’s submittal. We recognize that FRA/MDOT may 
make further refinements to its APEs as planning proceeds based on alignment changes, the addition of ancillary actions, 
or other modifications. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties: We concur with the overall approach for conducting and 


completing the cultural resources investigations, as outlined in your submittal. We encourage frequent coordination with 
our office to ensure that the investigations are commensurate with the scale of the undertaking and consistent with our 
standards and guidelines, As you are aware, considerable information already exists regarding identified historic and 
archeological resources in the project vicinity, as a result of multiple prior investigations for various projects. The Phase 
JA archival investigations should also address the APE’s potential for containing submerged cultural resources and 
provide relevant recommendations, if warranted. Please feel free to consult with the Trust prior to the initiation of any 
detailed investigations to ensure a reasonable and appropriate level of effort is performed for the project. We look forward 
to receiving the results of the architectural resources survey and a copy of the draft Phase IA report for review and 
comment, when available. 


Martin O'Matiey, Governor Richard Eberhart Hall, AICP Secretary 
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor Amanda Stakem Conn, Esq . Deputy Secretary 
Maryland Historical Trust - 100 Community Place - Crownsville - Maryland - 21032 


Tel 410.514.7600 - Toll Free: 1.800.756 0119 - TTY users Maryland Relay - MHT Maryland gov 


David Valenstein 

Susquehanna River Bridge Project 
Initiation of Section 106 Consultation 
June 16, 2014 
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Consulting Parties: We agree with the list of potential consulting parties for this undertaking as presented in FRA’s 
submittal. We also suggest that FRA include the Perry Point VA Medical Center and the Maryland Commission on Indian 
Affairs as potential consulting parties. As the Section 106 coordination and public outreach efforts progress, additional 
relevant parties may be identified and invited to participate in the consultation. 


We look forward to ongoing consultation with FRA, MDOT, and other involved parties to successfully complete the 
Section 106 consultation for this undertaking as project planning proceeds. If you have questions or need further 
assistance, please contact Tim Tamburrino (for historic structures) at tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov / 410-514-7637 or 
me (for archeology) at beth.cole@maryland.gov / 410-514-7631. Thank you for providing us this opportunity to 
comment. 


Sincerely, 


hy Gaske 


Beth Cole 
Administrator, Project Review and Compliance 


BC/TJT/201401913 


Attachment: Purpose and Need Concurrence Sheet 
ce: Michelle Fishburne (FRA) 
Angela Willis (MTA) 


ECELVE 
APR 18 2014 


PURPOSE AND NEED 


Project Name & Limits: Susquehanna River Rall Bridge Project (MP 57.3 to MP 63.5) 


Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the 
summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document): 


____ Corps of Engineers __. Coast Guard ____ Federal Transit Administration 


____ Concurs (without comments) __ Concurs (w/ minor comments) Does Not Concur 


Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: 


Note: Please do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should elther concur with the information as 
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
Information Is provided. 


—~ Environmental Protection Agency | MD Dept. of Natural Resources >< MD Historical Trust 
_.. Fish and Wildlife Service ___ MD Dept. of the Environment __. Metropolitan Planning Org. 
—— National Marine Fisheries Service MD Department of Planning 


_——. Provides Comments (below or attached) >< Has No Comments 


Comments: 


Additional Information Needed: 


| Signature: 72a 4 Ci a= Date. Y [iv [014 : 


Appendix D 
November 12, 2014 Section 106 Consultation Letter from Tim Tamburrino, 
Maryland Historical Trust, to Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


| D “ : Sustainab/e____Attainab/e 


Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 


November 12, 2014 


Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 Saint Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-1614 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Cecil and Harford Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


Thank you for your recent letter regarding the above-referenced project. Your submittal requests the Maryland 
Historical Trust’s (Trust’s) input on potential historic properties within the undertaking’s area of potential 
effects (APE) and also seeks guidance on the development of a survey methodology. We offer the following 
comments and suggestions in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as 
amended. 


As noted in our previous correspondence, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and Maryland Department 
of Transportation (MDOT) are proposing to improve the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between 
Havre de Grace in Harford County and Perryville in Cecil County. The project team has conducted a 
reconnaissance survey of the undertaking’s APE and identified existing and potential historic resources 
associated with the built environment in the Perryville area. The Trust conducted a site visit on October 21, 2014 
to examine these potentially National Register-eligible resources. Based on our site visit, we agree that the 
Perryville Methodist Church and the Perryville Presbyterian Church may be eligible for listing in the National 
Register. 


We recommend the preparation of the following survey documentation to evaluate potential historic properties 
in the Perryville area. Please prepare a Determination of Eligibility (DOE) form for the following properties: 


1. Western portion of the Town of Perryville, as illustrated on the attached map. Based on a brief visual 
examination, we do not believe that this area possesses sufficient material integrity for listing in the 
National Register. Background research may reveal other important areas of significance. The 
preparation of a DOE form is the most efficient method for evaluating this large area. 

2. Perryville Methodist Church, 374 Broad Street; and 

3. Perryville Presbyterian Church, 710 Broad Street. 


Considerable information already exists regarding identified historic and archeological resources in the project 
vicinity, as a result of multiple prior investigations for various projects. However, there remain sections of the 
APE that have not been previously studied. For those areas outside of existing historic districts (and the survey 
district identified above), the project team must survey and evaluate the remaining properties that are fifty years 
old or older within the undertaking’s APE. The Short Form for Ineligible Properties (Short Form) may be 
utilized to document any property that is clearly ineligible due to major loss of historic integrity or due to an 
obvious lack of architectural significance. Buildings that possess some level of architectural significance and 
integrity and which may represent a significant trend or contextual theme should be documented on a DOE 
form. 


Martin O Malley Governor Richard Eberhart Hall, AICP Secretary 
Anthony G Brown. Lt Governor Amanda Stakem Conn, Esq . Deputy Secretary 


Marytand Historical Trust - 100 Community Place + Crownsville - Maryland - 21032 
Tel 4105147600 - TollFree 18007560119 - TTY users Manfand Relay - MHT Maryland gov 


Ms. Angela Willis 
Susquehanna River Bridge Project 
Page 2 of 2 


We look forward to receiving the results of the historic structures investigations for our review and comment, 
when available. If you have questions or need further assistance, please contact Tim Tamburrino (for historic 
structures) at tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov / 410-514-7637 or me (for archeology) at beth.cole@maryland.gov 
/ 410-514-7631. Thank you for providing us this opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


OG Taldunibl. 


Tim Tamburrino 
Preservation Officer 


TIT/201405073 


Attachment: Map of the Perryville Survey District 
ce: Michelle Fishbume (FRA) 


t 
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Appendix E 


April 22, 2015 Section 106 Consultation Letter from Elizabeth Hughes, Maryland 
Historical Trust, to Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Larry Hogan, Governor David A. Cra.g, Secretary 
D Boyd Rutherford Lt. Govemor Wend: W. Peters, Deputy Secretary 


Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryiand Historical Trust 


_ April 22, 2015 


Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 Saint Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-6806 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Historic Structures Investigations — Determination of Eligibility Forms 
Harford and Ceci! Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


Thank you for providing the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) with Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms 
produced for the above-referenced undertaking, The Trust has reviewed the materials as part of our ongoing 
consultation for this undertaking, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended. We offer the following comments and recommendations regarding the historic structures investigations. 


Trust staff reviewed the Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms prepared by AKRF, Inc. on behalf of the 
Maryland Transit Administration (MTA). MTA’s submittal comprised 76 DOE forms; including 71 resources 
documented using the ‘DOE Short Form for Ineligible Resources’, Our comments regarding the eligibility of historic 
properties for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) are provided below, 


The following properties are eligible for listing in the National Register: 

¢ Susquehanna River Rail Bridge & Bridge Overpasses (MIHP No. HA-1 712) 
¢ — Perryville United Methodist Church (MIHP No. CE-1573) 

¢ Perryville Presbyterian Church (MIHP No. CE-1574) 


The following properties are not eligible for listing in the National Register: 

« — Perryville Historie District (MIHP No, CE-1572) 

¢ 400-413 Webb Lane, Havre de Grace (MIHP No. HA-2250) 

¢ We concur that all 71 resources documented with the ‘Short Form for Ineligible Properties’ are not eligible for 
listing in the National Register. 


We look forward to continuing consultation with MTA, the Federal Railroad Administration and the other involved 
parties to successfully complete the Section106 review of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge project as planning 
progresses. If you have questions or require additional information, please contact Beth Cole (for archeology) at 
beth.cole@maryland.gov / 410-514-7631 or Tim Tamburrino (for historic built environment) at 
tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov / 410-514-7637, 


Sincerely, 


Elizabeth Hughes df 


Acting Director/State Historic Preservation Officer 


EH/TST 201500546 


100 Community Place - Crownsv'le - Maryland - 21032 
Tel. 410.514.7600 - Toll Free: 1 800.756.0119 - TTY users: Maryland Relay - MHT.Maryland.gov 


Purple Line Corridor Transit Study 
Historic Structures Investigations — Determination of Eligibility Forms 
Page 2 of 2 


ce: Michelle Fishbume(FRA). -.. _, .- _--- 
Jacqueline Thome (MDOT) 
Craig Rotwood (Amtrak) 
Bradley F. Killian (Harford County) 
Anthony DiGiacomo (Cecil County) 
Dianne Klair (Havre de Grace) 
Bethany Baker (Concord Point Lighthouse) 
Norris C. Howard Sr. (Pocomoke Indian Nation) 
Leslie Mesnick (AKRF) 


Appendix F 
Comments Relating to Historic Resources from Consulting Parties and the Public 


RESOLUTION NO. 2015-02 


A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COMMISSIONERS OF THE TOWN 
OF PERRYVILLE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO PURSUE CERTAIN 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE 
PROJECT ADVISORY BOARD. 


WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace on September 15, 
2014, created the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board by Resolution 
2014-07 (“Board”); and 


WHEREAS, Commissioner Raymond A. Ryan, III, was appointed as the Town 
of Perryville representative to the Board created by the City of Havre de Grace; and 


WHEREAS, the Board has created a number of advisory bulletins that the City of 
Havre de Grace has, by Resolution, authorized the Mayor of Havre de Grace to pursue; 
and 


WHEREAS, the Board has created Advisory Bulletins Nos. 7 and 9 with specific 
recommendations directed to the Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville; and 


WHEREAS, Advisory Bulletins Nos. 7 and 9 are attached to this Resolution and 
marked Exhibit A; and 


WHEREAS, the Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville have determined that 
Advisory Bulletins Nos. 7 and 9 should be made available to the public for review and 
comment; and 


WHEREAS, the Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville have determined that it 
is in the best interest of the Town that the Mayor be authorized to pursue the 
recommendations that appear in the Advisory Bulletins attached to this Resolution. 


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND 
COMMISSIONERS OF PERRYVILLE as follows: 


A. The Board’s Advisory Bulletins applicable to the Town of Perryville shall be 
made available on the Town’s website for public review and comment. They are: 


1. Advisory Bulletin No. 7, November 28, 2014, “Bridge Architecture.” 


2. Advisory Bulletin No. 9, December 9, 2014, “River Navigation.” 


B. The Mayor and Commissioners endorse and support in concept the 
Recommendations set forth in Advisory Bulletin No. 7 and Advisory Bulletin No. 
9. 


C. The Mayor is authorized to work collaboratively with the City of Havre de Grace 
to pursue the recommendations that appear in the Advisory Bulletins with 
Amtrak, the Maryland Department of Transportation and other affected parties. 


D. The Town Administrator shall send copies of this Resolution to the Mayor and 
City Council of Havre de Grace, the Maryland Department of Transportation and 
Amtrak. 


READ AND PASSED THIS 6" day of January, 2015. 


ATTEST: MAYOR AND COMMISSIONERS OF 
THE TOWN OF PERRYVILLE 


ames L. Eberhardt, Mayor 


RESOLUTION NO. 2015-09 


A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COMMISSIONERS OF THE TOWN 
OF PERRYVILLE AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR TO PURSUE CERTAIN 
RECOMMENDATIONS OF THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE 
PROJECT ADVISORY BOARD. 


WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace on September 15, 
2014, created the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board by Resolution 
2014-07 (“Board”); and 


WHEREAS, Commissioner Raymond A. Ryan, III, was appointed as the Town 
of Perryville representative to the Board created by the City of Havre de Grace; and 


WHEREAS, the Board has created a number of advisory bulletins that the City of 
Havre de Grace has, by Resolution, authorized the Mayor of Havre de Grace to pursue; 
and 


WHEREAS, the Board has created Advisory Bulletins Nos. 17, 18 and 19 with 
specific recommendations directed to the Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville; and 


WHEREAS, Advisory Bulletins Nos. 17 and 18, and 19 are attached to this 
Resolution and marked Exhibit A; and 


WHEREAS, the Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville have determined that 
Advisory Bulletins Nos. 17, 18 and 19 should be made available to the public for review 
and comment; and 


WHEREAS, the Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville have determined that it 
is in the best interest of the Town that the Mayor be authorized to pursue the 
recommendations that appear in the Advisory Bulletins attached to this Resolution. 


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND 
COMMISSIONERS OF PERRYVILLE as follows: 


A. The Board’s Advisory Bulletins applicable to the Town of Perryville shall be 
made available on the Town’s website for public review and comment. They are: 


1. Advisory Bulletin No. 17, March 20, 2015 “Easterly Right-of-Way and 
Alignments in Perryville.” 


2. Advisory Bulletin No. 18, March 20, 2015, “Street Underpasses in 
Perryville.” 


3. Advisory Bulletin No. 19, March 23, 2015, “Rail Operation Noise Control] 
in Perryville.” 


B. The Mayor and Commissioners endorse and support in concept the 
Recommendations set forth in Advisory Bulletin No. 17, Advisory Bulletin No. 
18, and Advisory Board No. 19. 


C. The Mayor is authorized to work collaboratively with the City of Havre de Grace 
to pursue the recommendations that appear in the Advisory Bulletins with 
Amtrak, the Maryland Department of Transportation and other affected parties. 

D. The Town Administrator shall send copies of this Resolution to the Mayor and 
City Council of Havre de Grace, the Maryland Department of Transportation and 
Amtrak. 

READ AND PASSED THIS 3 day of November, 2015. 


ATTEST: MAYOR AND COMMISSIONERS OF 
THE TOWN OF PERRYVILLE 


PL Ekehobh-— 


James L. Eberhardt, Mayor 


Mayor 


Town Commissioners of Perryville 
James L. Eberhardt 


515 Broad Street, P.O. Box 773 


Perryville, Maryland 21903-0773 Commissioners 
(410) 642-6066 Barbara A. Brown 
(410) 642-6391 (Fax) Peer cr 
Email: townhall@persryvillemd.org Raymond A. Ryan IH 


Town Administrator 
Denise Breder 


November 4, 2015 


Ms. Angela Willis, Environmental Planner 

Maryland Transit Administration, Environmental Planning 
6 Saint Paul Street, 9th Floor 

Baltimore, MD 21202 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Section 106 Comments 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


This letter is written in follow up to the August 18, 2015 Section 106 Consulting Party Meeting for the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. At the August meeting, the Committee requested feedback from 


the Town of Perryville on two issues. 


First, the Committee wanted to know what the Town of Perryville would consider to be acceptable 
mitigation for intrusion into the historic character of the area if a retaining wall must be built directly 
across the road from historic Rodgers Tavern. At the November 3, 2015 Town Meeting, the 
Commissioners voted, should construction of the wall be necessary, that it be built out of architecturally 
pleasing materials and be painted with a mural. 


Second, the Committee asked if the switch tower should or could be moved to town-owned property 
located across Broad Street from the train station. At the November 3, 2015 Town Meeting, the 
Commissioners voted to recommend that the switch tower be left in place if possible, and should it be 
necessary to demolish the switch tower, then they requested that it be fully documented before 
demolition, for historic purposes. 


| request that this information be shared with the Committee at the next Section 106 meeting to be held 
on November 10, 2015. | will be unable to attend the meeting; however, Commissioner Alan Fox and 
Assistant Town Administrator, Cathy McCardell plan to attend in my absence. They will bring the town 
comments with them as well. Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the Section 106 process. 


Sincerely; 
Ua CC —— 


Denisé Breder 
Town Administrator 


cc: Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville 
Ms. Catherine McCardell, Assistant Town Administrator 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, Project Manager, MD Dept. of Transportation 
Mr. Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Mr. Jeffrey Konrad, HNTB 


Town Commissioners of Perryville er 
515 Broad Street, P.O. Box 773 James L. Eberhardt 


P erryville, Maryland 21903-0773 Commissioners 
(410) 642-6066 Barbara A. Brown 
. Alan Fox 
Email: “ °) ate aoe Ce) : Michelle Linkey 
mail: townhall@perryvillemd.org Reiyiriond A, Ryan HL 
Town Administrator 
April 14, 2016 Denise Breder 


Ms. Jacqueline Thorne 

Project Manager 

The Secretary's Office 

Office of Freight and Multimodalism 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Dear Ms. Thorne: 


It is my understanding that the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Committee has narrowed down 
the design options for the Amtrak bridge(s) over the Susquehanna River to two options, 9A and 9B. 
Both of the options are west of the existing bridge, bringing the bridge closer to historic Rodgers Tavern 
and Lower Ferry Pier, and both options have the potential to change traffic patterns in Perryville, 
primarily the Broad Street access to the Perry Point Veterans Administration Hospital. Please provide 
Perryville with details and renderings of the proposed landing of the bridge on the Perryville side. 


Protection of Rodgers Tavern and Lower Ferry Pier, particularly during the construction phase, is 
very important to Perryville. It is also important that a Broad Street entrance to Perry Point be retained. 
Further, if possible, it would be our preference that the design allow for a more natural view from 
Rodgers Tavern while retaining the entrance to Perry Point. 


If you have any questions, please contact me at 410-642-6066. Otherwise, | look forward to 
receiving the information on the proposed landing as requested. 


Sincerely, 


Mol 7 


enise Breder, Town Administrator 


CC: Mayor and Commissioners of Perryville 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
Volney Ford, Chairman, SRRBP Advisory Board 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Cathy McCardell, Perryville Assistant Town Administrator 
Dan Reagle, MTA Environmental Planning 
Mary Ann Skilling, Town Planning Director 


» City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
WWW.HAVREDEGRACEMD.COM 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #1 
Introduction of the Advisory Board to SRRBP Agencies 


Request for a Special Briefing 
October 21, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board held its first meeting on October 6, 2014. It recognized that the most 
pressing task was to become fully on-board and aware of all developments to date with regard to 
the SRRBP preliminary engineering and environmental studies that are underway at this time. 
Board members have studied many of the correspondences between the SRRBP project team and 
our local jurisdictions, and the Board chairman attended both public presentations recently held 
in Havre de Grace and Perryville. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor send a formal communication to all parties involved 
with the SRRBP project team, announcing the appointment of this board and including the 
following information: 


1, The purpose, authorization, and specific limitations of this board. 

2. The membership and qualifications of this board. 

3. A request for the Advisory Board to henceforth be included in all general 
correspondences, given “Consulting Party” status with the participating agencies, and 
specially invited to all briefings delivered to local and county jurisdictions. 


The Advisory Board further requests that the City arrange, as quickly as possible, a special 
briefing to members of the Advisory Board, to be delivered by representatives of the SRRBP 
project team at City Hall, preferably at the Board’s scheduled meeting on Thursday, November 


Advisory Bulletin #1 
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6, 2014, at 5 PM, or at a date and time to be coordinated soon thereafter. This briefing should be 


confined to discussions of preliminary engineering progress to date, and more specifically 
concerning right-of way and track alignments, bridge engineering and architecture, a commuter 
rail station, street underpasses, and bridge abutment location. 


This briefing should only require the presence of 2-3 engineering representatives of the SRRBP 
Project Team, and will be followed by an exchange of ideas between the Team and the Advisory 
Board. Advisories addressing each of these specific issues will be issued to the Mayor of Havre 


de Grace prior to this briefing and exchange if ideas. 


Respectfully submitted, ¥ 


Volney H.'Ford 
Chairman 


nN City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
WWW.HAVREDEGRACEMD.COM 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #2 
Bridge Architecture 
October 21, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board, during its first meeting on October 6, 2014, determined that the overall 
appearance of the proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is of the highest priority of 
importance to the City of Havre de Grace, surrounding communities, and the State of Maryland. 
This discussion was preceded by the strong opinion of many citizens and elected officials that 
bridge architecture is their most pressing concern. 


The new bridge complex will dominate the downtown and waterfront vista for the next century 
or more, and will become iconic of Havre de Grace as a tourist and entertainment center. It will 
also become the gateway to the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway, being positioned at the 
mouth of the greatest eastern river in our nation as it flows into the world’s largest estuarial bay. 
This new bridge should also symbolize the future of Amtrak and of rail transportation as a 
national asset and environmental ally, given its unique location, intense rail activity, and 
imposing dominance. 


Architectural Recommendations 


1. In the likely event that new twin bridges of two tracks each are constructed, both bridges 
should be of identical height and architecture, and should be aligned as closely to each other 
as possible, to give the appearance of one bridge. 

2. The bridges should be entirely open-decked, with each span having graceful shallow-arched 
symmetry using massive closed-webbed steel beams that present an overall solid 
appearance. Emphasis should be placed on pleasing lines of curvature, with properly 
balanced span and arch dimensions. 


Advisory Bulletin #2 
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3. Bridge support piers should be taller, more slender, and spaced farther apart than the 
existing piers to improve navigation and open up the viewscape. 

4. Both bridges should be carried on the same elongated pier structures to emphasize the 
appearance of “one bridge” and to better resist river-borne collisions. 

5. The catenary system should be suspended from a series of single, architecturally graceful 
solid-form towers, mounted directly on the piers between the bridges, with high-line arms at 
the very top and wide catenary arms extending in cantilever over the double-track bridge 
decks along both sides. This will do much to reduce the visual effect of catenary “clutter” 
while emphasizing the towers as central architectural features of the bridge complex. 

6. The bridges and towers should be painted in a light metallic color, such as a golden 
platinum, to produce a distinctive daytime natural glow from great distances. 

7. The entire bridge span, as viewed from upriver and downriver, should be provided with 
night-time accent lighting to create a warm glow along the outer face of each of its arches, 
in such a way that subtle arches of light are always visible at night. 

8. All existing piers and abutments, whether supporting the current bridge or the previously - 
removed rail/automobile bridge, should be removed down to the river bed, to eliminate 
clutter, enhance the viewscape, and greatly improve barge and boat navigation. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor send a formal communication to the SRRBP project 
team, offering these recommendations as a typical example of the style of architecture the City 
and surrounding communities would expect and want to embrace. 


Ww submitted, 
/ a Lee 
Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #3 
Bridge Abutment Area 
October 24, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 21, 2014, to examine the immediate area around the 
westerly landing of the proposed rail bridge complex in order to determine the most favorable 
placement of the new bridge abutment. Factors taken into consideration were a greater height 
and width of the proposed bridge complex, longer spans between piers, a probable shifting of 
track alignment southward, the need for a more impressive gateway entrance to the downtown 
area, safer traffic flow and intersection alignments under the bridge, and sufficient space to 
install a permanent outdoor historical display dedicated to the history and architecture of 
previous bridges located at this site. 


Site Recommendations 


1. The new bridge abutment should be retracted westward, almost to the Freedom Lane tunnel 

underpass (eliminating that underpass) to allow for each of the following recommendations 

and to prevent further abutment crowding of the current street intersection area that would 

be caused by much wider bridge and trackage requirements. 

The sharply curving, semi-blind intersection of Otsego Street and Union Avenue should be 

improved to a much wider radius of turn that would align directly with Saint John Street. 

This would allow longer and more generous turn lanes and greatly improved sight lines. 

3. The Water Street intersection should be relocated farther west along Otsego Street, in 

conjunction with that of Pearl Street. 

4. Both David Craig Park and Jean Roberts Park should be enlarged westward to the proposed 

' Otsego/Union street curvature. 


N 
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5. Railroad property under the bridge complex and situated between the two city parks should, 
by special agreement, be made available for public use and maintained by the City of Havre 
de Grace to appear as part of the park complex. This area should contain landscaping and 
walkways, but should have no structures, to allow full access for bridge maintenance. 

6. Railroad property under the bridge complex, and situated between the proposed 
Otsego/Union street curvature and the relocated bridge abutment, should likewise be made 
available for public use and maintained by the City of Havre de Grace as open space with 
landscaping and walkways, but no structures. 

7. The monumental gateway signage that exists under the current bridge should be relocated 
northwestward toward the proposed intersection of Water and Otsego Streets, and should 
include a beautiful and enlarged landscaping feature. 

8. The much higher new bridge understructure would result a brighter and more open 
streetscape, which should be enhanced with ornamental tree plantings wherever possible 
without blocking sight lines or interfering with bridge maintenance operations. 

9. A significant portion of an enlarged David Craig Park should be reserved for a strategically 
placed permanent outdoor historical display dedicated to the history and architecture of the 
previous bridges at this site. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 
project team as soon as possible. The abutment location is an engineering and track alignment 
issue that must be resolved by the SRRBP project team very soon. 


W submitted, _ 
Volney ts 


Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
WWW.HAVRE DEGRACEMD.COM 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #4 
Westerly Right-of-Way and Alignments 
October 31, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014, to examine the current and proposed railroad 
right-of-way corridor, extending from the bridge abutment area in downtown Havre de Grace to 
the Lewis Lane overpass. The recommendations provided below are based on several current 
assumptions that would appear to be likely outcomes as the SRRBP Project Team moves forward 
with its preliminary design analysis. These are also based on other closely-related 
recommendations of the Advisory Board that have been issued or are soon to be issued. 


More specifically, it is assumed that a new river bridge abutment would be located westward to 
the Freedom Lane tunnel-style underpass (Advisory #3), an additional pair of high-speed rail 
lines would need to be located significantly southeastward of the existing rail lines to achieve a 
more favorable curve radius, and all four new rail lines would shift accordingly to align with 
both new bridges (assuming the two-bridge concept). Expansion and repositioning of the new 
rail corridor would therefore require repositioning and reconstruction of up to three sets of street 
underpass bridges and two sets of lane underpass bridges or tunnel-like passages. 


Right-of-Way Recommendations 


1. In situations where the outermost high-speed rail line will be required to pass very close to 
City streets, private property structures, public facilities, and high/middle school facilities, 
especially in the case of the new James Harris Stadium, a vertical or nearly vertical 
retaining wall system should be installed to reduce the broad footprint required of earthen 
embankments. 

2. All new street underpass construction should provide enough open span to ensure room for 
a public sidewalk along both sides of each street passage and one side of each lane passage, 
with each walkway a minimum of six feet in width and elevated to curb height. 
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As rail alignments are relocated southeastward, the existing northwestward embankments 
should be retracted southeastward and reduced to natural grade where no future need for 
trackage or trackside facilities are envisioned. The purpose of this is to increase open space 
at natural grade and to reduce the overall visual impact of a wider and higher earthwork. 


Architectural Recommendations 


1. 


oe 


All railroad overpass abutments should be of a consistent architectural design and 
appearance, using the same materials. 

All railroad overpass spans should be of a consistent architectural design and appearance, 
allowing for depth variations that may be required for differing span lengths. 

Retaining walls and abutments should incorporate a natural texture and color that suggests 
stone, and should be designed to emphasize horizontal lines while de-emphasizing height. 
Retaining wall and abutment architecture and materials should discourage noxious weed 
growth as much as possible. 

Earthen embankments should be densel y planted with a variety of landscaping species that 
resist erosion and noxious weed growth wherever they are exposed to developed property or 
unforested areas. 

Security fencing should be minimized as much as possible in appearance, placed far enough 
from the toe of embankments to allow weed control, and coated black to blend with the 
landscape. 

Underpass abutments should be designed with wing walls that provide a natural and 
architecturally pleasing connection with security fencing by terminating them at fence 
height. 

Guard railings that may be required along the tops of retaining walls and railroad overpass 
bridges should be painted black and be designed for minimal appearance. 


Noise Reduction 


1. 


Retaining walls, track beds, and embankment landscaping should be designed to mitigate 
noise reflection as much as possible, whether generated by railroad operations or deflected 
from other sources within the community. 

Sounding of locomotive horns at the northbound approach to the Susquehanna River 
Bridge, which always occurs at about the James Harris Stadium, is highly disruptive to 
activities in all the nearby public facilities, and is detrimental to sleeping residents. It is 
understood that this grade-crossing warning is not a normal requirement when approaching 
bridges, and was once implemented by special request of the City of Havre de Grace in 
response to a bridge fatality. The subsequent installations of bridge safety catwalks, guard 
railings, and approach security fencing should reasonably justify elimination of the horn 
warning. 
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General Comments 


The current right-of-way passes through the heart of what is known as the historic “old town” 
Havre de Grace, dividing neighborhoods, impacting traffic flow, detracting from normal 
residential viewscapes, and producing a very significant amount of noise. In the years since its 
creation, the elevated earthen right-of-way has produced unsightly weed and tree growth, 
unattractive security fencing, heavily stained stonework, overpass bridges that are functional but 
lack form, and tunnel-like passages that appear dirty and unsafe. 


The recommendations provided herein would appear to significantly exceed the traditional 
appearance standards and practices of railroad rights-of-way in towns and cities throughout our 
nation. This corridor is a notable exception. It will pass in closer proximity to, and in full view 
of, almost all modern and about-to-be-built public institutions in this city: City Hall, Police 
Station, Post Office, James Harris Stadium, High School, Middle School, and Senior Activities 
Center. It will also pass immediately adjacent to residences, offices, retail business , 
establishments and tourism attractions. We should ensure that the increased impact of this 
massive railroad realignment and enlargement project is mitigated by quieter operation, more 
impressive architecture and more attractive landscaping. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 
Project Team as soon as possible. The extensive use of retaining walls, along with underpass 
requirements, are engineering issues that affect overall track alignment, and must be resolved by 
the SRRBP project team very soon. The Board also recommends that the Mayor submit a formal 
inquiry to Amtrak officials regarding the bridge warming horn issue. 


Respectfully submitted, 


AL 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #5 
Street and Lane Underpasses 
November 3, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014 to study all street and lane underpasses along the 
Amtrak rail corridor from Freedom Lane to Juniata Street, and to determine whether it would be 
in the best interests of the City to abandon any one of these to facilitate proposed changes in the 
elevated right-of-way alignment. The three rail bridge overpasses in question are located at 
Stokes, Adams, and Juniata Streets. The two narrow and tunnel-like rail overpasses in question 
are located at Freedom and Centennial Lanes. 


The Board has carefully considered a range of concerns with regard to abandonment of any street 
or lane underpass. These include traffic impact, access to private property, neighborhood 
vehicular and pedestrian inconveniences, dead-end turnaround conditions, emergency response 
routes, and large truck maneuvering. The Board also recognizes the enormous cost savings to 
the rail project of eliminating one or more of the existing rail overpass structures. Such savings 
could make feasible a number of design and facility concessions that the City may wish to seek 
in connection with the overall SRRBP. 


This advisory is put forth under the assumption that the river bridge abutment would be retracted 
westward almost to Freedom Lane, as detailed in Advisory Bulletin #3. It also refers to elements 
of the forthcoming Advisory Bulletin #6 - Rail Commuter Station, which would be dependent 
upon certain underpass eliminations and street alterations. 
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Freedom Lane Underpass 


The tunnel-like street underpass at Freedom Lane is a very short and seldom-used vehicular 
passage from Otsego to Warren Streets. [t does not provide a notably shorter driving route from 
any point to any other point in the City, and does not appear to be a clean and safe pedestrian 
route for most citizens and visitors. If the recommendations of Advisory Bulletin #3 are 
incorporated, the repositioned rail bridge abutment would lie so close to this underpass that it 
would no longer have purpose. If a new Otsego/Union intersection radius is relocated westward 
accordingly, its accompanying pedestrian sidewalk would become a more convenient shortcut 
from the Otsego Street neighborhoods to the downtown area than the “tunnel”. The Advisory 
Board recommends permanent closure and elimination of this lane underpass. 


Stokes Street Underpass 


Stokes Street is an important cross-town secondary route that extends the entire north/south 
length of the Historic District, without interruption or right-of-way reduction. It is regularly used 
as a means of reaching the residential areas between Union Avenue and Adams Street, and is 
designated one-way from Otsego Street, with very few stop signs, to facilitate travel time. 


Closure of this street at the rail overpass would defeat its purpose as a convenient cross-town 
route and cause residential traffic to thread its way in from boundary arterials, putting more 
pressure on the two-way crossing streets. In addition, the very short dead-end section of Stokes 
Street that would be created between Otsego Street and the railroad embankment would leave no 
room for a proper cul-de-sac or turnaround area for the few residences that utilize this street 
section. The Advisory Board strongly recommends that this street underpass be retained and 
provided with improved lighting. A concession could be made to shorten the rail overpass span 
here, provided that current street width is maintained and that public sidewalks of at least six feet 
in width are installed along both sides of the street (see Advisory Bulletin #4). 


Centennial Lane Underpass 


The tunnel-like underpass at Centennial Lane is also a seldom-used vehicular passage from 
Otsego to Warren Streets. It likewise does not provide a notably shorter driving route from any 
point to any other point in the City, and does not appear to be a clean and safe pedestrian route 
for most citizens and visitors. Centennial Lane does appear to provide sole access to at least one 
property and several buildings south of Otsego Street, however, which would require adequate 
means of U-turning or otherwise discharging vehicles if this street underpass were closed. 
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The Advisory Board recommends permanent closure and elimination of this lane underpass, and 
extension of Centennial Lane west-southwestward to Adams Street. This extension should 
become a new segment of Morrison Lane, and should be located on current railroad property 
along its northwestern boundary. The installation of a rail commuter station (see Advisory 
Bulletin #6) would require the elimination of this lane underpass. In that circumstance, the stub 
end of Centennial Lane should discharge through the station’s northwest main parking area to 
Stokes or Adams Street without the need for a dedicated Morrison Lane extension. 


Adams Street Underpass 


Adams Street is also an important cross-town secondary route; however, it becomes more narrow 
at City Hall and is interrupted between Pennington and Congress Avenues. In comparison to 
Stokes Street, fewer vehicular movements occur along Adams Street, as it is close to the Juniata 
Street arterial and has only ten dwelling units between the railroad and Pennington Avenue. 
There are more than thirty dwelling units along the same stretch of Stokes Street. Although 
closure of this underpass would isolate one full block of Adams Street between Otsego Street 
and the railroad, its intersection with the currently isolated northwestern segment of Warren 
Street would provide easy flow-through ingress and egress connecting with Juniata Street. 


There are two good reasons to consider closure of the Adams Street underpass. First, elimination 
of this complete set of four or five new rail bridges and both new abutment structures would 
represent an enormous cost savings to the rail project. This could easily be the single largest 
concession that Havre de Grace has to offer in negotiating for other special requests, especially 
when combined with lane underpass eliminations. Second, the street-level space gained in the 
process would be very advantageous to rail commuter station parking areas, station traffic 
patterns, emergency access to a trackside station platform, and pedestrian safety. 


The Advisory Board recommends permanent closure and elimination of this street underpass 
provided that a rail commuter station is installed and put into service as part of the overall rail 
bridge project. The Advisory Board recommends that this street underpass be retained, under the 
same conditions recommended for the Stokes Street underpass, if a rail commuter station is not 
put into service at this location. 


Juniata Street Underpass 


Juniata Street is perhaps the most heavily traveled north/south arterial east of Route 40 in Havre 
de Grace, and serves as a “second gateway” into the city proper. It is the primary gateway to 
City Hall, the post office, police station, stadium, public library and several churches. It is also 
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the most convenient route to the hospital, J M Huber industrial area, and Revolution Street. The 
current rail overpass span accommodates the width of Juniata Street with enough room for 
sidewalks but has the appearance of a constricted opening that seems to crowd the right-of-way, 
blocking view until the last moment of modern public facilities that lay just beyond. 


The Advisory Board recommends that this underpass be retained under all circumstances, and 
that its abutments be spread at least twenty feet farther apart to compensate for the visual effects 
of a broader 4-5 track rail bridge complex. This underpass should also be well-lighted for safety 


and security. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 
Project Team as soon as possible. The Board wishes to stress the importance of recommended 
underpass closings in connection with the desired outcomes of several other advisories, and rapid 


resolution of related engineering issues. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Yi 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #6 
Rail Commuter Station 
November 5, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014, to examine the feasibility and best location of a 
new rail commuter station to serve Havre de Grace. In order for this commuter station to be 
most successful in ridership and most beneficial to local commerce, it should be located within 
easy walking distance to the downtown, waterfront, retail offerings, restaurants, bed-and- 
breakfast establishments, and other tourism destinations. It would also require ease of access and 
plenty of parking for commuters. 


In visiting this important issue, the Board has considered a wide range of concerns with regard to 
available parking areas, station security, neighborhood safety, traffic impact, traffic routing, rail 
alignments and possible turnouts, distance from the river bridge, station layout, and boarding 
platform access. This advisory assumes that current alignment of the elevated railway is likely to 
be repositioned southeastward to align with the replaced bridges. 


Station Location 


In keeping with the objectives of positioning the station as close to the central business district as 
possible, while allowing enough distance from the proposed river bridges to ensure passenger 
safety and to install a possible fifth track turnout, The Board recommends centering the station 
between Stokes Street and Centennial Lane, with a shift more toward Centennial Lane if 
absolutely necessary. This position would also be at the epicenter of available parking 
opportunities and would offer the most ideal ingress and egress of vehicular traffic from Stokes, 
Adams, and Warren Streets. 
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Station Configuration 


The height and relative narrowness of the elevated railway earthwork, even when repositioned 
and enlarged to align with the proposed bridges, is not favorable to the layout of a traditional rail 
commuter station at track level. The Board recommends a rather novel approach to this 
situation, which can offer many other benefits. The station proper, containing the ticket kiosk, 
restrooms, access to rail platforms above, information displays, and local tourism kiosks, should 
be located within a reinforced underground shell at street level, extending across the entire 
elevated portion of the right-of-way, with a main entrance at both ends. 


The south entrance on Warren Street would provide access to parking areas on that side of the 
elevated railway with pedestrian access directly into downtown, only one block away. The north 
entrance would provide direct access the largest commuter parking lot and a potential parking 
area just beyond it. Both entrances should be attractively designed as retaining wall facades with 
wing walls and sheltered entryways. Small plazas at both entries should be well-lit, well- 
landscaped, and secure in appearance. 


Boarding Platform Access and Layout 


Public access to the boarding platforms should be restricted to interior stairways and elevators 
that would rise from the station interior and terminate within the shelter of boarding platform 
roof systems and weather screens. The advantage of such an access is that when the station is 
closed and locked during non-commuting hours, the boarding platform area wil! be completely 
inaccessible. Under this arrangement commuters will have less exposure to inclement weather, 
from station entry to rail car boarding. 


The Board proposes a covered boarding platform length of 250 feet, with platforms and platform 
accesses along the northbound and southbound commuter/freight tracks, each having a widened 
shelter at the center for elevator and stairway shafts, and commuter congregation areas. Platform 
shelters should be carefully designed to resist exceptional wind and blowing rain conditions 
created by the river gorge and elevated embankment effects. The stairway shafts should be 
cross-connected at the highest practical level under the tracks to permit rapid commuter 
movement from one platform to the other and to discourage track-crossing. 


Track Alignment 


The northwesterly pair of tracks normally designated for freight and commuter trains, and 
expected to extend across the north bridge span to align with the Perryville freight wye and 
commuter station, should remain on tangent from the bridge as far as possible toward the 
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station. This is intended to provide significant separation from the high-speed pair of tracks that 
are expected to utilize the south bridge span, and which will likely begin a path of radius at the 


immediate end of the bridge. 


Emergency and Maintenance Access 


The boarding platform area will require vehicular access for emergency response, periodic 
maintenance, and routine custodial service. The Board recommends a securely gated vehicular 
ramp beginning at Adams Street and rising along the northwesterly side of the embankment to 
boarding platform level. The access ramp can rise from Stokes Street as an alternative plan, if 
the station is positioned farther southwestward. 


Station and Restroom Maintenance 


The Board recommends that the City of Havre de Grace enter into an agreement with MARC to 
provide daily custodial maintenance and service within the station and restrooms, but not 
including the boarding platform area, as part of its city-wide public restroom and public facility 
custodial program. The station restrooms and tourism kiosks would provide a convenient 
location at the north end of town for non-rail visitor access, and could be kept open beyond 
commuting hours and on weekends by City personnel if boarding platform access is otherwise 
locked within the station. The station and its entrances should be video-monitored at the City 
Police Department to ensure public security and rapid response to incidences. 


Commuter Parking 


The railroad owns a significant amount of vacant land along its current right-of-way that lies 
beyond the toe line of the elevated embankments, forming triangles of flat ground between the 
embankments and public streets or private property. Some of this street-level vacant land will 
likely be absorbed along the southeast side of the right-of-way by realignment of the trackage in 
that direction, but land at ground level along the northwest side may be expanded if the 
embankment toe-line along that side is retracted accordingly. It appears to the Advisory Board, 
when taking into account the likely repositioning of elevated portions of the railroad right-of- 
way, and assuming that appropriate railroad property and City property will be made available 
for commuter parking, the following opportunities exist: 


1. The large open area of railroad property between Stokes and Adams Street, which lies 
behind dwellings fronting on Otsego Street, should become the principal station-entry 
parking area, with access from both Stokes and Adams Street. The Adams Street point of 
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entry and exit should occur at its intersection with Warren Street, assuming elimination of 
the Adams Street underpass, and would thus be accessed straight in from Juniata Street. 
This parking lot can be made significantly larger by the installation of a vertical retaining 
wall extending from the station entrance to both street entrances, thus eliminating the space 
required for a sloped embankment. 

2. The Susquehanna Hose Company owns a sizable triangle of vacant and unused land behind 
its fire station on Juniata Street. This land fronts Warren Street along the northwest side of 
the railway embankment, and offers a direct and safe pedestrian connection to the proposed 
main station parking lot without a street crossing, provided that the Adams Street underpass 
is eliminated. It is also directly accessed from Juniata Street. 

3. The railroad owns a large square-shaped area of vacant land fronting Warren Street between 
Freedom Lane and Stokes Street. The apartment building at the east side of Freedom Lane 
leases from the railroad a small strip of parking spaces just across the lane. These spaces, 
necessary to the apartment off-street parking requirement, can be relocated into the 
Freedom Lane right-of-way proposed for closure to the public, and then leased from the 
City. This vacant land is positioned very close to the proposed south station entrance, and 
would be accessed easily from Union Avenue or Stokes Street. 

4. Warren Street is not fronted by any dwellings or businesses between Stokes and Adams 
Streets. There may be enough available space between its northwest edge and the toe line 
of a relocated railway embankment to allow diagonal on-street parking or a narrow on-site 
parking lot. A parking lot at this location can be enlarged si gnificantly by the installation of 
a vertical retaining wall instead of a sloped embankment, which can also be designed as an 
extension of the station entrance. 

5. A large area of vacant private property exists directly across from the proposed station 
entrance, bordered by Warren and Stokes Streets and Centennial Lane, which could become 
available in the future. 

6. The large apartment building at the corner of Warren Street and Freedom Lane lies very 
close to the railroad right-of-way and could be in conflict with alignment of the south river 
bridge and the path of high-speed rail radius. If this property must be taken, additional 
parking area would thus become available. 


Street Modifications 


1. Under the assumption that the Adams Street underpass would be eliminated, Warren Street 
should be reduced to a single lane of travel in both directions and realigned closer to the 
southeast edge of its right-of-way between Adams and Stokes Streets, to allow more room 
for a narrow parking lot or for head-in parking along its northwest side, while retaining 
good flow of truck traffic serving commercial enterprises along Adams Street. There are no 
dwellings or businesses along this block of Warren Street that would require on-street 


parking. 
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2. Stokes Street should be reverted to two-way traffic operation between Otsego and Warren 
Streets, to facilitate traffic flow to and from the south parking areas of the proposed station. 

3. Stokes Street should be widened along this same block, with larger corner radiuses at 
Otsego Street, to allow ample two-way traffic flow and to retain on-street parking for the 
few dwellings that face it. 

4. Centennial Lane should extend into the proposed north parking lot of the station to 
eliminate the need for a dead-end tumaround; however, it should be made one-way only, in 


the southward direction. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 
Project Team as soon as possible. The need of a rail commuter station has been an important 
component in the Havre de Grace Comprehensive Plan for at least two decades, and should be 


vigorously pursued. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Volney H/Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace 
for the 
Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville 


Advisory Bulletin #7 
Bridge Architecture 
November 18, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board, during its first meeting on October 6, 2014, determined that the overall 
appearance of the proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is of the highest priority of 
importance to the Town of Perryville, City of Havre de Grace, surrounding communities, both 
counties, and the State of Maryland. This discussion was preceded by the strong opinion of many 
citizens and elected officials that bridge architecture is their most pressing concern, Advisory 
Bulletin #2, containing the same recommendations provided in this bulletin, was issued to the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace on October 21, 2014, and endorsed by formal 
Council resolution on November 17, 2014 


The new bridge complex will be a major feature of the downtown and waterfront areas of 
Perryville for the next century or more. It will also become the gateway to the Lower 
Susquehanna Heritage Greenway, being positioned at the mouth of the greatest eastern river in 
our nation as it flows into the world’s largest estuarial bay. This new bridge should also 
symbolize the future of Amtrak and of rail transportation as a national asset and environmental 
ally, given its unique location, intense rail activity, and imposing dominance. 


Architectural Recommendations 


I. In the likely event that new twin bridges with two tracks each are constructed, both bridges 
should be identical in height and architecture, and should be aligned as closely to each other 
as possible to give the appearance of one bridge. 
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2. The bridges should be entirely open-decked, with each span having graceful shallow-arched 
symmetry using massive closed-webbed steel beams that present an overall solid 
appearance. Emphasis should be placed on pleasing lines of curvature, with properly 
balanced span and arch dimensions. 

3. Bridge support piers should be taller, more slender, and spaced farther apart than the 
existing piers to improve navigation and open up the viewscape. 

4. Both bridges should be carried on the same elongated pier structures to emphasize the 
appearance of “one bridge” and to better resist river-bome collisions. 

5. The catenary system should be suspended from a series of single, architecturally graceful 
solid-form towers mounted directly on the piers between the bridges, with high-line arms at 
the very top and wide catenary arms extending in cantilever over the double-track bridge 
decks along both sides, This will do much to reduce the visual effect of catenary “clutter” 
while emphasizing the towers as central architectural features of the bridge complex. 

6. The bridges and towers should be painted in a light metallic color, such as a golden 
platinum, to produce a distinctive daytime natural glow from great distances. 

7. The entire bridge span, as viewed from upriver and downriver, should be provided with 
night-time accent lighting to create a warm glow along the outer face of each of its arches, 
in such a way that subtle arches of light are always visible at night. 

8. All existing piers and abutments, whether supporting the current bridge or the previously 
removed rail/automobile bridge, should be removed down to the river bed to eliminate 
clutter, enhance the viewscape, and greatly improve barge and boat navigation. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board proposes that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville consider these 
recommendations under a formal resolution, communicating the same to the SRRBP project 
team, as typical of the style of architecture the Town of Perryville and surrounding communities 
would expect and want to embrace. The recommendations of this advisory, having been 
submitted previously as Advisory Bulletin #2 and tailored to the perspective of Havre de Grace, 
should require no additional action on its part at this time. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Vb pL 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #8 
River Navigation 
December 4, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on November 25, 2014 to develop recommendations for the 
accommodation of large vessel navigation and safe passage under the proposed new rail bridge 
system, at the main channel location. The principal concerns were vertical clearance, horizontal 
clearance, and a protective fender system. This advisory assumes removal of all existing piers 
that support the current Amtrak bridge and the adjacent abandoned piers from the long-ago 
demolished rail/highway bridge, as recommended in Advisory Bulletin #2. 


The Board relied heavily on advice and recommendations from representatives of Vulcan 
Materials Corporation, which operates a large stone quarry just upstream of the bridge site, from 
which stone is barged out on a near daily schedule. These concerns and recommendations were 
expressed by Vulcan’s Marine Operations Manager and its local tugboat captain at the recent 
joint meeting between the Advisory Board and the SRRBP Project Team on November 6, 2014. 


Design Recommendations 


Vertical clearance at the main channel under-passage should reach sixty-five (65) feet if at all 
possible, to be consistent with inland waterway standards and sailing vessels that are now 
designed to those standards and berth at upstream marinas. The absolute minimum clearance 


should be no less than sixty (60) feet. 


Horizontal clearance at the main channel under-passage should be no less than two hundred 
(200) feet net width between fenders, which may require a pier spacing of up to 240 feet center- 
to-center. Such a clearance will safely accommodate a single barge with opposing traffic and 
can safely accommodate a double-wide barge movement without opposing traffic. 
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Three types of fender systems were considered for protecting piers and large vessels at the main 
channel under-passage: Concrete, wood and composite plastic. Concrete fenders are the least 
resilient and can cause considerable damage to barges and other vessels. Wood pile and wale 
fenders are more resilient and less damaging to vessels, but are themselves easily damaged, more 
costly to maintain, and can become ragged eyesores long before replacement becomes necessary. 
The Board strongly recommends a composite plastic pile and wale fender installation as the most 
resilient, least damaging, longest lasting, easiest to maintain, and most attractive system for this 
unique and important gateway location. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible. 


Respectful submitted 
Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace 
for the 
Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville 


Advisory Bulletin #9 
River Navigation 
December 9, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on November 25, 2014 to develop recommendations for the 
accommodation of large vessel navigation and safe passage under the proposed new rail bridge 
system, at the main channel location. The principal concerns were vertical clearance, horizontal 
clearance, and a protective fender system. This advisory assumes removal of all existing piers 
that support the current Amtrak bridge and the adjacent abandoned piers from the long-ago 
demolished rail/highway bridge, as recommended in Advisory Bulletins #2 for the City of Havre 
de Grace and #7 for the Town of Perryville. 


The Board relied heavily on advice and recommendations from representatives of Vulcan 
Materials Corporation, which operates a large stone quarry just upstream of the bridge site, from 
which stone is barged out on a near daily schedule. These concerns and recommendations were 
expressed by Vulcan’s Marine Operations Manager and its local tugboat captain at the recent 
joint meeting between the Advisory Board and the SRRBP Project Team held on November 6, 
2014. Advisory Bulletin #8, containing the same recommendations provided in this bulletin, was 
issued to the Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace on December 4, 2014. 
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Design Recommendations 


Vertical clearance at the main channel under-passage should reach sixty-five (65) feet if at all 
possible, to be consistent with inland waterway standards and sailing vessels that are now 
designed to those standards and berth at upstream marinas. The absolute minimum clearance 
should be no less than sixty (60) feet. 


Horizontal clearance at the main channel under-passage should be no less than two hundred 
(200) feet net width between fenders, which may require a pier spacing of up to 240 feet center- 
to-center. Such a clearance will safely accommodate a single barge with opposing traffic and 
can safely accommodate a double-wide barge movement without opposing traffic. 


Three types of fender systems were considered for protecting piers and large vessels at the main 
channel under-passage: Concrete, wood and composite plastic. Concrete fenders are the least 
resilient and can cause considerable damage to barges and other vessels. Wood pile and wale 
fenders are more resilient and less damaging to vessels, but are themselves easily damaged, more 
costly to maintain, and can become ragged eyesores long before replacement becomes necessary. 
The Board strongly recommends a composite plastic pile and wale fender installation as the most 
resilient, least damaging, longest lasting, easiest to maintain, and most attractive system for this 


unique and important gateway location. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board proposes that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville, and 
surrounding communities, take necessary steps to consolidate these or similar recommendations 
into a formal communication to the SRRBP Project Team as soon as possible. The 
recommendations of this advisory, having been submitted previously as Advisory Bulletin #8 to 
the City of Havre de Grace, should require no additional action on its part at this time. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Mei 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #10 
Safe Harbor Jetty Proposal 
January 23, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on December 4, 2014 to develop recommendations for the construction 
of a long jetty system extending more or less parallel to the Havre de Grace waterfront, from the 
Susquehanna Lockhouse Museum to the Concord Point Lighthouse. Known for more than 
fifteen years as the Jetty Project, a waterfront task force was formed in 2000 by the Downtown 
Focus Group, and an official Jetty Committee was appointed soon thereafter to study the 
proposal, identify consultants, and provide recommendations to the Mayor and City Council for 


implementation. 


As jetty consultants were identified and invited to submit detailed proposals for a feasibility 
study, it became clear that such a project would not only provide much-needed property 
protection from periodic storm-raged waters and water-borne debris, but would also create a safe 
and calm destination harbor at the top of the bay for Chesapeake Bay boaters. Other benefits 
would include the creation of a sheltered area for wildlife, resurgence of sub-aquatic vegetation, 
significant reduction of harbor siltation, elimination of shoreline debris, and protection against 
upriver barge or rail accidents. 


The Jetty Project initiative came to a halt sometime during or shortly after 2002, for reasons that 
were never made clear to most of those who were involved. It did not reach the stage of initial 
funding, and as a result no feasibility studies were ever contracted. There is little doubt that 
project construction cost was a major source of concern at the time, even if the feasibility study 
would have been jointly funded by the City, County and State governments. 


The Advisory Board considers the original riverfront jetty concept to be much more valid today 
than in the past, as a result of major hurricane and floodgate release damage, and a runaway 
barge event, all having occurred since the 2002 initiative. Crude oil unit trains, in more recent 
daily operation along the river edge are also a source of potential danger from oil pollution, fire, 
and floating rail cars in the event of a major derailment. 
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Very great concern has developed in recent years regarding the rapid and continuous buildup of 
sediment along the shoreline and in the marinas of Havre de Grace, requiring frequent and very 
expensive dredging operations. This problem and its underlying causes have been well- 
documented by the Lower Susquehanna River Watershed Assessment partnership in its 
executive summary of a report issued in October, 2014. The Advisory Board has carefully 
studied other material contained in the original consultant proposals and recommendations of the 
Jetty Committee, and is in general support of this project as proposed at that time. 


Association with the Rail Bridge Replacement Project 


The proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge replacement project offers an opportunity for very 
significant cost savings in both old bridge demolition and new jetty construction. The Board has 
recommended in its earlier advisories that all existing bridge piers and abutments, including the 
line of abandoned piers beyond Craig Park, be removed down to the river bed and below grade 
on dry land. Some street crossing abutments within the City may also require total replacement 
due to significant realignment of track curvature. 


At least 50,000 cubic yards of massive granite blocks will need to be removed and disposed of in 
the demolition process, requiring the expense of loading, transporting and unloading elsewhere, 
by rail or barge. This material would be ideal for armoring the jetty along the sides facing strong 
current, saving the purchase, loading and transport of very large quarry stones. When all 
available granite blocks are put in place, the remainder of the jetty would be armored with more 
conventional sizes of quarry stone, dependent on exposure to natural forces. Under this 
proposal, the bridge contractor would simply hoist the cut stone blocks onto the jetty contractor’s 
barges for direct placement back in the water. 


An even more significant cost saving opportunity for jetty construction has developed since the 
previous jetty proposal. Vulcan Materials, owner of the nearby granite quarry, has informed the 
Board that it has approximately 778,000 cubic yards of overburden stored on site that it must 
somehow remove in order to gain access to future beds of granite within its property. This 
material is ideal for the jetty core structure, there is more than enough available to build the 
entire jetty, and the cost of acquiring and moving it would be a fraction of that for typical jetty 


core construction. 


The key to this proposal is the timing of its feasibility study, design phase, funding, and letting of 
contracts to coincide with that of the rail bridge project, to realize maximum cost savings and 
construction efficiency, and to allow the rail bridge project to also realize costs savings and 
efficiency in the granite removal and disposal process. The Board believes that this would be a 


unique opportunity to benefit both projects. 
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Design Recommendations 


Several concepts were put forth in the 2000-2002 feasibility study proposals, which included a 
full-length jetty, a partial waterfront jetty, and a floating breakwater system. The Advisory 
Board has concluded that a full-length river jetty system, constructed as a linear series of 
armored berms, will offer the strongest, most permanent, and lowest maintenance solution to 
protecting the entire City waterfront against the greatest variety of mechanical hazards and 
weather events, and against rapid siltation of its harbor facilities. 


The proposed jetty should begin upriver at the south corner of the mouth of Lilly Run, tapering 
gradually outward in the downstream direction to a maximum distance of 500 feet offshore of 
the most protruding points of land along the waterfront, beginning at the south property line of 
the Havre de Grace Marina and terminating below Concord Point, in line with the City Yacht 


Basin entrance. 


At least three navigable entrances, and preferably four, should be provided as gaps in the jetty 
line, with their throats oriented downriver to divert the river current outward and keep the harbor 
area calm. A special groin should be designed at the upriver end of the jetty to keep strong 
current and debris out, but allow some fresh water in, to prevent stagnation. The downriver end 
of the jetty system should terminate well away from shore and designed to prevent eddy currents 
from affecting the City Yacht Basin and its back channel. 


By carefully designing the jetty system from a hydrologic perspective, an important objective 
should be the creation of a much healthier ecosystem for wildlife and subaquatic vegetation to 
thrive in shallow areas along the waterfront, including a very large natural area within the upriver 
end of the jetty. A very important objective should be major reduction or near-elimination of 
rapid sediment build-up that seriously affects all the marinas, the back channel and the preserved 
lock at the Lockhouse Museum. This serious sedimentation problem also has a detrimental 
impact on the subaquatic ecosystem along the shoreline. Another important objective should be 
the reduction or near elimination of water-borne debris and trash accumulation along the entire 


waterfront, particularly in cove areas and boat slip passageways. 


Although all segments of jetty system should be boat-accessible and walkable as an outlying 
public facility, only the northernmost segment would be suitable for direct pedestrian access 
from land, via the Lockhouse Museum grounds. A footbridge for this purpose should be 
installed over its non-navigable groin opening. With greatly expanded opportunities for boat 
slips and safe off-shore anchorages, shallow inshore areas should be preserved and expanded 
wherever possible to encourage a greater number and variety of breeding wildlife common to 
this area a century ago, and to create a more natural riverscape setting for the enjoyment of all. 
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Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP Project Team as 
soon as possible, and to begin the formal process of funding a comprehensive feasibility study 
for jetty design, funding and construction. The Board concludes that there is sufficient time to 
accomplish all the necessary study, funding, design and construction phases of this project if 
initiated very soon and in concert with the bridge replacement project. 


Respec ubmitt 


Volney 7, a 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #11 
Bridge Abutment Area — First Update 
January 26, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 21, 2014, to examine the immediate area around the 
westerly landing of the proposed rail bridge complex in order to determine the most favorable 
placement of the new bridge abutment. Advisory Bulletin #3 was issued by the Board on 
October 24, 2014, based on the assumption that the new high-speed bridge of the proposed twin 
bridges would be installed on the downriver (south) side of the existing bridge, with the lower- 
speed bridge taking the place of the existing bridge. It was also assumed that the new bridges 
would be elevated significantly at the landing abutment. 


As feasibility studies and preliminary design with regard to track elevation and alignment have 
been developed further by the SRRBP study team since October, it appears that the most 
favorable track alignments would now place the lower-speed bridge of the proposed twin bridges 
along the upriver (north) side of the existing bridge, with the other bridge taking its place. It also 
appears now that little or no raising of the track elevation will be necessary at the landing 
abutment. This information was obtained at the special meeting between the Board and the 
Project Team in November, and at the public outreach session in December. 


Revised Site Recommendations 


1. The new bridge abutment should be retracted westward toward the Freedom Lane tunnel 
underpass, to prevent further crowding of the immediate street intersection area, and more 
particularly the direct conflict with Otsego Street that would be caused by a new bridge 
landing at the north edge of the existing one. 
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2. Under the current assumption that new bridge spans will increase from the current 200 feet 
to about 240 feet, center to center, retracting the new landing abutment too far westward 
would cause the first pier to conflict with the new intersection alignment. Therefore, the 
new abutment should be retracted only far enough to avoid conflict with Otsego Street and 
to allow for the following street intersection improvements. 

3. The sharply curving, semi-blind intersection of Otsego Street and Union Avenue should be 
improved to a much wider radius of turn that would align directly with Saint John Street. 
This would allow longer and more generous turn lanes and greatly improved sight lines. 

4. The Water Street intersection should be sufficiently relocated to meet the new 
Union/Otsego street alignment and to avoid the first new bridge pier. 

5. Railroad property under the bridge complex and situated between the two city parks should, 
by special agreement, be made available for public use and maintained by the City of Havre 
de Grace to appear as part of the park complex. This area should contain landscaping and 
walkways, but should have no structures, to allow full access for bridge maintenance. 

6. Railroad property under the bridge complex, situated between the proposed Otsego/Union 
street curvature and the relocated bridge abutment, should likewise be made available for 
public use and maintained by the City of Havre de Grace as open space with landscaping 
and walkways, but should include no permanent structures that would interfere with bridge 
maintenance. 

7. The monumental gateway signage that exists under the current bridge should be relocated to 
a more favorable gateway vantage point, and should include a beautiful and enlarged 
landscaping feature. 

8. The much higher new bridge understructure would result a brighter and more open 
streetscape, which should be enhanced with ornamental tree plantings wherever possible 
without blocking sight lines or interfering with bridge maintenance operations. 


Recommended Action 
The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP project team as 


soon as possible. The abutment location is an engineering and track alignment issue that must be 
resolved by the SRRBP team very soon. 


Respectfyllyslbmitted, 


/1t- 


Volney H. Ford 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #12 
Rail Commuter Station — First Update 
January 26, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014, to examine the feasibility and best location of a 
new rail commuter station to serve Havre de Grace, and issued Advisory Bulletin #6 on 
November 6, 2014, based on all the information it had at that time. This advisory was based on 
an assumption that the southeasterly pair of new high-speed tracks would be aligned more in that 
direction, leaving enough space between that track pair and a northwesterly pair of lower-speed 
commuter/freight tracks to make room for a northbound station platform. 


As feasibility studies and preliminary design with regard to track alignment have been developed 
further by the SRRBP study team since last October, it appears that the most favorable high- 
speed track curvature and alignment with the new bridges will not leave sufficient room for a 
northbound station platform unless the lower-speed pair of freight/commuter tracks are aligned 
significantly northwestward. 


The most recent track alignment information was obtained by the Board at its special meeting 
with the Project Team in November, and at the public outreach session in December. The 
recommendations provided herein pertain only to the latest development of track and bridge 
alignments by the Project Team. The Advisory Board continues to vigorously support all other 
rail commuter station recommendations provided in Advisory Bulletin #3. 
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Track Alignment 


The most current plan resulting from the Project Team feasibility study favors positioning the 
new two-track north bridge for freight and commuter operations along the north side of the 
existing bridge, and the new two-track south bridge for high-speed operations in about the same 
location as the existing bridge. This alignment will require a northwesterly shift of the present 
elevated embankment to align with the new north bridge, and will likewise shift the proposed 
commuter platforms and their emergency/maintenance access ramp more northwesterly. 


In order to gain enough separation from the southeasterly pair of high-speed tracks to install a 
safe northbound boarding platform, the freight/commuter track pair should remain on tangent 
(straight ahead) from the bridge track alignment for some distance before curving gradually. The 
high-speed track pair would begin curving southwesterly immediately after landing at the new 
south bridge. This alignment would require a significant widening of the existing embankment 
toward the northwest until track curvature can return to the existing roadbed some distance 
southwest of the station. 


Number of Boarding Platforms 


The Advisory Board has considered the idea of providing only a single boarding platform at the 
most northwesterly track, normally used by a southbound commuter train, to eliminate the 
problem of separating a northbound boarding platform from adjacent high-speed traffic. It 
would appear feasible to have northbound commuter trains cross over onto the southbound track 
just before the Havre de Grace station, and remain on that track until entering the Perryville 
station siding. Northbound commuter trains currently execute a crossing of the same southbound 


track before they enter the Perryville station siding. 


The disadvantage of this scheme is that other southbound traffic would be delayed for a much 
longer period of time waiting for the northbound commuter train to cross over, enter the Havre 
de Grace station, board riders, clear the station, and cross the river at a lower speed. It could also 
prevent freight traffic departing the Susquehanna River line from heading southbound until the 
commuter train arrives in the Perryville station, assuming additional crossovers are installed in 
Perryville to facilitate such movements. 


The Board has also considered the idea of installing only one southbound boarding platform, 
bypassing Havre de Grace altogether northbound, and boarding/deboarding riders on the return 
run from the Perryville terminus of the MARC line. This would be very inconvenient to 
northbound Havre de Grace riders, and would become unworkable if MARC moves its overnight 
train parking to a new Perryville facility, or extends commuter service to Elkton and beyond. 
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The Board has concluded that the installation of standard northbound and southbound boarding 
platforms in Havre de Grace offers the greatest advantages in rider convenience, destination 
ridership numbers, movement of other trains, and avoidance of crossover delays. 


Safe Separation 


Safe separation distance between the high-speed track pair and the proposed northbound 
commuter boarding platform could be reduced by installation of a very strong concrete barrier, 
similar to a highway Jersey barrier in the platform area. This would also eliminate the effects of 
high-speed wind blast. Such a barrier could also be incorporated into the design of the 
northbound boarding platform shelter and means of access from the station below. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP Project Team as 
soon as possible, and to emphasize the need to adequately align the lower-speed tracks for a 
commuter station sometime in the future, if not in conjunction with bridge replacement. Failure 
to do so can permanently put a future station out of consideration, due to the added cost of 
elevated roadbed and rail realignment beyond that incurred during the bridge construction and its 


rail realignment process. 


Respectful bmitted, 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #13 
Safe Pedestrian and Bicycle River Crossing 
January 28, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on December 4, 2014 and again on January 15 and 27, 2015 to engage in 
a comprehensive study of the various ways to effect a safe pedestrian and bicycle crossing of the 
Susyuehanna River. This study was undertaken at the request of the Mayor and City Council of 
Favre de Grace as a result of recent proposals and other efforts to incorporate such a crossing into 
the design of the proposed Amtrak rail bridge replacement. 


The Board expanded this study to include eleven potential ways of conducting pedestrians and 
bicyclists across the river in a timely, dependable and reliable manner, with special emphasis on 
closing the Susquehanna River “gap” in existing regional and East Coast Greenway trail systems, 
as well as connecting components of the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway trail system. 
The eleven crossing options that were studied all include bicyclists and are captioned: 


Convert the Existing Amtrak Rail Bridge to Pedestrian Use 
Incorporate a Pedestrian Walkway into the Proposed Amtrak Rail Bridge 

Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge alongside the Proposed Amtrak Rail Bridge 
Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge on the Line of Abandoned Piers beyond Craig Park 
Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the Route 40 Hatem Bridge 

Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge across Garrett Island 

Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the CSX Rail Bridge 

Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the I-95 Tydings Bridge 

9. Install an Independent Bridge at Susquehanna State Park 

10. Establish a Regularly Scheduled Water Taxi System 

11. Establish a Land-Based Shuttle System 


ON DAABRW 
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The Board identified a wide range of issues and concerns that would likely be associated with this 
collective list of crossing options, and examined each issue in great detail. These issues were then 
applied to each crossing option to determine advantages, disadvantages, fatal flaws and other 
practical effects that should reasonably be expected. Each of these issues and concerns are 
explained in detail in Attachment A. The Board did not attempt to estimate project costs or to give 
weight to its recommendations based on actual cost comparisons. 


Although several pedestrian crossing studies have been produced within the past decade or two by 
several interests, the Board found them to be lacking in detail as to why a particular option was not 
feasible or not possible, other than to mention existing statutes and public policy statements or to 
declare overall structure to be unsuitable for the purpose. These may be valid conclusions in the 
broad sense, but the Board sensed that the general public, special interest groups, and local 
officials would need to know in much greater detail why one option is truly feasible and the other 
is not. A detailed analysis of every crossing option under consideration in this advisory bulletin is 


provided in Attachment B. 


Past crossing studies did not include as many crossing options as provided here, and were not 
timed to foresee the impact and potential opportunities associated with the Amtrak rail bridge 
replacement project. It is hoped that this study and analysis will be of great value in reducing 
future discussions and initiatives to practical and feasible river crossings. 


River Crossing Recommendations 


The Advisory Board has determined that “Option #9 — Install an Independent Bridge at 
Susquehanna State Park” best meets the primary purpose of a pedestrian and bicycle crossing. 
while preserving public safety and security, providing an excellent crossing experience, and 
efficiently connecting with the existing lower Susquehanna River trail systems. There appear to 
be no significant physical barriers or other difficult circumstances to overcome with regard to this 


option. 


The Board prefers “Option #3 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge alongside the Proposed 
Amtrak Rail Bridge” as its second choice, provided that the enormous cost issue can be overcome. 
This option may be more convenient to current routing of the East Coast Greenway, could offer 
greater use and enjoyment opportunities by the general public, is safer than all remaining bridge 
options, and would be an economic and tourism driver for Havre de Grace and Perryville. 


The Board sees “Option #10 — Establish a Regularly Scheduled Water Taxi System” as the third 
best option. Even though it provides a very different crossing experience and would involve 
delays for hikers and bicyclists, this very safe option would offer tourism opportunities and local 
cruise services not available under any other option. Capital and operational costs are the main 
drawback, and would require a large public subsidy to remain viable. 
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The fourth best option would be “Option #6 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge across 
Garrett Island”. As with the other two independent bridge options, this provides a good crossing 
experience without exposure to transportation dangers or homeland security issues. The location 
would be nearly as favorable as Option #2, and the bridge would have a significant impact on 
tourism in Havre de Grace and Perryville. Its very long bridge and approach length, along with 
personal security concerns, make this somewhat less feasible than the first three options listed 


above. 


The fifth choice of the Board, “Option #7 — Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the CSX Rail Bridge”, is 
much less feasible and practical than the first four choices, due to the significant public safety, 
homeland security, and liability issues associated with it. If these issues could be mitigated to 
every possible extent this would be a very efficient crossing in terms of capital cost, overall 
accessibility and long-term maintenance. It would also offer a fairly impressive and occasionally 


very exciting crossing experience. 


Five of the remaining six options were found to be entirely impractical or unfeasible, with several 
having fatal flaws that render them nearly impossible. Those are not recommended for further 
consideration. The last option, “Option #11 — Establish a Land-Based Shuttle System”, is entirely 
feasible and much less expensive than a water taxi operation, but would be little more than an 
inter-community public bus service. This option could serve as an interim solution to the need for 


a crossing. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to consolidate 
these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP Project Team and 
to all parties, agencies, and stakeholders associated with a pedestrian/bicycle trail crossing as soon 


as possible. 


ULL r 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


Attachment A In-depth Presentation of Safe Crossing Issues 
Attachment B_ In-depth Analysis of Safe Crossing Options 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Crossing Advisory Board 
Advisory Bulletin #13 
Safe Pedestrian and Bicycle River Crossing 


Attachment A 
In-depth Presentation of Safe Crossing Issues 


Overview 


An in-depth study and analysis of a safe, practical, and feasible means of conducting pedestrians and 
bicyclists across the lower Susquehanna River requires an examination of all contributing factors from 
two parallel points of view. First, one must consider the public safety, public accessibility, and general 
maintenance issues associated with any particular crossing option. Second, each crossing option must 
be considered as having unique physical characteristics and constraints that may be significantly or 
profoundly affected by these same safety, accessibility and maintenance issues. 


The following specific issues and concerns were found to impact most of the crossing options, and have 
formed the basis of opinions and conclusions developed by the Advisory Board with regard to each 
crossing option discussed in Attachment B. It is hoped that the foregoing discussion of issues will 
further educate and enlighten the public, elected officials, and the trail-using communities with regard 
to all issues relating to a safe and practical pedestrian crossing of the Susquehanna River. 


Crossing Design 


The design of a fixed pedestrian bridge, whether attached to an existing or proposed rail/highway bridge 
or constructed independentiy, should be at least twelve feet wide and ideally up to twenty feet in width, 
to safely accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, three-wheeled bicycles, kayaks in tow, and lightweight 
service and emergency vehicles. There should also be enough room for a lightweight service or 
emergency vehicle to safely pass pedestrians and bicyclists on the bridge. 


The design live-load rating of the bridge should be sufficient to support a dense congregation of users, 
such as a walk-a-thon event, a large standing assembly of people observing an event beyond the bridge, 
a close pack of marathon runners, or even a large crowd of people fleeing in panic. The minimum height 
of any type of overhead enclosure system that may be required for safety should be at Jeast ten feet, 
and preferably twelve feet or more in proportion to walkway width. 


ADA Accessibility Requirements 


A fixed pedestrian bridge across the Susquehanna River will surely be classified as a public facility and as 
a pedestrian way, under the Americans with Disabilities Act, with no allawance for special waivers. The 
current law provides that the entire pedestrian bridge, along with its access points and approaches, 
must comply with maximum allowable grade requirements and barrier-free conditions, all the way to 


AB #13 — Attachment A 
Page 2 


ground-level handicap parking spaces at each end. No slope along the entire path of travel can exceed 
twelve inches of rise in twelve feet of run, and no slope can run more than twenty-five feet in length 
without a five-foot insertion of level walkway. Putting this into perspective, an ADA-compliant path of 
travel rising ten feet would require a combination of ramp and level sections extending one-hundred 


forty feet in length. 


Each end of the pedestrian bridge and its ADA-compliant approach walkways would require a public 
parking lot having paved handicap parking spaces that are located closer to the walkway entry points 
than other parking spaces serving the bridge. This requirement could become problematic where 
persons without disability would be able to exit an elevated bridge landing by going immediately down a 
stairway to a non-ADA-accessible parking area at the base of the abutment, while the handicapped 
would be obliged to travel a far greater distance to a different accessible parking area. 


While ADA accessibility would not be an issue along a nearly level bridge deck and landing area, it would 
become a significant to severe design challenge at many existing bridge landings, and along potential 
walkway routes within existing bridge structure that encounter sudden vertical misalignments. Specific 
accessibility issues will be discussed under crossing options provided in Attachment B. 


Bridge Landing Access 


The pedestrian bridge, whether attached to another bridge or constructed independently, will require a 
public parking lot at each end, located as close as practical to the bridge entry point for public safety, 
emergency response, handicap accessibility, and custodial service. The required number of parking 
spaces will be determined by the code enforcement authorities having jurisdiction, based on their 
interpretation of bridge use and occupancy. Parking lots and access lanes or roads will be subject to the 
usual regulations on paving, landscaping, stormwater management, critical area, and other site 


requirements. 


Each parking lot will require access by a two-way paved road or driveway leading to existing public roads 
or streets. Some existing bridge landing locations are convenient to nearby public streets and some 
have no access at all within hundreds of yards or much farther. Many landing locations are severely 
encumbered with private property, steep slopes and cliffs, railroad/highway operations, and elevated 
abutments. These conditions will be specifically examined under crossing options provided in 


Attachment B. 


Bridge Carriage 


A new pedestrian/bicycle bridge must either be carried independently, or in conjunction with an existing 
or proposed rail/highway bridge. As recommended above, such a bridge or incorporated walkway 
should be twelve to twenty feet in width, and would require a very significant live load rating. With the 
potential of large numbers of people and light emergency vehicles on the bridge, its loading could easily 
approach that of a two-lane vehicular bridge serving all but heavy trucks. 
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lf incorporated with an existing or proposed rail/highway bridge, there are essentially three ways the 
pedestrian bridge can be carried: a) extended in cantilever alongside the host bridge, b) on the deck of 
the host bridge, or c) within or below the understructure of the host bridge. In rare cases it could be 
carried as an elevated bridge over the existing road/railway, which is not considered feasible with regard 


to the bridges of this study. 


A cantilevered pedestrian bridge causes the host bridge to be eccentrically loaded (much more weight 
on one side) and greatly leverages that load by virtue of its being extended so far outward from the 
central structure. Conversely, structural flexure and vibration of the host bridge caused by passage of 
heavy traffic is greatly magnified at the outer edges of the cantilever. Such conditions could only be 
mitigated by strengthening the entire cross-structure and counterweighting the opposite side of the 
host bridge, which in turn would require major upgrading of the entire bridge span structure. In 
addition, a cantilevered pedestrian deck with its safety enclosure would greatly impede routine bridge 
inspection and repair, as truck-mounted inspection booms would need to reach over, around, and under 
the walkway enclosure to get at the host bridge understructure. 


A pedestrian bridge located on the existing deck or bearing structure of a host bridge is ideal from a 
structural perspective, and would unquestionably be the least expensive to construct and maintain, 
provided such a deckway were available and currently not in use. The primary concerns would be 
proximity to existing rail/vehicular traffic and the elimination or preemption of an active vehicular lane 


or railroad track. 


Carriage of a pedestrian bridge through or within the existing structure of a host bridge immediately 
raises concerns about river navigation clearance, structural capacity, conflict with existing structural 
members, and interference with host bridge maintenance. Even though a central axis of loading could 
be more or less maintained, individual components of the host bridge structure, including cross- 
structure and bracing, would require major strengthening and redesign to accept a radically different 


directional loading imposed by the pedestrian bridge. 


A cursory examination of all four existing rail/highway bridges reveals that the primary structure, cross- 
structure, bracing, and pier configurations have such exceptional variation or are so congested with 
cross-structure and bracing from one end to the other that it is very difficult, if not impossible, to pass a 
pedestrian bridge deck cleanly through without abrupt changes in elevation or sudden offsets in the 
path of travel. Arched-truss spans in particular result in cross-structures that climb and descend at rates 


that well-exceed ADA ramp limitations. 


A pedestrian bridge can be carried under a host bridge by means of suspension cables from the primary 
structure, provided that sufficient river navigation clearance is maintained, the host bridge structure is 
upgraded and modified to carry the load, and the pedestrian bridge is strengthened or braced to resist 
sway. Host bridge modifications to accept this configuration would be extensive and very costly, if at all 


practical or even possible. 


A pedestrian bridge can be carried directly on the host bridge piers without imposing any loads on the 
host bridge structure, provided that sufficient river navigation clearance can be maintained. The 
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overriding difficulties with this option are available pier-top bearing area, conflict with host bridge cross- 
structure at the piers, and uneven pier elevations. Pier-to-pier spans of the pedestrian bridge would in 
most cases be very long, requiring huge span beams and robust sway-bracing that would be greatly out 


of proportion to the pedestrian bridge architecture. 


Navigational Clearances 


The SRRBP Project Team, with U. S. Coast Guard concurrence, is recommending a sixty-foot minimum 
bridge clearance above mean high tide for the proposed Susquehanna River Rail (Amtrak) Bridge. The 
Board prefers a sixty-five-foot clearance here, and recommends a minimum twenty-foot clearance 
above normal river level beyond navigable waters, in the vicinity of Rock Run Mill. This upriver 
clearance would allow for a maximum flood-stage river level with large debris floating on the surface. 


When considering any pier-to-pier, cable-suspended, or host-structure-attached pedestrian bridge 
option, or an independent pedestrian bridge, the underside must maintain sufficient clearance above 
water, whether over the main channel of navigation or elsewhere. All bridges upriver of the existing 
Amtrak bridge currently have higher clearances over the main channels that it does, either due to very 
high natural landings or by use of through-truss spans. Although some of these span clearances would 
be reduced by installing a pedestrian bridge directly underneath, in no case should they be lower than 
the USCG inland waterway standard of sixty-five feet, even though the proposed new Amtrak bridge 
may be approved for a sixty-foot clearance. 


Safety Enclosures 


If a new pedestrian/bicycle bridge is constructed as part of a host bridge, or as an independent bridge 
above navigable waters, public policy and regulations will surely require that the entire elevated 
walkway be provided with a continuous guard system sufficient to prevent rail/highway objects from 
striking pedestrians, prevent cyclists from pitching over the side, prevent bridge users from dropping or 
throwing objects off the bridge, and deter suicide attempts. If the pedestrian pathway is aligned under 
an existing bridge deck, protection from falling objects and hazardous liquids must also be ensured. 


Safety enclosures will vary in design depending on the nature of danger threats and height above 
ground or water. Any high-elevation walkway can be expected to require guards at least eight feet in 
height if not enclosed completely over the top. Enclosures may also require very small diameter 
openings in the guard matrix or fabric to prevent dropping of stones on boaters or extending objects 
toward adjacent vehicles or trains. It should be noted that the more effective a safety enclosure design 
is, the more unsightly and tunnel-like it will appear, and the more disappointing the crossing experience 
will become, especially with regard to panoramic view and photography. 
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Bridge Movement 


Steel bridge structures tend to be very flexible in conditions of high wind and under rapid movement of 
heavy trucks and trains. With freight traffic, a railroad bridge span is subjected to individual carloads 
and locomotives of less than one-hundred feet each, passing at speeds of up to sixty miles-per-hour, and 
weighing between 80,000 and 450,000 pounds each. A typical six-lane highway bridge can routinely 
experience as many as twelve tractor-trailers and dump trucks at once per span, weighing 50,000 to 


80,000 pounds each and moving seventy miles-per-hour. 


Depending on where and how a pedestrian bridge is carried by a host bridge, sudden and intense 
movements of the steel structure can be quite disconcerting and often terrifying to the user. A side- 
cantilever pedestrian bridge would significantly magnify this problem, being similar to a person sitting at 
the end of a diving board as another person jumps on it farther back. Steel bridge structure is said to be 
a “very living thing”, with intentionally designed flexibility and movement that can be quite shocking to 


the lay person. 


Normal expansion and contraction of bridge components, especially at isolation joints between spans, 
can be a serious danger to unaware bridge users, especially children and bicyclists. We think of such 
movement as gradual with temperature change, and therefore non-threatening. In reality, some joints 
and connections can remain “stuck” in one position until tension and compression forces build enough 
to overcome static friction, then release suddenly and unexpectedly. Movement issues will be further 


discussed under crossing options provided in Attachment B. 


Vehicular Traffic Dangers 


Locating a pedestrian and bicycle pathway directly alongside a lane of highway traffic traveling at speeds 
of 65 to 80 miles-per-hour, even with a concrete Jersey wall barrier in between, offers little protection 
from road spray, high-speed accidents, break-away loads from truck crashes, and truck flip-overs from 
high wind. There is also danger to a bridge user who would cross the barrier into a lane of traffic for any 
reason, even if responding to a vehicular accident. High-speed snow plowing operations can create 
pathway blockages and can seriously injure a pedestrian on the bridge, even with a strong chain link 


barrier in place. 


Placing a pedestrian bridge in cantilever offers a bit more protection if the walkway elevation is lower 
than the main bridge deck and if it is heavily protected with an enclosed guard system. There remains 
little protection from road spray and plow-thrown snow, however. Snow plowing accumulation can 
overload the cantilevered walkway, block its use for weeks, and damage its guard enclosure system. 


Rail Traffic Dangers 


A pedestrian walkway system that is located on a railway deck, cantilevered alongside it, or even 
cantilevered several feet below it is subject to a wide assortment of dangers, particularly at higher speed 
freight operations and very high speed passenger operations. Train operators seldom have the ability to 
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react to fast-developing equipment or load failures as they occur, and often do not know they are 
happening until much damage is done or the train has ground to an emergency stop. 


A pedestrian or bicyclist on a host railroad bridge is essentially a person who is much too close to a 
moving train under any circumstances, whether on land or bridge. Aside from derailment, the greatest 
dangers to a person standing close to a moving train at Significant speed are dragging equipment or 
shifted carload. A good example of dragging equipment is a broken load chain or load strap, which can 
whip by unseen, many feet beyond the train car, with fatal results. Chains and shifted loads have been 
known to tear out several hundred feet of barrier fencing without the train operator being aware of it 


while happening. 


Other proximity dangers include pressure-thrown ballast stones, leaking hazardous materials, thrown 
snow and ice (most locomotives have plows at the front), car-top breakaways of sheet ice, unsecured or 
falling train car equipment, and so forth. Most of these dangers cannot be resisted with any certainty by 
the most robust chain link enclosures, due to the overwhelming dynamic forces of a train in motion. 

The pedestrian would not be ina reasonably safe environment unless train speeds were drastically 
limited and sophisticated dragging equipment detectors were installed at both bridge approaches. 


Although derailments are significantly controlled (kept within rail alignment) on bridges by a pair of 
guard rails within the track rails, cars can separate and tip over at speed, sometimes causing open loads 
to break loose, tank cars to be punctured, and open hopper cars to spill hundreds of tons. Such 
accidents occur quickly and dramatically, with so much noise and confusion, and with so many 
transferred impacts that a bridge pedestrian often cannot decide which way to flee until it is too late. 
Hazardous cargo poses a special danger in these situations, as wind direction, deadly chemicals, and 
intense fire or explosions become factors, and the pedestrian is left with only two long and narrow 


directions in which to flee the scene. 


Very high speed trains and electrified railways present an additional set of dangers. Trains passing clase 
by at speeds of 120-150 miles-per-hour create a “bow wave” and a terminal suction that can throwa 
pedestrian or bicyclist to the ground. Airborne objects, such as ballast stones and simple debris can 
produce serious injuries unless a nearly solid barrier fence is installed. Overhead electrification, which 
includes catenary and high transmission lines, carry very high voltages that can “leap” a significant 
distance to a grounding source without direct contact. Live catenary has been known to break and 
dangle without shutting down the system. A full metal grounded enclosure, extending well above the 
head of a bicyclist, would be necessary to protect bridge users from potential electrocution. 


Personal Security 


In addition to the many traffic dangers described above, the bridge user is exposed to personal dangers 
associated with two features of a pedestrian crossing of the Susquehanna River. First and foremost is 
the sheer length of the crossing which, taking into account landing distance to a parking area at each 
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end, would be about a mile. Second, a high or fully-enclosed safety guard system, even if made with 
open-weave chain link fabric, is nearly impossible to see through at a shallow angle, such as from the 


shoreline. 


In the event a user is accosted or attacked by another person some distance out on the span, the victim 
simply cannot be seen or heard from shore, especially when vehicular or rail traffic is nearby. The adage 
“safety in numbers” would certainly apply during periods of significant bridge use; however, there 
would be many times when only one or two users are present, and the bridge will often be vacant. 
When accosted, the unfortunate user can only flee to the closest landing, and the perpetrator can safely 
exit the other end, particularly ona bicycle, before the situation is known to others and/or authorities 


can respond. 


Proximity of a pedestrian/bicycle bridge to urban areas offers convenience of access and increases the 
number of potential users, but it also tends to increase temptation, convenience and opportunity for 
unlawful persons, especially when a troubled neighborhood area is within easy walking distance. 
Personal security and fear of attack have become major issues in urban settings where much shorter 
pedestrian overpasses and tunnels exist. Well-placed and concealed security cameras with full-time 
monitoring should be installed and will help in many ways, but time and distance remains a critical 


disadvantage. 


Personal Emergencies 


Emergencies resulting from foul play, accidents or illness present the same problems of plea for aid and 
awareness by others, again due to bridge length and sight restriction. A person in real distress is usually 
incapable of moving off the bridge, and often incapable of shouting for help, having no other option but 
to hope for another person to appear on the scene. Factors that help mitigate such situations on a mile- 
long bridge are frequency and numbers of users, openness of the guard system, cell phones, security 
cameras, and perhaps a system of emergency telephones. 


Emergency response measures would need to be specially tailored and well-practiced for the unusual 
characteristics of a mile-long pedestrian bridge, especially if it is not readily accessible from an adjacent 
vehicular lane of travel. Emergency response teams serving both ends of the bridge would require the 
ability to quickly bring in a narrow and lightweight treatment/transport vehicle, as well as other service 
vehicles to handle multiple emergencies. Protocols would need to be established as to first responder 
procedures in advance of special vehicle arrivals, when time and distance factors are taken into account. 
It should be noted that bridge superstructures, overhead electrification, pedestrian guard enclosures 
and tricky wind conditions will normally rule out helicopter rescue directly from a bridge. 


Emergency and Panic Egress 


All modern structures subject to human use and occupancy are designed to provide for emergency and 
panic egress (escape) as safely as possible. The goal is to move persons to an area of refuge, usually the 
unrestricted outdoo‘ss, in an orderly manner with as little panic as possible. A mile-long pedestrian 
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bridge, mostly or fully enclosed with an unbreakable guard system, and with only two narrow paths of 
travel as much as a half-mile each in length, can be a disaster in the making and grossly exceeds current 


life safety standards for safe and efficient egress. 


Although highly mobile persons can usually escape a dangerous scene created at any one point along 
the bridge such as a stationary rail car on fire, serious problems can suddenly develop with an increase 
of occupancy or a more imminent danger. Typical worst-case scenarios may begin with a throng of 
runners in a marathon event, ora large and long crowd of people watching a fireworks display. In the 
face of an actual or perceived calamity, such as a cargo fire, a sudden train derailment, a terrorist bomb, 
or even a loaded barge striking a pier, the crowd may panic and trample many to death or individually 
fail to escape quickly enough, resulting in a much greater disaster than from the underlying cause. 


It is the very length, narrowness, strong enclosure system, and proximity of transportation dangers 
inherent with most Susquehanna River crossing options that exponentially increases the chances ofa 
panic egress. Conversely, by lowering and widening a pedestrian bridge, moving it well away from 
transportation bridges, decreasing bridge length or dividing it into two or more bridges, avoiding full 
enclosure systems, and locating it beyond sight of spectator events, the chances of a panic egress are 


virtually eliminated. 


Vandalism and Graffiti 


Anyone who has had the opportunity to walk across a short pedestrian bridge or through a pedestrian 
tunnel that is not closely supervised by remote cameras or facility staff will see plenty of graffiti, 
vandalism and general abuse, especially in urban areas. Such disfigurement seems to be much more 
pronounced where the perpetrator can work largely unseen, where locations tend to be more dramatic, 
and where surfaces are more suitable for spray art. Decking and solid guard panels would be most 
prone to such disfigurement. Widespread graffiti and vandalism increases concern for public safety and 


can have a significant negative impact on bridge use. 


Vista Quality 


The greatest benefit of a pedestrian/bicycle bridge across the lower Susquehanna River, besides being a 
way to cross the river, is the beautiful vista and dramatic viewing platform that it would provide. 
Unfortunately, the vista quality and viewing or photographic opportunities would be compromised to a 
disappointing degree by higher safety guards and barriers usually required along any bridge that is at a 
high elevation. Where pedestrian bridge is attached to a host bridge, the view would be further blocked 
by the host bridge itself, or its understructure. In many cases there would be no point in using the 
bridge except to get across. Vista quality should therefore be a major factor in selecting an appropriate 


crossing and in designing a guard system. 
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Homeland Security 


Since the tragic events of September 11, 2001, both rail bridges and both highway bridges below the 
Conowingo Dam have been identified as strategic assets by the Department of Homeland Security and 
have been placed under continuous observation due to their vulnerability to potential sabotage. The 
partial or total loss of any one of these bridges would have a profound impact on regional 


transportation, as well as our local economy. 


All four existing bridges, as well as the proposed new Amtrak bridge, are steel structures having critical 
structural members and structural connections that become the “Achilles heel” of the entire structure. 
This is the nature of all trussed steel bridges and most steel beam spans, which are the types 
represented by our local bridges. Bridge and demolition experts have long known that placement of a 
very small amount of powerful explosive in the right place, with the right shaping of the charge, can 
result in immediate and catastrophic structural failure, especially if the bridge is heavily loaded. 


The best measures to prevent such a disastrous occurrence are good surveillance and the prevention of 
persons from getting anywhere near bridge structure at any time, except when within a fast-moving 
vehicle. Both of these measures become seriously degraded when a pedestrian bridge is positioned 
next to, or within critical structure of a host bridge. Not only is the critical structure of the host bridge 
made much more accessible, but the mere presence of people next to or within the structure renders 


surveillance identification and reaction time nearly useless. 


For instance, the understructure of an open-deck bridge such as the Tydings Bridge is inaccessible from 
its deck, even to persons on foot outside of their automobiles. The understructure can only be reached 
by scaling the high piers from the river. Such activity would immediately be deemed suspicious through 
surveillance, and enough reaction time would be available to initiate a direct response and to stop 
traffic. Unauthorized persons seen on rail bridges can also trigger an alert long before they reach 
superstructure or are able to rappel into the substructure. 


A bridge trespasser is one who is not supposed to be on or within the bridge under any circumstances 
and can usually be seen in plenty of time for authorities to take appropriate action. A bridge walkway 
user is not a trespasser, and would not be assumed to be a threat to the host bridge until he or she were 
to take some suspicious action at the very last moment, when it would be too late to respond in any 
meaningful way. Enough high explosive to destroy most or part of a steel bridge can be easily carried in 
a hiker’s backpack. Tool-like objects attached to a hiker could often appear as trail gear. The difference 
between a typical trail hiker and a similarly equipped saboteur or terrorist is very difficult to determine 


from any distance, even with the best of surveillance cameras. 


Screening guards and panels along the walkway would further disrupt surveillance and conceal sudden 
sabotage activity, which could include quickly cutting through a chain link guard for direct access to the 
host bridge structure. The entire pedestrian bridge profile could, in many cases, block the view of a 
significant portion of host bridge structure from distant camera positions. In summary, good bridge 
security is all about non-accessibility, surveillance, and sufficient reaction time. 
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Ownership and Liability Issues 


All pedestrian options must operate under some form of ownership, whether exclusively or in 
association with a host bridge entity. Likewise, general liability must be assumed exclusively, or in 
association with a host bridge entity and its users. These issues are less complex when the pedestrian 
bridge itself is owned and maintained by a government agency, even though there wiil always be some 
exposure to claims of liability for harm. Liability exposure increases somewhat under ownership by a 
public corporation, and somewhat further under the ownership of a quasi-public not-for-profit 


corporation. 


Ownership, liability and maintenance issues become more complex under joint use agreements. In such 
arrangements, liability and maintenance issues are less problematic where the host and parasitic bridges 
are both owned by agencies at the same level of government. They become more complex when the 
parasitic bridge is owned by a quasi-governmental entity or by a lower level government agency. 


Liability and maintenance issues incur further complexities when the host rail bridge owner/operator is 
a public corporation with transportation “tenants” that include a private for-profit corporation and a 
public agency, all having very different modes of operation. The most difficult relationship, with the 
most amount of potential liability, could occur between a private for-profit host bridge owner/operator 
and a public or quasi-public owner of the parasitic pedestrian structure. 


These various relationships have an impact on determination of liability, quality of maintenance, 
limitations of maintenance, provisions for public safety, and operational priorities in many different 
ways, and can be a significant determining factor in the final choice of the most favorable means of 


crossing the Susquehanna River on foot or bicycle. 


Risk of Closure 


As demonstrated above, public safety and security can be compromised by any number of adverse 
circumstances or events, regardless of the most prudent designs and measures put into place. A 
combination of serious accidents and/or felonious assaults, a terrorist attack, or a single disaster can 
force public officials to temporarily or permanently close the pedestrian bridge to public use, resulting in 
a great waste of public funds and loss of the crossing. Choice of the most favorable crossing location 
should therefore be influenced by its having the lowest risk of long-term closure. 


(end) 
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Attachment B 
In-depth Analysis of Safe Crossing Options 


Overview 


This analysis was performed by members of the Advisory Board without reliance upon professional 
engineering or comparative cost studies, and was not particularly influenced by earlier conclusions and 
recommendations of railroad operators or Maryland Department of Transportation agencies. Each 
crossing option was considered as having unique physical characteristics and constraints that could be 
significantly or profoundly affected by safety, ADA accessibility, homeland security, and maintenance 
issues, as presented and explained in Attachment A. 


The Board readily concedes that all crossing options discussed herein are theoretically possible, given 
enough funding, waiver of statutory requirements, re-engineering of existing structures, and 
compromise of public safety. The purpose of this analysis is to show which options are grossly 
impractical (not possible in any reasonable sense), which are possible with significant compromise if 
issues, and which can be considered more or less practical. 


Two crossing options were ruled out of this analysis due to their fundamental impracticality in serving 
the needs of hikers and bicyclists on a reliable basis. These were commuter train service between the 
Perryville and (proposed) Havre de Grace stations, and an elevated cable car system stretching across 


the river. 


Option #1 — Convert the Existing Amtrak Rail Bridge to Pedestrian Use 


The existing two-track deck truss steel bridge with a through-truss swing section, completed in 1905, is 
planned for replacement in the near future due to its limited traffic capacity, speed restrictions, high 
cost of maintenance, and impediment to river navigation, among other reasons. With the replacement 
study phase nearing completion, it has become clear that this bridge must be removed entirely to allow 
room for new twin bridges having four-tracks and high-speed rail capacity. The proposed new bridges 
will be raised about thirteen feet at railhead above the main channel to provide for unobstructed river 
navigation without the need for a movable bridge section. 


Although the very strong and nearly level deck surface of the existing bridge, with landings in downtown 
Perryville and Havre de Grace, would seem ideal for a generous pedestrian crossing with a high load 
rating, other conditions and constraints render this structure entirely unsuitable, even if it were not 
directly in the path of the new bridges. Its closer pier spacing and very narrow swing span opening at 
the main channel would not only remain in place, but would cause greater navigational conflicts with 


the adjacent new bridge piers having a longer spacing. 
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The swing span, if left in place for pedestrians, would require operation by the owning authority (not 
necessarily the railroad) every time a tall boat needs to pass through, which is a difficult and expensive 
process, and which would defeat the purpose of elevating the new bridges. In addition, the swing span 
could not swing open unless the new rail bridges were located far enough away from it to allow 
horizontal clearance. If the swing span was replaced with an elevated fixed-span connection to 
accommodate the main channel clearance requirement, such an elevation would require a very long and 


unattractive ADA-compliant approach ramp from each direction. 


In addition, this bridge would continue to be extraordinarily expensive to own and maintain with its 
advanced age and labor-intensive structural system. Its architecture and dense structural assembly 
would detract from the architectural grace of the new bridges and seriously clutter the riverscape. 
Lastly, there is simply not enough space to accommodate three double-track bridge landings in Perryville 
or Havre de Grace without massive property takings and street disruptions. The Advisory Board believes 
this option is wholly impractical, if not impossible, under all circumstances surrounding the rail bridge 


replacement project, and should not be pursued further. 


Option #2 — Incorporate a Pedestrian Walkway into the Proposed Amtrak Rail Bridge 


Incorporating a pedestrian/bicycle walkway with the necessary twelve to twenty foot width under, 
between, or alongside the proposed new rail bridges presents numerous design, safety and clearance 
challenges. The new bridges are severely constrained in height by the need to maintain at least a sixty- 
foot river clearance and descend to original track grade to align with the Perryville station and the 
Harrisburg freight line intersection. With every inch of elevation being critical to this calculation, there is 
certainly no room to attach a pedestrian crossing underneath either bridge. 


Installing a pedestrian bridge between the two new rail bridges, especially if its deck is lowered as much 
as possible below track level to offer some safety protection and to conceal, or eliminate the need for, 
an unsightly guard system visible from shore, would seem to offer an excellent and relatively 
inexpensive structural solution. The two bridges could carry the platform nestled between them, with 
their side beams acting as solid guards, and a heavy-duty cage “roof” offering some protection from 
falling objects as well as preventing pedestrians from climbing onto the tracks. 


The disadvantages of the center-nestled scheme are the inability to see anything beyond the interior of 
the walkway and to seek help from or to be seen by people not on the bridge in situations of distress. It 
would amount to little more than a mile-long tunnel with daylight at the top, and would invite the 
greatest opportunities for felonious attack, vandalism and graffiti, and would create the least feeling of 
personal security of any other crossing option. A further concern is the need for the railroad to provide 
a safe, open catwalk for its workers on the bridge while traffic is running which would ordinarily occupy 
the center space and allow the bridges to be much closer together. 


The fatal flaw in a center-nestled scheme is that it would require spreading the two rail bridges farther 
apart, which would create an unworkable bridge alignment with regard to the protection of Otsego 
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Street in Havre de Grace and Rogers Tavern in Perryville, while maintaining proper high-speed rail arc in 
Havre de Grace and track alignment in Perryville. 


Installing a pedestrian bridge along outside edge of either new rail bridge creates a full cantilever 
situation with all of its attendant motion and vibration problems discussed in Attachment A, and would 
require some type of an unsightly full-guard system that would destroy the architectural appeal of the 
new bridge, along with any opportunity for accent lighting along the one side. The user would only be 
able to see out from, and be seen, along one side of the host bridge. 


All three host bridge attachment methods discussed here would require some means of ADA compliant 
discharge at both ends, which is complicated by the high abutments and close street underpasses. 
Ramping these discharges to street grade would require an enormous amount of space and distance, 
and would be a major eyesore at the gateway to downtown Havre de Grace. 


Homeland security would not be as much of a concern along this bridge in comparison to the other 
bridges, due to its proposed solid-beam design (no vulnerable truss connections). All of the other safety 
concerns and exposures to danger from being very close to freight and high-speed rail operations, 
discussed in much detail in Appendix A, would apply to each of these bridge attachment methods, 
leaving the pedestrian at considerable risk of physical harm, no matter how many protective measures 


are taken. 


This crossing option would be the most complex in terms of liability, maintenance issues, and number of 
parties involved (Amtrak, Norfolk Southern and MARC, as well as the walkway owner). The Advisory 
Board concludes that this crossing option is untenable for all the reasons provided above and discussed 


in Appendix A, and therefore should not be pursued further. 


Option #3 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge alongside the Proposed Amtrak Rail Bridge 


This option, while similar in some respects to Option #2, offers a number of advantages and eliminates a 
number of safety issues attendant with actual attachment to the new Amtrak bridges. Under this 
scheme, a third and independent bridge would be constructed alongside the new rail bridges, preferably 
at the downriver side, incorporating architecture and spans that exactly match the rail bridges to 
preserve bridge appearance, accent lighting and river clearance. 


By isolating this bridge from the other two, homeland security concerns would become significantly 
reduced issue. There would be no effect on rail and bridge alignments, and all the dangers of proximity 
to rail operations would also be significantly reduced. There would be fewer joint liability and 
maintenance issues, as this bridge could be wholly owned and maintained by an entity other than the 
railroad, even though encroaching on railroad right-of-way and landing on its property. This bridge 
could also be fitted with side guards as low as four feet to greatly enhance the crossing experience and 
to allow for spectator events, even though its deck would be some seventy feet above the river. 
Lowering the side guards would, however, require a compromise of public policy due to bridge height. 
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Having spans and beam profiles with both rail bridges (although with fewer and thinner beams and a 
narrower deck), this would be the strongest independent pedestrian bridge among all the options, 
capable of supporting normal emergency vehicles and light maintenance trucks, and perhaps even 
heavy firefighting equipment. The feeling of openness and low guards would help to discourage 
felonious activity and vandalism. There is no question that this option would provide the most 
spectacular crossing experience with its unobstructed view of the Chesapeake Bay, and would directly 
connect the Perryville and Havre de Grace downtown areas in the interest of tourism. 


To prevent conflict with Rogers tavern in Perryville and Otsego Street in Havre de Grace on the upriver 
side, the downriver side location is also deemed best for bridge landing opportunities. By being a 
separate bridge, it can discharge directly at the top of both railroad abutments and gradually slope 
downward to street level parking areas alongside the railroad embankments. The Havre de Grace 
landing should only require public property already available and railroad property used by agreement; 
however, the Perryville landing would require significant use of the Perry Point VA Hospital property as 


well as railroad property for its slope and parking area. 


The overwhelming issue associated with this bridge option is its enormous cost. Although lighter and 
somewhat narrower than either rail bridge, the long spans and architecturally matching beams would 
make it at least two-thirds as costly as one of the rail bridges. The Advisory Board concludes that this 
option provides the greatest overall number of river crossing advantages and a low number of public 
safety disadvantages, but concedes that cost alone could be its fatal flaw. 


Option #4 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge on the Line of Abandoned Piers beyond Craig Park 


This option has been in the realm of public discussion for several decades, and on the whole would seem 
to be a reasonable proposal. All but one or two piers from the bridge that was once there remain in 
place, and appear to be large enough and spaced closely enough together to carry a pedestrian/ bicycle 
bridge with structural span efficiency. Unfortunately, those piers are no longer in any condition to 
support new structure, and would require such a degree of repair and rebuilding as to be economically 


unfeasible and historically unrecognizable. 


The original bridge was carried as a compression load directly on those piers, which were low enough 
that a movable (swing) span had to be installed at the main channel. A modern fixed-span bridge on the 
same piers would require vertical columns or pier extensions, reacting in cantilever to resist wind forces, 
to clear both the main channel and off-channel water, for which the old piers were never designed. 
Leaving the old piers in place would seriously impede river navigation through the new rail bridge piers 
located close by. In addition, this bridge would block the view of the imposing new rail bridges and their 
proposed accent lighting from the most dramatic downriver vantage point. 


The Advisory Board considers that this option is entirely unfeasible and should not be pursued further, 
based on unsuitable piers, river navigation issues, cluttering of the riverscape and cost of pier 


modification. 
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Option #5 — Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the Route 40 Hatem Bridge 


The Advisory Board has photographed and studied the existing structure of this bridge from end to end, 
in the attempt to find some practical way to insert or attach a pedestrian/bicycle bridge of sufficient 
width to it. There are major physical obstacles to either carriage method, which become the fatal flaws 
in this scheme, all other concerns of safety, homeland security and maintenance of the host bridge 
notwithstanding. The one favorable condition is ease of discharge to parking areas at both landings. 


It would seem that the most advantageous method would be to pass a pedestrian bridge through the 
central understructure, keeping it high enough to maintain river clearance (both channels of this bridge 
now have an eighty-seven foot clearance). Unfortunately, this is nearly impossible because the cross- 
structure of this bridge and most of its piers change elevation rapidly and block the path of travel due to 
its inconsistent support and bracing configurations. The abrupt vertical changes in the pathway would 
prevent bicycle use and ADA accessibility, even requiring stairways in some places. 


A side cantilever arrangement would result in eccentric (unbalanced) structural loading of the host 
bridge, shaking from traffic, and overloading beyond its current structural capacity, all of which are 
explained in detail in Attachment A. Since its original construction in 1939, the bridge has been 
upgraded many times to its practical loading limits, including the addition of concrete Jersey walls which 
are themselves extended in cantilever beyond the main structure. The side cantilever walkway would 
also meet a major barrier at each main “camelback truss” support pier of the superstructure, which 
extends out about eight feet beyond the bridge deck. 


Both methods of attachment would result in additional loading of the entire bridge system that would 
require extensive reinforcement of most very complex structure above and below the roadway, at an 
expense that would easily exceed the cost of an independent pedestrian bridge. Every one of the safety, 
homeland security, and bridge maintenance issues related to a vehicular bridge attachment, as 
described in Attachment A, would apply in this case. The Advisory Board concludes that this crossing 
option is not practical or feasible in any configuration, and should not be pursued further. 


Option #6 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge across Garrett Island 


Garrett Island is an interesting location for a pedestrian/bicycle bridge due to its proximity to both 
municipalities and its changing scenery from river to dense woodland and back to river. A fairly high 
ancient volcanic mount exists near the west side of the island, about halfway between the Hatem and 
CSX bridges, which would provide a very convenient and handicap-accessible way to descend from 
bridge height to nature trails on the island if the bridge touched upon peak. 


An independent bridge at this location, with an approach ramp climbing the hillside to the west of the 
North Park lagoon to a river clearance height of sixty-five feet, crossing to the Garrett Island mount, 
then running northeast to a landing in Perryville, would become the longest pedestrian crossing among 
all the options. A different route, crossing Garrett Island near its downriver tip just south of the Hatem 
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Bridge would offer a significantly shorter crossing and an open viewscape downriver, but would leave 
the island inaccessible and would require very large and unsightly ramp structures at both Jandings. 


As with the option of an independent pedestrian bridge next to the new Amtrak bridge, the deck could 
be left open and unobstructed by high guards or caging even though it is also a high bridge and would 
require a compromise of public policy with regard to safety. Both landings of a bridge at this location 
would be very close to the trail system and relatively convenient to visitors of both municipalities. Most 
of the public safety and personal security concerns provided in Attachment A would apply at this 
location, however, since it is close to urban areas and since much of its crossing would be concealed by 


woodlands. 


It must also be noted that Garrett Island is now part of a National Wildlife Refuge, and public access and 
use are currently prohibited without special permit. The Advisory Board considers this crossing option 
to be feasible, but relatively costly due to its length. The most significant concern would be personal 
safety and security along its overland hidden section, which would be longer than either of its river 
crossings, particularly if it is connected to an unsupervised and well-concealed natural area on the 


island. 


Option #7 — Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the CSX Rail Bridge 


The CSX rail bridge, more than one hundred years old, has such a crowded and ever-changing 
understructure that carriage of a pedestrian bridge through the structure is not physically possible. On 
the other hand, bridge deck conditions are structurally ideal for a narrower (twelve foot width) 
pedestrian/bicycle pathway, because the railroad has long used only the upriver side of the original two- 
track bridge for single-train operation. The downriver side has no tracks or decking crossbeams, but the 


necessary longitudinal structure remains in place. 


Both ends of this bridge land within the municipalities and are fairly close to streets and to the trail 
system, with opportunity for public parking. Its Garrett Island crossing offers potential long-ramp access 
to the island, via the volcanic mount, for hikers. A shared use arrangement similar to this exists in 
downtown Harpers Ferry, West Virginia, where a pedestrian/bicycle path utilizes one side of a much 
shorter and lower CSX bridge with single-track railroad operation, with trains passing through under a 


speed restriction. 


Although this crossing option is quite feasible and would by far be the least expensive to implement and 
maintain, many of the safety, homeland security, and personal security issues discussed in Attachment A 
would definitely apply here. The user would be very closely exposed to freight trains operating more 
frequently and at much higher speeds than those on the Amtrak bridge. This bridge is also very old 
(1907) and may require replacement in the not-too-distant future. 


The east channel section of this bridge, having a through-truss superstructure, would be much more 
accessible and vulnerable to sabotage. The entire bridge would be subjected to heavy vibration and 
shaking as trains rumble past, giving much pause to potential users. And finally, ownership, 
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maintenance and liability issues could be quite difficult to resolve. The Advisory Board concludes that 
this crossing option is technically viable with much compromise of public safety and homeland security 
concerns, and a successful negotiation with the CSX Corporation. 


Option #8 — Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the I-95 Tydings Bridge 


The structure of this bridge has also been photographed and studied from end to end by the Advisory 
Board, and found to be more consistent and efficient in its use of steel structure and bracing techniques 
than that of the Hatem Bridge, built 24 years earlier. In other words, the understructure of the Tydings 
Bridge maintains the same design configuration across the entire river gorge, which would allow a 
pedestrian bridge to more easily follow a straight and uniform path through it, if other constraints and 


impediments did not exist. 


The design efficiency of the understructure of this bridge is the primary reason it could never support 
the additional load of a pedestrian bridge within its structural members. Every main chord, web, brace 
and cross-beam of the truss system is designed only for a particular directional load. The top chords 
alone, acting in intricate concert with all other members of the truss system, are the only members 


designed for the direct or indirect loading of a bridge deck. 


The concrete piers of this bridge are very tall and perfectly aligned to carry a pedestrian bridge 
independent of the main bridge structure, leaving plenty of river navigation clearance. Unfortunately, 
the bottom cross-brace of the host bridge blocks the way at each pier. More significantly, a pedestrian 
bridge located at the pier cross-head would offer the perfect opportunity for unobservable access and 
sabotage at a most critical point in the host bridge structure. In addition, the very long spans between 
piers would require an enormous amount of new structure just to carry the pedestrian bridge over such 


a distance. 


As with the Hatem Bridge, cantilevering the road deck presents a number of structural, maintenance 
and safety issues discussed in detail in Attachment A. The difference with this bridge is that both of its 
outer lanes of travel are already cantilevered entirely, with the additional load of tall concrete Jersey 
walls along the outer edges. The addition of a pedestrian bridge beyond the existing deck on one side 
would require longer crossbeams and counterbalancing on the opposite side, adding excessive weight to 
the overall structure for which it was never designed. 


The Advisory Board concludes that structural issues alone are the fatal flaw of this crossing option, 
followed by most of the homeland security, safety and maintenance issues associated with a vehicular 
host bridge, and therefore recommends that it not be pursued further. This crossing option is also by far 
the most difficult to access at its landings, with sheer bluffs and no secondary roads in the vicinity of 
either landing. The trail system along both sides of the river would also be inaccessible without 


detouring far inland. 
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Option #9 — Install an Independent Bridge at Susquehanna State Park 


The Susquehanna State Park area differs from that of all other bridge location options in a fundamental 

way. A pedestrian/bicycle bridge in this area can be lowered much closer to the water surface, being far 
enough upriver to avoid navigable waters. The Advisory Board recommends a minimum clearance of 
only twenty feet at this location, which it believes is sufficient to clear the river at maximum flood stage 


carrying large surface debris. 


A much lower bridge has the obvious advantage of being easier and less costly to access at its landings, 
which would connect with the existing trail system in the State Park at its Harford County landing and 
beyond the north end of Port Deposit at its Cecil County landing. It would be adjacent to public roads at 
both landings and costly ramp systems would not be necessary. Agradual increase in grade 
approaching the bridge, oriented parallel to the river, should be sufficient to gain the necessary 


elevation to cross. 


Other significant advantages include side guards that can be safely lowered to four feet, a pier system 
that would not be subjected to as much wind force, piers that can be spaced more closely together 
reducing span structural cost and span beam depth, and the opportunity to access Robert Island. This 
bridge should be expanded to the maximum recommended width of twenty feet, and should be 
designed for fishing opportunities and for crossing with dismounted horses. 


Robert Island, which belongs to the utility company that owns the Conowingo Dam complex, could be an 
important component of this crossing option. Ifa pedestrian bridge crossed to the southeastern end of 
the island from Rock Run Mill, it could not continue directly across to Port Deposit due to the closeness 
of Route 222 to the river edge, leaving no available landing or parking area. The only sufficient landing 
area on the Cecil County side is farther up Route 222, near the Canal Road intersection and opposite the 
northwestern (upstream) tip of Robert Island. {f two separate bridges were built to accommodate these 
offset crossing locations, an ADA compliant walkway would be required along most of the length of 
Robert Island to connect the two bridges. The terrain on this island is quite difficult and uneven, with a 
solid exposed granite spine and several lateral crevasses that would require bridging. 


A more viable option would be to locate the Harford County bridge landing just above the mouth of 
Deer Creek, where the crossing to Robert Island is shortest in length, and where it would directly align 
with the other bridge over to Cecil County, in the location proposed above. This bridge would be 
accessed by first crossing the former Deer Creek railroad bridge, then advancing several hundred feet up 
the existing trail to the new bridgehead. A Robert Island landing, crossing only its northwestern tip, 
would extend only short distance, and could be eliminated by installing a continuous bridge across the 
island. Access from this bridge to the island could be restricted to primitive trail hiking to avoid ADA 


accessibility issues. 


The physical disadvantages of a Deer Creek area crossing are mostly related to maintenance and ADA 
access. The existing trail that follows the old railroad bed is not readily accessible from the nearby road, 
and is in no condition to accommodate persons with mobility issues. The existing trail, froma parking 
lot to new bridgehead, would need to be widened and paved, with a short bridge installed to span the 
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old canal bed between it and the road. A sizable paved parking lot would be required close the Deer 
Creek trail bridge, and the bridge deck woutd need to be widened and reinforced to matching 
specifications of the river crossing bridge(s). These improvements, however, would be less costly than a 
connecting pathway and crevasse bridging of the same specifications up the length of Robert Island. 


The upriver location of either Susquehanna State Park crossing option, being well away from walking 
distance of urban neighborhoods, would incur far less exposure to vandalism, graffiti, assaults and other 
undesirable activity. The Susquehanna State Park is host to a large number of hikers, bicyclists, 
fishermen, picnickers, nature lovers and wildlife observers from dawn to dusk on any given day, which 
would enhance the feeling of personal safety and security. Almost all categories of Park visitors would 
be likely to make full use of the pedestrian bridge, providing safety in numbers and immediate 


assistance to those in need. 


A direct crossing from the Deer Creek area in Harford County to the Canal Road area in Cecil County, 
passing over the upriver tip of Robert Island, would be significantly shorter than any other pedestrian 
bridge crossing option considered by the Advisory Board. It would also be the least expensive bridge 
option, when taking into account such associated costs as access ramps and host bridge reinforcement, 
with the exception of the CSX rail bridge option. Ownership and maintenance of this bridge could 
logically be incorporated into the Susquehanna State Park system, including its landing area in Cecil 


County. 


Genera] disadvantages of this crossing option are that its remoteness from Perryville and Havre de 
Grace would have little positive effect there on local tourism. The bridge would not be available as an 
event observation platform and it would be less likely to host marathons and walk-a-thons. In addition, 
it would require a much longer time for emergency responders to reach the Harford County landing 


area. 


The Advisory Board recommends this crossing option, more specifically at the Deer Creek landing, as the 
most practical and feasible of any that it has studied, when all factors outlined in Attachment A are 
taken into full consideration. The Board is convinced that this option best meets the primary purpose 
of a pedestrian and bicycle river crossing, whether by bridge, water taxi or land shuttle, by being 
available and accessible at all times for trail hikers and bicyclists. It also offers the highest degree of 
personal safety and security, coupled with a beautiful vista and enjoyable crossing experience. 


Option #10 — Establish a Regularly Scheduled Water Taxi System 


A regularly scheduled water taxi system, operating in a circuit between Havre de Grace, Port Deposit 
and Perryville, has been a vision within these communities for a number of years, but has never been 
formally planned or implemented. The Advisory Board believes that such a system could serve hikers 
and bicyclists on a dependable basis if operated from dawn to dusk, seven days a week, on an 
arrival/departure schedule that is posted at each landing and on a dedicated internet website. 
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A system such as this would require at least two dedicated vessels large enough to carry at least thirty 
Passengers, twenty bicycles, and several kayaks. It would also require direct roll-on/roll-off capability, 
full handicap accessibility, restrooms, an enclosed weather cabin, and seating for all Passengers. On 
weekends and holidays, both vessels could be put into operation to meet increased demand and 


shorten wait times at the landings. 


River crossing ridership should be free of charge; however, these vessels could be put into revenue 
service for summer night cruises, special events and, special destinations. One of the vessels should 
always be available for revenue services except when both would be required during the day on peak 
demand dates. The water taxi system would require a large public subsidy to be viable, whether owned 
and operated by a public agency or through commercial contract. 


The advantages of such a system in comparison to bridge options are lower capital cost, public 
supervision at all times by the boat crew, alternative uses and revenue opportunities, very enjoyable 
boating experience, and a safe environment. Many local riders and destination tourists would use the 
system just to be on the water and to visit the other towns for dining and shopping. This is the only 
crossing option that could truly appeal to people of all ages and levels of mobility. 


The disadvantages of this system are its high operating cost, wait times at the landings, inconvenience to 
hikers and bicyclists, and difficulty in accommodating large groups. This system would also be subject to 
cessation in winter and unpredictable closures due to bad weather or unsafe river conditions. This 
option would obviously not accommodate marathons or walk-a-thons, and would offer limited Capacity 


for observing events from offshore. 


The Advisory Board concludes that this is a safe and feasible crossing option, but is not as practical or 
convenient for pedestrians, hikers and bicyclists who wish to cross the river at any time of day, any day 
of the year, with no wait involved. The Board is also very concerned about the level of subsidy that 
would be required to operate and maintain the vessels, and compensate the crews, often at times or 


route segments with no riders aboard. 


Option #11 — Establish a Land-Based Shuttle System 


This option is somewhat similar to the concept of a water taxi system, the difference being that special 
buses would run a regularly scheduled route between the same three communities, with only one or 
two stops in each. These buses would be configured to quickly load bicycles and kayaks, perhaps as a 
combination bus/truck vehicle, or an airport-type shuttle pulling a low trailer, and would be ADA 


accessible. 


Transit time between communities would be about the same for both options. The Board estimates 
that it would take about one hour for a shuttle or water taxi to complete the three-town triangular 
route. Twenty minutes or so would be required to complete a round trip just between Perryville and 
Havre de Grace, which could be offered on busier days when a second shuttle or water taxi is put into 


service. 
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The advantages of a shuttle system in comparison to a water taxi are its far lower capital and operating 
costs, year-round operational capability and not being affected by river conditions. In comparison to all 
crossing options, it offers very little exposure to the elements (if bus stop shelters are provided), the 

best emergency response conditions, and a high level of personal safety and security. Issues that would 
need further study are whether to charge a fare and how to prevent locals who have no recreational or 


tourism purpose from overwhelming the system. 


The disadvantages of this option are wait times at the stops, inconvenience to hikers and bicyclists, 
limitation to small groups, and inability to accommodate marathons and walk-a-thons. Shuttle vehicles 
would have few alternative uses that could generate revenue and would offer no particular river 
crossing experience. This is the only option that would not become an attraction in its own right, 


beyond the primary purpose of proving a way across the river. 


The Advisory Board believes that this option would incur the lowest combined capital and operating cost 
of all options, and would require a much lower public subsidy than the water taxi system. On the other 
hand, the crossing experience would not exist, and public would have no interest in using this system 
unless they needed to get across the river with no other means of available transportation. This system 
would not be particularly attractive to destination tourists who wish to shop and dine in the other two 
communities. For these reasons the Board concludes that this option is feasible and practical as a 
simple means of transportation, and could be used for interim service until one of the other crossing 


options becomes a reality. 


(end) 
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Advisory Bulletin #14 
Union Avenue and Otsego Street Intersection 
March 16, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on February 12 and March 12, 2015 to study the intersection of Union 
Avenue and Otsego Street, and the closely impacted intersections of Warren, Water, and Saint 
John Streets. This study was conducted as a logical extension of Advisory Bulletins #3 and #11, 
Bridge Abutment Area; Advisory Bulletins #6 and #12, Rail Commuter Station; and the 
following Advisory Bulletin #15, Bridge Historical Preservation and Display. All are directly 
related to the redesign these street intersections. 


Objectives 


Intersection redesign and improvement is entirely predicated upon retraction of the proposed new 
rail bridge abutment, as far westward from the existing intersection curve as the first bridge span 
will allow, without constraining Water Street with its first pier location. The purposes of bridge 
abutment retraction are twofold: It will be necessary to allow a wider abutment for the new 
northerly low-speed bridge span which would otherwise land in Otsego Street. It will also 
permit a much safer and more gracefully curving street entrance into the historic downtown area 
of the City. In consideration of this, the Advisory Board has assumed a new bridge span of 240 
feet, from pier to pier, which is somewhat longer than the existing 200-foot spans. 


Primary objectives are to provide better and safer intersection control at the Union Avenue/ 
Warren Street crossing, safer traffic flow in and out of Saint John Street (principal gateway to 
downtown), an enlarged David Craig Park with safer vehicular access, and easier access to Water 
Street. Improved access to and from the southerly parking areas of the proposed rail commuter 
station, and significantly greater opportunities for gateway beautification are also important. 

This advisory puts forth a concept plan that is intended to meet each of these objectives. 


Specific Recommendations 


The Advisory Board has developed the following specific recommendations to give substance to 
this plan for purposes of public thought and discussion. This concept plan will be subjected to 
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far more detailed study and public input, and many other viable options will surely be 
considered, as the bridge project enters the design and construction phases. 


1. Intersection street curvature should begin about fifty feet west of Pearl Street and extend to 
the existing intersection of Saint John Street. 

2. A primary intersection with a traffic signal should be created at the intersection of Union 
Avenue and Warren Street, which would be used to control all traffic entering and exiting 
Saint John Street and waterfront parking areas, except via a northbound yield lane. 

3. Northbound traffic exiting Saint John Street and waterfront parking areas should proceed 
through a yield lane at the current location in front of the American Legion building. 

4. Lafayette Plaza statuary and flagpoles should be relocated to a large triangular traffic island 
created at the northeast comer of the new Union/Warren intersection. 

5. David Craig Park should be enlarged toward the southwest, and a single entry/exit point 
should be installed farther northwestward from the Saint John Street yield lane. 

6. Water Street should intersect the Otsego/Union curve with much improved sight lines, a 
wider throat for trailer towing, and ample room for a left-turn lane toward Union Avenue. 

7. The Havre de Grace welcome sign should be dismantled, cleaned, and relocated to a small 
landscaped plaza between the proposed Pearl and Water Street corners, positioned to face 
directly west up the center of Otsego Street. This location would be well out from under the 
new bridge structure, and will receive direct sunlight toward afternoon and evening. 

8. A continuous left-turn lane should be incorporated throughout the Union/Otsego curve to 
facilitate safe turns into Water Street, David Craig Park, and the American Legion; and at 
the Union/Warren intersection. 

9, The entire intersection area should be extensively landscaped and maintained as the 
principle gateway to the historic downtown and waterfront areas. 


Recommended Action 
The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate this concept plan, along with its recommendations, into a formal communication to 


the SRRBP Project Team as soon as possible. This is necessary to reinforce our efforts toward 
relocating the bridge abutment westward and gaining a downtown rail commuter station. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Ce 5; 
Volney » ord 


Chairman 
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Advisory Bulletin #15 


Bridge Historical Preservation and Display 
March 18, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on several occasions in November 2014, and in January, February and 
March of 2015, to discuss the need for historical preservation of specific components of the 
existing Amtrak rail bridge. It also recognized the need to consecrate the history of both rail 
bridges that occupied the broader site and were an integral part of the history of Havre de Grace 
and Perryville. The Board believes that this can best be accomplished by creating a permanent 
outdoor historical display on public property that is accessible at all times. The display should 
be presented in such a way that people of all ages can understand and appreciate the historical 
significance and engineering accomplishments associated with these two bridges. 


Historical Artifacts 


In previous advisories the Board recommended that the existing Amtrak rail bridge be removed 
entirely, and that all of its piers and abutments, as well as the piers of the original rail bridge, also 
be removed entirely. The purpose of that recommendation is to open up the river viewscape, 
make room for the new bridges, and provide for safer river navigation. The Board recommends 
that only the abutments of the earlier bridge continue to be preserved, perhaps restoring them 
more to their original appearance and function. — 


The Advisory Board believes there are several key features of the existing Amtrak rail bridge 
that are well worth preservation and permanent display. As a practical matter, each artifact 
should be kept to a size that would not overwhelm the display area or become too difficult or 
costly to maintain in the future. Each preserved artifact should be suitable for close public 
scrutiny, should have no unsafely exposed components, and should be dramatically imposing 
with a very special story to relate. The overall objective should be to convey the advancement of 
this type of bridge engineering by the beginning of the twentieth century, and to explain how 
certain rail bridge components functioned in that era. 
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A fascinating artifact with educational value would be one side of one lower connection of a 
deck truss, literally cut out of a span, with its moving parts secured by hidden welds. It would 
then be carefully cleaned and repainted, and displayed about two feet above a ground-level 
concrete slab using nearly-concealed support legs. The purpose of this display would be to show 
the bottom chord rods, tension and compression beams and connecting kingpin up close, with a 
description of how each part functioned and the critical importance of the entire connection. 
Attachment A is a photograph of the recommended artifact with cut points shown. 


Another artifact that is of keen interest to the Advisory Board is the swing span pier top with its 
ring and pinion gear assembly, turning casters and adjacent structure. Although the entire swing 
span is far too massive to preserve and display, the Board thinks that its central mechanism 
between the rail deck and pier top would suffice to show how a rail swing span operates and how 
massive its working parts were required to be. If the entire core assembly should prove too large 
in scale for the display area, then perhaps a half or quarter segment of it could convey the same 
understanding and interpretation. The entire top layer of granite from the circular pier should be 
saved and installed at ground level, whether or not the entire circular mechanism could be fitted 
onto it. See the Attachment B photograph for the current location of this artifact. 


A third major artifact of interest is the motor and drive assembly from the control house atop the 
swing span. The entire house and its contents could be relocated and preserved on land, 
provided with a means of visitor entry and viewing. Alternatively, the motor and drive 
mechanism could put on outdoor display within a clear weatherproof container. An interpretive 
display should describe the span swinging procedure. This artifact is shown in Attachment C. 


The Board has also identified two historical plaques that should be saved and put on display. A 
large dedication plaque mounted into the face of the current westerly abutment should be 
relocated, along with a large panel of granite blocks to which it is attached, to a nearby ground- 
level display area. The second, a much older dedication plaque embedded in an original bridge 
pier near the Perryville shoreline, should likewise be removed along with its adjacent panel of 
granite blocks and put on ground-level display at a designated site in Perryville. 


Display Area Location 


The Advisory Board has concluded that David Craig Park, with its proposed expansion, be 
dedicated to the history of these two bridges and to the display of artifacts, historical 
photographs, and interpretive signage. The site should be augmented with as much railroad 
property as can be reserved for this purpose without interfering with future bridge access for 
maintenance. The beautiful park landscaping that was recently completed through efforts of City 
staff and workforces should be restored and expanded after completion of the new bridges. The 
very attractive current theme of this park should be integrated with its proposed use to every 


extent possible. 
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This location is most appropriate because it is on relatively high ground and safe from flooding. 
The expanded park, with some use of adjacent railroad property, should be sufficient to contain 
the overall display area and provide additional parking spaces. Displays would not be 
overshadowed by the new bridges at any time of day. This park is within close proximity to 
downtown pedestrian activity, and is not currently encumbered with other structures, themes or 
specific uses except fishing. Most importantly, this park is the perfect vantage point from which 
to visualize the two past bridges spanning the river as one stands at the interpretive displays and 
sees the historical photographs, many of which were taken from the very same spot. 


Display Components 


The artifacts recommended above should be placed and oriented on high ground within the park 
in such a way that they more directly relate to the historical bridge locations and to photographs 
on display taken from the same angles and perspectives. Display sites must be planned carefully 
and integrated with a series of current documentary photographs before the existing bridge is 
removed. The larger displays should also be positioned to draw attention from beyond the 
immediate park without cluttering the nearby streetscape or its view of the river. 


The interpretive displays should be filled with written, photographic, diagrammatic, and artistic 
components that not only depict the historical bridges as accurately as possible, but tell their 
complete stories, teach their engineering fundamentals to adults and youngsters alike, and 
describe-how they contributed to rail transportation along the entire east coast of America. This 
effort should be taken to such a level that the overall park display becomes a tourist destination 
in its own right, requiring at least two hours to fully explore. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP project team, 
and to all agencies and local organizations having interest in historical preservation related to 
these bridges, as soon as possible. The Board also recommends that the upper level of David 
Craig Park be held in reserve for this future purpose and use. 


Respegtfu}ty submitted, 
; 


¢ i 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


Attachments A, B, & C: Artifact location photographs 
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BA City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
WWW.HAVREDEGRACEMD.COM 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #16 


Westerly Right-of-Way and Alignments — First Update 
March 18, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014 to examine the current and proposed railway right-of-way 
corridor extending from the bridge abutment area in downtown Havre de Grace to the Lewis Lane 
overpass. Advisory Bulletin #4 was issued by the Board on October 31, 2014 based on an assumption 
that the new high-speed bridge of the proposed twin bridges would be installed on the downriver 
(south) side of the existing bridge, with the lower-speed bridge taking the place of the existing bridge. It 
was also assumed that the new bridges would be elevated to an extent that would require elevation of 
trackage along the right-of-way, well past the bridge landing. 


As feasibility studies and preliminary design with regard to track elevation and alignment have been 
further developed by the SRRBP Project Team since last October, it appears that the most favorable 
track alignments would now place the lower-speed bridge along the upriver (north) side of the existing 
bridge, with the other new bridge taking its place. It also now appears that little or no raising of track 
elevation will become necessary west of the new bridge abutment. 


It is the current understanding of the Advisory Board that the long high-speed curve of the southeasterly 
pair of rail lines extending from the bridge to Lewis Lane will require some realignment in that direction 
to achieve a 150 mph design speed. The Advisory Board recently issued Advisories #6 and #12 
advocating the installation of a rail commuter station along Warren Street. If implemented, this would 
require a significant northwesterly alignment of the lower-speed pair of rail lines to accommodate a 
more northerly bridge alignment and to provide adequate separation from the high-speed lines at the 
station platform. Both alignment changes would significantly alter the elevated embankment passing 
through town and would require retaining walls at certain locations. 
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Revised Concerns and Recommendations 


In accordance with the more current alignment needs that are described above, it will become 
necessary to widen the southeasterly side of the railway embankment to some degree and to widen the 
northwesterly side to a significant degree. Both enlargements could encroach slightly upon existing 
property lines and could significantly reduce available public parking areas for the proposed rail 
commuter station unless retaining walls are installed between Freedom Lane and Juniata Street. 
Retaining walls would provide the additional advantages of better security against trespassing, 
elimination of unsightly chain-link fencing at the embankment bases, and elimination of uncontrolled 


growth of weeds and trees along the embankments. 


(t appears that significant shifts in track alignments will almost certainly require modification of the 
street underpass bridges that remain in place, to the extent that existing abutments would require 
lateral extension or total replacement. The Advisory Board emphatically recommends that no existing 
granite abutment, if retained, be further modified from its historical appearance. The abutments are 
110 years old and have already been modified several times for bridge deck repositioning, which in turn 
has resulted in unsightly concrete caps and modification or removal of some granite blocks. The stone 
abutment and wing wall facings are continuously leaking water and forming ice, black mold, and white 
salts, resulting in a most unattractive appearance and promoting continual weed growth from the block 


joints. 


Lateral realignment of the outer bridge decks would likely require lateral extension of the abutments. 
The use of concrete or any material other than matching granite blocks for this purpose should be 
entirely unacceptable to the City and its residents. As recommended in Advisory Bulletin #4, each of the 
abutments at retained street underpasses should be entirely rebuilt with materials that will provide an 
attractive appearance for the next 120 years or more. All other recommendations provided in Advisory 
Bulletin #4 remain valid and should be incorporated into the overall project. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to consolidate these 
recommendations, along with those of Advisory Bulletin #4, into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible 
Respectfully submitted, _ 


j C Ly J 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace 
for the 
Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville 


Advisory Bulletin #17 


Easterly Right-of-Way and Alignments in Perryville 
March 20, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on March 12, 2015 to examine the current and proposed rail right-of-way 
corridor, extending from the bridge abutment area below downtown Perryville to a point just east of the 
MARC Station, and including the track wye connecting to the Norfolk Southern line to Harrisburg, known 


locally as the Port Road. 


As feasibility studies and preliminary design with regard to track elevation and alignment have been 
further developed by the SRRBP Project Team since last October, it appears that the most favorable 
track alignments would now place the lower-speed bridge along the upriver (north) side of the existing 
bridge, with the other new bridge taking its place. It also now appears that little or no raising of track 
elevation will become necessary east of the new bridge abutment. 


The new bridge alignments, as much as can be understood at this stage of planning, will cause little 
change and have almost no impact along the south (Perry Point) side of existing trackage. Installation of 
a lower-speed new bridge along the upriver side of the existing bridge would shift the abutment in that 
direction accordingly, bringing it closer to the bottom end of Broad Street, directly across from the 
Rogers Tavern Historical Site. 


Recommendations 


1. The existing bridge abutment just east of Avenue A should be entirely rebuilt to ensure a consistent 
architectural appearance, using modern materials that can be expected to maintain a good 
appearance for the next 120 years or more. 
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2. The new abutment should be repositioned closer to the river, as may become necessary to ensure 
equal bridge spans to the relocated Havre de Grace abutment, and to provide more land-based 
track length for crossovers to the MARC Station and the Port Road wye entrance. 

3. The north sidewall of new abutment should be extended eastward to Roundhouse Drive, to better 
facilitate an off-street parking area along its base for visitors to Rogers Tavern and the Town Dock. 

4. The south sidewall of the new abutment should extend a short distance eastward toward the 
transformer station to facilitate an emergency response and maintenance access ramp leading up 
to trackside. 

5. Afenced enclosure with gates should be installed along a new paved access road and ramp from 
Avenue A, locating it at least fifty feet eastward of the new abutment to conceal all such fencing 
from the Rogers Tavern vista. 

6. All security fencing and guard railing systems visible from Broad Street should be upgraded as 
much as possible in appearance, placed far enough from the toe of embankments to allow weed 
contro}, and coated black to blend with the landscape. Where possible, the abutment and its side 
walls should provide security against trespassing in lieu of fencing, with only a low fence-style 
guard railing system along the top. 

7. Retaining wall and abutment architecture and materials should be designed to discourage growth 
of noxious weeds and scrub trees as much as possible. 

8. Earthen embankments visible to Broad Street should be densely planted with a variety of 
landscaping species that resist erosion and noxious weed growth. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board recommends that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville take necessary 
steps to consolidate these or similar recommendations into a forma! communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible. 


WL 
Volney H. Ford 


Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace 
for the 
Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville 


Advisory Bulletin #18 


Street Underpasses in Perryville 
March 20, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on March 12, 2015 to discuss the two road underpasses along the Amtrak main 
line, located at Front Street and at the MARC Station. This discussion did not include the two Broad 
Street underpasses at the rail wye serving the Norfolk Southern line to Harrisburg, as it is not anticipated 
that these two bridge structures would be significantly altered in elevation or alignment. 


Both roads passing under the main line are currently used by Amtrak personnel and other specially 
designated entities, but neither one is a public right-of-way. Both provide direct access to the same 
destinations, and are therefore redundant, except that the MARC Station underpass has a very low 
vertical clearance. The proposed high speed rail line is not likely to require local station platforms for its 
pair of tracks, except during emergency diversions of track usage, and therefore should not require the 
existing underpass for pedestrian crossover. 


Recommendations 

1. The existing divided-lane underpass opposite Front Street, which provides truck access to the 
Amtrak repair facility and portions of the Perry Point VA grounds, should be retained. 

2. Whether modified to accommodate track realignment or not, the north face and wing walls of this 
underpass should be restored to its original architectural appearance. 

3. The entire north entrance of this underpass should be thoroughly cleaned and well landscaped 
along the adjacent embankments and out to Broad Street. 

4. The low, tunnel-like underpass that divides the two MARC Station parking lots should be 
abandoned by sealing it off from the north side. The south side may be left open for historical 
purposes, provided it is made secure from trespassers. 
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5. The underpass access road cut leading in from Broad Street should be filled level with both MARC 
Station parking lots to provide a common entrance/exit at Broad Street and many more parking 


spaces. 
Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board recommends that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville take necessary 
steps to consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible. 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace 
for the 
Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville 


Advisory Bulletin #19 


Rail Operation Noise Control in Perryville 
March 23, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on March 12, 2015 to discuss noise issues in Perryville that are directly 
associated with freight train operations through the sharply-curved wye tracks at the MARC Station. 
Track alignment and curvature, particularly along the somewhat tighter northbound turn from the 
Norfolk Southern tine onto the Amtrak main line, produces flange squeal of intense magnitude which 
can be heard from as far away as Havre de Grace. 


The proposed rail bridge replacement project, which does not include the Perryville wye intersection 
with the Norfolk Southern line, may nevertheless require some modification of the wye tracks at the 
main line turnouts. This may be necessary to realign them with the new low-speed bridge location. The 
Board has identified two general measures to abate noise from flange squeal: a) adjust the curvatures 
more precisely with easing where possible, and b) install acoustical barriers along the curves. 


Recommendations 


1. Modify the wye curve entering northbound onto Amtrak so that its radius is eased as it merges 
with the nearest station boarding track. Flange squeal is most intense alongside the east parking 
lot of the station, suggesting very tight curvature at this point. 

2. Modify the wye curve entering southbound onto Amtrak so that its radius is eased as it merges 
with the northernmost main line track aligning with the new north bridge. 

3. Aslight repositioning of the Broad Street rail overpass bridge decks within the existing abutment 
bearings may be necessary to ease curvatures without impacting the station parking lot layout. 

4. Design a concrete acoustical barrier system that is just high enough to block, absorb and reflect 
intense flange noise emanating from rail height. The barriers should be parabolically curved 
inward to deflect noise downward toward track centers. It is hoped that such a 
barrier system would be no more than five feet in height. 
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5. Install the barrier system along both sides of each wye track, positioning it as close to the rails as 
normal operations and track maintenance will allow. 

6. Install a modified version of the same system along both sides of the Broad Street rail bridges. 

7. Extend the acoustical barrier system from the point of rail divergence leading from the Norfolk 


Southern line to the Amtrak main line turnouts. 
8. Auch taller acoustical barrier may become necessary along the northeast right-of-way boundary, 
adjacent to the existing trailer park, if rail curvature easing cannot be achieved at this most intense 


noise location. 
9. If flange squeal noise can be almost entirely abated by improvement of track alignment and 


curvature, some or all of the proposed acoustical barriers may prove to be unnecessary. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board recommends that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville take necessary 
steps to consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible. 


Respectfully submitted, 


LZ 


Volney H/ Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #20 
Bridge Architecture — First Update 
July 21, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on March 12, 2015, and on a number of previous occasions to study the 
various options of bridge architecture, particularly as they relate to pier spans, type of structure, 
river viewscape, and impact on the intersection of Union Avenue and Otsego Street. References 
should be made to Advisory Bulletins #2, #3, #11, #14, and #15, which are directly related to this 
bulletin. The Board is deeply concerned that the SRRBP Project Team may now be focusing its 
work product on a simple vertical pier and deck beam type of structure with very short pier 
spacing (bridge spans), which the Board believes will negatively impact the intersection and 
overall bridge appearance. 


Objectives 


The Advisory Board, with much community input, has concluded that bridge architecture is the 
single most dominant concern of the citizens of Havre de Grace, Perryville, and both Counties, 
for all the reasons expressed in Advisory Bulletin #2. The same bulletin provided general design 
recommendations to achieve a desired effect. Primary objectives should be an increase of pier- 
to-pier spans as much as possible, with the use of graceful lines of arch-like curvature. To this 
end, the Board has embraced a “delta” type of structure, which permits much longer spans and a 
far more graceful appearance than a simple “deck” type structure put forth by the Project Team. 


Further objectives relating directly to bridge span and pier placement include creation of an 
imposing gateway entrance into downtown Havre de Grace and enlargement of David Craig Park 
to accommodate a bridge history display area. The critical element in both objectives is location 
of the first pier beyond the bridge abutment in such a way to avoid blocking gateway viewscapes 
or dividing the avenue under the bridges. The Board is convinced that this can only be achieved 
by a much longer-span bridge design. More detailed discussions of this very sensitive area, with 
specific objectives and recommendations, have been stated in Advisories #3, #11, #14, and #15. 
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Bridge Configurations 


The Advisory Board has taken measurements of the gateway entrance area and existing truss- 
deck bridge, and has extrapolated measurements of four suggested bridge configurations offered 
by the SRRBP Design Team at its public presentations. This information was then used to 
develop simplistic elevation views, in scale, of the existing bridge and both basic types of new 
bridge design known as “deck” type and “delta” type, so that the public can gain a greater 
understanding of bridge appearance and its impact on the avenue intersection area. 


This depiction of elevations entitled Bridge Configurations is attached, along with a previously 
developed aerial (plan) view of a proposed intersection alignment entitled Concept Road 
Alignment. It should be noted that the aerial view is consistent with Configuration C in the 
depiction. It should also be noted that all configurations are shown from the south (downtown) 
side of the bridges, just as each street section emerges from under the bridge. The street sections 
all curve to the left before emerging out from under the north side of the bridges, as can be 
plainly seen in the aerial view. 


The SRRBP Project Team faces design challenges of fitting a curving street under the span(s), 
dealing with road clearance under delta legs, and landing the bridges clear of Otsego Street. The 
Advisory Board has measured minimum road clearance under the existing bridge as 14.83 feet at 
the lowest eye-bar connection. It believes the new design objective should be a minimum 
vertical clearance of 16 feet from street elevation at the curb line to any part of an overhead delta 
leg. All new bridge configurations shown would otherwise create no clearance issues. 


Configuration A 


The Project Team appears to favor a simple deck beam design supported by tall piers as being 
much more cost-efficient, less expensive to maintain, and easier to repair/replace major 
components. Although it would require more piers in the river, pier structure would be less 
massive. Taller and more slender piers would open up the river viewscape in one sense, but 
adding more pier sets will tend to have the opposite effect. Vertical piers also eliminate 
clearance concerns for boaters passing under the bridge outside the main channel. 


This configuration is limited to 170 feet of span between pier centers, which is 30 feet less than 
that of the existing bridge. Architecture notwithstanding, such pier spacings would grossly 
impact the Otsego/Union intersection area, cluttering the streetscape and ruining the opportunity 
for an imposing gateway entrance to the downtown. It would also require a divided main avenue 
at best or a standard street corner at worst, neither of which would align smoothly with the 
Union/St John intersection area or with Water Street. 
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This type of bridge architecture is very plain and ordinary, offering little opportunity for 
enhancement other than some flair at the pier tops (as depicted). It is comparable to common 
highway bridges of recent decades and cannot be dramatically enhanced by accent lighting. 
Such an unremarkable structure should be seen as an insult to the riverscapes of both 
communities, with its unique setting as the “gateway bridge” at the confluence of this great 
American river and the world’s largest estuarial bay. This was also the immediate scene of 
colonial era crossings, more importantly traveled during the time of our nation’s founding. 


Configuration B 


The Project Team has presented an optional delta design based on spans of 240 feet. The term 
“delta” refers to the diagonal legs that form a triangle with the bridge deck. This configuration 
permits the deck structure to be cantilevered some distance beyond the delta, where it would 
connect with a simple deck beam in mid-span. This type of structure allows a much longer span 
between piers, by an additional 70 feet or 41%, as presented. Since a delta leg is not required at 
the abutment, this particular configuration would reduce the first span from 240 feet to 180 feet. 
The net effect of this configuration would be to constrain the intersection even more than in 
Configuration A, due to street clearance under the first pier delta legs. 


Configuration C 


In order to achieve an acceptable gateway and intersection layout, the Advisory Board is 
convinced that a delta leg must be included at the abutment to extend the first span out to 240 
feet. The Board concedes that such a configuration will still be tight and will need to be 
designed very carefully to avoid street clearance issues at the delta legs. In order to ease this 
situation, the Board recognizes that the Otsego Street curve may need to begin at a more 
eastward point, perhaps centering on Pearl Street, than shown in the attached aerial view. 


Configuration D 


A better solution for the downtown gateway area would be to extend the first span an additional 
forty feet by using a significantly deeper and stronger beam section than would be used for all 
other spans. This beam section could be extended through the half-delta at the abutment and 
entire delta at the first pier, as depicted, or limited to the span between delta legs. Either design 
would be architecturally pleasing to the eye. 
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Conclusions 


The Advisory Board is convinced that Configurations A and B would be entirely unsatisfactory 
to the downtown gateway objectives of the City of Havre de Grace, and would present a more 
cramped and obstructed streetscape than exists today, especially when coupled with the effects of 
a double-wide bridge complex. The Board is also deeply opposed to a divided thoroughfare at 
the confluence of so many streets, which would become necessary with much closer pier 

spacing. 


In macro perspective, the Board is uniformly opposed to any bridge architecture that suggests 
simple vertical piers supporting horizontal deck beams, especially when such a design requires 
much shorter spans and more structural clutter at river level. This particular bridge, being in a 
geographically and historically unique location, and dominating an incredible panorama for 
miles, demands an architectural style worthy of its place and symbolic of its diverse rail 
transportation function. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board urges the City of Havre de Grace, the Town of Perryville, and both County 
governments to vigorously oppose a simple, short-span design for these bridges, and to push hard 
in favor of a more graceful and stylistic architecture, regardless of the direction the Project Team 
now seems to be taking. The City of Havre de Grace should also insist on a more open gateway 
area under the bridges which would not require a divided street passage or a sharply curving 
intersection. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Yh 


Volney H.’Ford 
Chairman 
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COUNTY COUNCIL OF CECIL COUNTY 
Cecil County Administration Building 
200 Chesapeake Boulevard, Suite 2110, Elkton, MD 21921 


May 13, 2014 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
PO Box 68 
Elkton MD 21922 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Dear Sir or Madame: 


The County Council of Cecil County, Maryland, agrees that the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridges needs 
to be rehabilitated or replaced. Several Council Members attended the open house on April 28, 2014 in Havre 
de Grace. 


Members of the Cecil County Council have concerns about the impact of this project on our economic, historic, 
cultural, social and natural environment. It is our understanding that a new bridge will be constructed to parallel 
the existing bridge and the path may be altered as much as one quarter mile on either side of the present tracks. 


The Cecil County Council supports the concerns of the Town of Perryville for the impact on the heavily 
traveled Port Road: the historic Rodgers Tavern, which is on the National Register of Historic places; the 
Perryville Train Station, an historic station that was recently renovated and serves as the depot for MARC train 
and AMTRAK, the Perryville Wastewater Treatment Plant, less than 70 yards from the existing track; Broad 
Street, which is the main thoroughfare to downtown Perryville, and the Perry Point Veterans Hospital, which 
has a single entrance via Broad Street. 


Additionally, the County Council has serious concerns about protecting the IKEA property because it is one of 
Cecil County's largest employers. 


There are several plans that should be considered in relation to the bridge proposal. The Chesapeake Connector 
Freight and Passenger Rail Benefits Study proposes a third track for use by MARC, which could augment rail 
service between Perryville, Elkton and Wilmington. Also, this project should be coordinated with the Maryland 
Transit Administration proposal for a MARC layover facility near Perryville. The Council is hopeful that during 
design, consideration can be given to a bike and pedestrian crossing. 


The County Council of Cecil County is supportive of rehabilitating or replacing the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge but the impact of moving the track must be of prime consideration to the citizens of Perryville and Cecil 
County. a 


Robert J. Hoge 
Council Ppésident 


WWw.ccgov.org 


Copy: Secretary Anthony Foxx 
Senator Benjamin Cardin 
Senator Barbara Mikulski 
Congressman Andy Harris 
Governor Martin O'Malley 
Secretary James Smith 
Senator Nancy Jacobs 
Senator Stephen Hershey 
Delegate Michael Smigiel 
Delegate David Rudolph 
Delegate Mary-Dulany James 
Delegate Glen Glass 
Delegate Jay Jacobs 
Delegate Steve Arentz 
Executive Tari Moore 
Town of Perryville 
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Fax: 410.996.1014 


Tari Moore 
County Executive 


Alfred C. Wein, Jr. 
Director of Administration 


County Information 
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CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAND 
Office of the County Executive 
200 Chesapeake Boulevard, Suite 2100, Elkton, MD 21921 


May 16, 2014 


Harry Romano 

Office of Planning & Capital Programming 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

P.O. Box 548 

Hanover, Maryland 21076 


RE: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Dear Mr. Romano: 


I am writing in response to the recent public outreach information session held on April 28" regarding 
the above referenced Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Project”). Please be advised that based on 
data presented at this information session, Cecil County Government would like to take this opportunity to 
provide your agency with local government feedback related to the Project. 


Correspondence from the Town of Perryville (the “Town’”) to the National Rail Passenger Corporation 
(the “NRPC”) dated October 10, 2012, June 4, 2013, and June 27, 2013 indicates that the Project has the 
potential of adversely affecting critical Town infrastructure, cultural resources, and essential community 
character and functionality. As such, it is imperative that the project team address the Town’s comments and 
provide solutions that will be included in the design of the river crossing. 


Additionally, as you may be aware, the Maryland Transit Administration (the “MDTA”) is presently 
exploring the establishment of a MARC maintenance and storage facility on the northerly side of Perryville 
adjacent to the Northeast Corridor Railway. The materials provided at the April 28" session failed to 
acknowledge or address the MDTA project. This is a critical issue vis-a-vis Project design, because a new river 
crossing will likely necessitate longer, more gradual approaches to accommodate high speed rail approaching a 
higher bridge. These approaches are likely to adversely impact design of the MARC maintenance and storage 
facility if there is not adequate coordination between the study groups for the two projects. 


We are also concerned that the Susquehanna Rail Bridge project does not adequately address the 
Chesapeake Connector Freight and Passenger Rail Benefits Study and the goal of the Lower Susquehanna 
Heritage Greenway to provide a pedestrian crossing of the river. As previously mentioned, a new bridge design, 
if done in a vacuum without consideration of the aforementioned matters, is likely to adversely affect plans to 
ease the freight rail bottleneck at the junction of Norfolk Southern’s Port Road and the Northeast Corridor 
Railway, and preclude the establishment of a pedestrian crossing. 
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Harry Romano 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
May 9, 2014 


Page Two of Two 


Accordingly, while we applaud the goals of the Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project, we are firmly resolved 
that all planning efforts related to the Project be considered, and that the concerns of those who will be impacted 
by the Project are afforded the ability to convey their observations and concerns, and to have their comments 
seriously considered and evaluated by your agency as the Project progresses. Such coordinated planning must 
be in harmony with the Cecil County Comprehensive Plan, which is one of the principal elements used to 
harmonize the human environment in this County. Therefore, please consider this correspondence as a formal 
request that you and other appropriate federal and State officials meet with County representatives to ensure that 
this proposed facility is harmonious with our local land use and other relevant local policies. This request for 
coordination is made pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), the Counsel of 
Environmental Quality regulations (the “Regulations”), the Federal Land Planning and Management Act (the 
“Act”), and other applicable federal laws and regulations. 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


Tari Moore 
County Executive 
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Public Comment Received on the Project Website: 


I am a frequent train watcher in the Perryville Area. I enjoy going to the station and watching 
the trains go by. However, the newly built Perryville Pier is the best place to watch trains. It 
would be wonderful to have a pedestrian walk along side the tracks with lighted poles to watch 
the trains up close. If this isn't possible possibly consider making the current bridge built by the 
Pennsylvania Railroad the pedestrian and bicycle bridge. The railroad bridge is really a symbol 
and significant landmark to both the Community of Perryville and Community of Havre de 
Grace, Maryland. Like the deconstruction of Pennsylvania Station of New York, if this railroad 
was to be destroyed it would truly be a modern day monumental act of vandalism. 


Chad Karschner 
4040 Paddrick Road 
Darlington, MD 21034 
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ABSTRACT 


In March 2014, McCormick Taylor conducted a Phase IA archeological assessment on behalf of 
Amtrak in support of an Environmental Assessment for the proposed Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge project. The existing Susquehanna River Bridge is located on Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor at Milepost 60 between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and 
the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. The bridge itself is roughly 0.75 miles (1.2 
kilometers) in length and is the longest bridge with a movable span on the Northeast Corridor. 


The goal of this assessment was to evaluate the overall level of disturbance within the Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) as well as identify areas within the APE that have the potential to contain 
archeological resources. This goal was achieved through a two-fold process: 1) a thorough 
review of historical documentation to determine the types and locations of buildings, sites, and 
structures that were once present within the APE; and 2) a program of field observation and 
limited subsurface investigation to determine the integrity of soil deposits and evaluate whether 
conditions are sufficient for the potential preservation of cultural horizons. The APE for the 
project encompasses all of the various design alternatives for the project. The majority of the 
each design alternative lies within the existing disturbed Amtrak right-of-way (ROW). However, 
in proximity to the Susquehanna River shoreline, the width of the project APE expands outside 
of the current ROW to allow for the numerous design alternatives associated with the bridge 
rehabilitation or replacement. For the purposes of this study, the portions of the APE outside of 
the current ROW, were divided into five (5) discrete Study Areas. Within each of these Study 
Areas, a program of visual inspection and, where possible, a series of judgmentally placed soil 
probes were excavated in order to assess their potential to contain intact cultural deposits. These 
probes were conducted in order to provide a more detailed view of the condition and integrity of 
the stratigraphic deposits located within each Study Area. 


Study Area 1, located along the athletic field complex for the Havre de Grace school system, 
demonstrated a heavily modified and disturbed soil profile. The encountered disturbance is 
associated with the reconfiguration of the natural landform for the construction of the school’s 
ball fields. Because of this disturbance, there is little to no potential for this area to contain intact 
archeological deposits and no additional work is recommended. 


Study Area 2 extends from North Juniata Street to North Union Avenue within the northern 
portion of downtown Havre de Grace. Although large portions of this area have been previously 
disturbed by construction activities associated with the Northeast Corridor, potentially 
undisturbed areas are present south of Warren Street and north of the existing rail line. Many of 
these areas are associated with the yard spaces of existing late nineteenth and early twentieth 
century houses. Phase IB survey is potentially recommended for these areas should they be 
impacted by the preferred alternative or any project-related activities. 


Study Area 3, located on the Havre de Grace waterfront, is comprised of two city parks: Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park and David Craig Park. Based on a review of historic mapping, these 
areas appear to be human-constructed landforms, resulting from the placement of fill along the 
waterfront sometime during the mid- to late-nineteenth century. Though artificial, given the 
potential for these landforms to contain cultural deposits associated with waterfront-related 
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commercial or industrial enterprises as well as structural remnants from the nineteenth century 
rail line which preceded the existing Northeast Corridor, Phase IB archeological survey is 
recommended for Study Area 3 should it be impacted by the preferred alternative or any project- 
related activities. 


Study Area 4 is located along the waterfront on the Perryville side of the Susquehanna River. 
While large portions of this area have either been disturbed through various past construction 
efforts or have been previously subjected to archeological survey, sections of the Study Area 4 
have the potential to contain intact cultural deposits. South of the railway corridor Phase IB 
survey is recommended within the strip of land between the electrical substation and the 
Susquehanna River shoreline, in which a remnant of the earlier nineteenth century bridge 
abutment is present should it be impacted by the preferred alternative or any project-related 
activities. North of the railway corridor, Phase IB survey is recommended in the vicinity of the 
extant Rodgers Tavern and associated Site 18CE15, should they be impacted by the preferred 
alternative or any project-related activities. 


Study Area 5 contains the northern extremity of the Perry Point VA Medical Center and areas 
surrounding the Perryville Maryland Area Regional Commuter station, located just to the north 
of the existing Amtrak rail corridor at its intersection with the Norfolk Southern Port Road spur 
line. As with the previous study area, large sections of Study Area 5 have been previously 
disturbed through various past construction efforts or subjected to archeological survey. Outside 
of these sections, Phase IB survey is recommended for the yard areas associated with a group of 
single and multi-family residences that line the southern edge of Broad Street in Perryville 
should they be impacted by the preferred alternative or any project-related activities. 


Finally, previous underwater remote sensing efforts in the lower Susquehanna River have 
identified multiple anomalies within the current project APE. These include Maryland Historical 
Trust’s Havre de Grace Quad Files #2, #3, #7, #10, #18 and #19. If any of these resources are 
impacted by the proposed project, additional underwater archeological investigations are 
recommended in order to determine their condition, historic integrity, and significance, as well as 
their eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places. Additionally, depending on the 
selected preferred alternative, Maryland Historical Trust’s Havre de Grace Quad Files #9 and 11, 
historic coal wharfs, and archeological site 18HA266, identified as the wreckage of a twentieth 
century barge, should also be resurveyed. Due to the proximity of these resources to the APE, 
their locations should be confirmed. 


All recommended Phase IB survey efforts should be conducted in accordance with the Maryland 
Historical Trust’s established standards and guidelines for archeological investigations. These 
survey efforts should include, at minimum, a plan for the systematic shovel testing of all areas 
not shown to have been previously disturbed and in which proposed ground disturbance will 
occur. In addition, if determined necessary, due to either the specifications of the project or as a 
result of the data gathered during the shovel testing program, provisions should be made for the 
placement of a series of backhoe trenches in order to evaluate the potential for deeply buried 
cultural deposits. 
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Photograph 17: View of neighborhood areas south of Warren Street and west of N. Stokes Street, 
within-study Area 2. Taeine SOMUNCASE $c j55 cae cou: shy zcudk cysceuc cea ve ulaeaed ctcap decane bases se easqeezecdatene ssleeats: 84 


Photograph 18: View of neighborhood areas south of Warren Street along Centennial Lane 
within, Study Area: Z, TACINS SOULIEASE 5.5, scsardnadocsensdssdqecenenedipsnd pene bavadledas soneavaravabencbonased apetoarsbtaetanes 84 


Photograph 19: Representative view of rail corridor along Warren Street within Study Area 2, 
PACU CHOTLNC AS ae eB aie wns ede ascuits gueion ving hc atta Wass pasaa seats Gap east ee tlc ce sta eae OE cents Shas 85 


Photograph 20: View of potential remains of Havre de Grace train station within existing 
EMIDANKIMENE, TAINS SORE WE SE 5 wetstic ota fexetivn Parte Aan aselOg ootodceoctusrenldy eae oie dak otaien walter Mesa pulaas Sata: 85 


Photograph 21: View of potential remains of Havre de Grace train station within existing 
SMIDANICIENE. TACINS WES do38 065 iota oot lala cada teer sou, Rand etyee tan Vane Ped oh want git at ide abner cae calle 86 


Photograph 22: General view of the location of soil probe 2-6 at the corner of Otsego Street and 
North Freedom: Lane, facing SOUtHWESE vas cs ceeds saved cova recevataverscenvsnveonatetendians apecvansevenncvensnsvanbereet 86 


Photograph 23: View of David Craig Park (Study Area 3), facing east-northeast. Note PW&B 
abutment. im fOr STOUNG oi jc5554 s7apecsatseszdvcestehevsanevs mieeseabevorteruss saasrecedeune warned hisswm tea eEES eae 88 


Photograph 24: General view of Havre de Grace waterfront at the rear of the current American 
Leviow building, facine SOULHCASE A. <sa0'32 es sasesndyty sha henedscuayabeedecueveceien vane gacaueredsang ones oanavanaeoratenctotes 88 


Photograph 25: General view of built landscape along the Havre de Grace waterfront, facing 
SS OUIEIN, soso cies cin ge sas ho itceat pbocaipeadatrsy Saud ossavtsncssaneutepaesy ous cassnrabe an Seusuens coat tbe cde oyce dateaa ett ds es uibeoa de ppaheutaateteds 89 


Photograph 26: View of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park (Study Area 3), facing 
CASE MOMIE AS oss Gants ay etpoesscviua cheney causes canteaccteusa teres oeraaa cain teats ve a squeaaa nea aghast Weapons cae ae Ete 89 


Photograph 27: Representative view of northern portion of Study Area 4 with Rodgers Tavern at 
TOR, TACTE ASE. -5:c58.x'eh eat leceuchoan oy aeqsras tdieonesga basis nanw cah antenna niet in caus hens slpwnqdasonpeedta cid centesomenenn ees puaaurate 91 


Photograph 28: Representative view of northern portion of Study Area 4 south of Broad Street, 
facing southwest. Note Rodgers Tavern in the background .00..... eee eeeeseeseeeseeeneeeseeesseeeeeeseeenes 91 


Photograph 29: Representative view of northern portion of Study Area 4 south of Broad Street, 
PC VIN OTL AS oie a SO ee sect Rai Vasa Shae ly deere Oa Se Na tesla ahve A 92 


Photograph 30: General view of southern portion of Study Area 4 west of Avenue A, facing 
west; note area not tested as part of previous archaeological SULVEY .........:eeeeeeeeseeeeseeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 92 


Photograph 31: View of southern portion of Study Area 4 with PW&B abutment, facing east ...93 


Photograph 32: Representative view of Study Area 4 south of Amtrak corridor, facing west- 
southwest. Notesubstation 1m BACK OrOunil. joz.ce5c.nt bain tesarenigcapatinac agua suet eve es aetaeyned na caenaatincn tades 93 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Phase IA Archeological Assessment Report 


Photograph 33: Representative view of Study Area 5 south of Amtrak corridor, facing northeast. 
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10 INTRODUCTION 


In March 2014, McCormick Taylor conducted a Phase IA archeological assessment on behalf of 
Amtrak in support of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge project. The existing Susquehanna River Bridge is located on Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor (NEC) at Milepost 60 between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland (Figure 1). The bridge itself is 
roughly 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) in length and is the longest bridge with a movable span on 
the NEC. 


Currently, the two-track bridge is speed-restricted and creates a bottleneck along this segment of 
the NEC, resulting in conflicts between Amtrak’s passenger service, Maryland Area Regional 
Commuter (MARC) trains, and freight trains operated by Norfolk Southern Railway (NS). It also 
poses a capacity constraint on planned increases in service frequency. The existing bridge allows 
for a 54-foot under-clearance for marine traffic. For taller marine vessels, the swing span must be 
opened, which disrupts rail operations. The advanced age of the bridge and its structural 
condition limit speeds on the bridge and conflict with Amtrak’s goal to provide high-speed 
passenger rail service on the NEC. The bridge’s obsolete design and age require major 
rehabilitation and repairs and has, thus far, resulted in increasing maintenance costs. The need 
remains for continuous electrified rail operations and vertical clearance for marine traffic. For 
this project, the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and Amtrak are developing a 
series of alternatives, including modification and/or replacement of the existing bridge along 
with the construction of a new high-level two-track bridge parallel to the existing bridge. 


Given the Federal funding stream for this project, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 
must comply with the Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 and its 
implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800. Section 106 states that all Federal agencies must 
take into account the effects lof their undertakings on historic properties. In order to assist the 
FRA in its Section 106 responsibilities, McCormick Taylor proposed a two-fold scope of work. 
The first goal was to collect background data relevant to the environmental setting, historic 
development, and cultural history of the project area. Second, this data was then utilized to assess 
the potential of the project Area of Potential Effects (APE) to contain archeological sites or intact 
cultural horizons. In order to confirm these assumptions, the background research was 
supplemented by a comprehensive visual inspection of the APE. While this level of investigation 
does not satisfy the need to identify and evaluate archeological resources that lie within the 
project APE, this document may be used as a planning tool to guide subsequent archeological 
identification efforts. 
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1.1 Project Area of Potential Effects and Survey Limits 


Pursuant to Federal regulations for the “Protection of Historic Properties, 36CFR Part 800.16(d), 
the project’s APE is defined as the “geographical area or areas within which an undertaking may 
cause changes in the character or use of historic properties, if any such properties exist. The APE 
is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be different for different kinds of 
effects caused by the undertaking.” According to current plans, the project encompasses 
approximately a 6-mile (9.6-kilometer) long corridor extending from the “Oak” Interlocking at 
Milepost 63.5 in Havre de Grace to the “Prince” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 in Perryville. By 
definition, the archeological, or direct, effects APE for a project is typically confined to a given 
area where ground disturbing activities will most likely occur. This area includes not only the 
construction footprint for the facility to be built but also any associated temporary use areas such 
as access roads or equipment storage lots. The APE for the Susquehanna Bridge project includes 
178.9 acres (72.39 hectares). Although the entire project corridor measures approximately 6 
miles (9.6 kilometers), an estimated 3.63 miles (5.84 kilometers) is located within existing, 
disturbed Amtrak right-of-way (ROW) (Figure 1). These areas are predominantly confined to 
the eastern and western extremities of the project corridor. As the corridor proceeds from Havre 
de Grace in an east-northeasterly direction towards the river, and ultimately crosses to the 
Perryville shore, the width of the project APE expands to allow for the numerous design 
alternatives associated with the bridge rehabilitation or replacement. As depicted in Figure 1, 
this widened corridor extends for a distance of approximately 2.37 miles (3.81 kilometers). On 
the Havre de Grace side of the project, the archeological APE begins to deviate from existing 
Amtrak ROW approximately 4,166 feet (1,270 meters) from the Susquehanna River shoreline. 
On the Perryville side of the project, the widened APE returns to existing Amtrak ROW 
approximately 4,661 feet (1,420 meters) from the eastern shore of the river. This widened APE 
footprint encompasses approximately 89.2 acres (36 hectares) of land on both sides of the river 
and includes all of the various design alternatives for the project. These 89.2 acres (36 hectares), 
located outside of the disturbed Amtrak ROW are where McCormick Taylor focused the 
majority of their fieldwork and background research efforts for this assessment. 


1.2 Purpose of Report 


This reconnaissance survey, with broad consideration of the entirety of the project’s APE, is 
designed to document existing conditions, including gathering information regarding the location 
of intact soils and potential locations of intact cultural deposits within or in close proximity to the 
various design alternatives proposed at this early stage of the project. This archeological report 
contains archival and field research appropriate to the general complexity of the APE and its 
resources. It is specifically designed to provide a general impression of the project APE’s 
potential to contain archeological properties as well as provide general information regarding the 
type and location of sites that may be found within the Amtrak project corridor. 


During this project, the results of limited field reconnaissance, background research, and 
Geographical Information Systems (GIS) data analysis was utilized to provide the client with a 
current state of knowledge regarding the types and temporal affiliations of archeological 
resources that have been previously recorded within the project corridor, as well as identify those 
portions of the study area that have the potential to contain as yet undocumented resources. 
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The research design for this archeological assessment was informed by the following sets of 
data: 


e Primary and secondary historical data: This data set included primary sources, such as 
historical maps and photographs, as well as written records, such as city directories. 
Secondary source data included city histories, previous cultural resources reports, and the 
database of previously identified archeological sites on file with the Maryland Historical 
Trust (MHT). 


e GIS/Map Analysis: For the purposes of the project, historical maps and _ aerial 
photographs of Havre de Grace and Perryville were digitized and geo-referenced. 
Placement of the current project APE over the historic mapping provided a visual 
representation of how the APE has developed through time. These maps included the 
historical United States Geological Survey (USGS) quadrangle maps, current and 
historical aerial photographs, and Sanborn fire insurance maps spanning the years 1886 to 
1930. In concert with the project design template, each of these map layers was carefully 
reviewed to determine areas where the current project had the potential to intersect with a 
formerly extant historical period residential neighborhood, commercial area, or industrial 
site. These maps were also utilized to verify disturbance within the current Amtrak 
ROW. 


e Existing Conditions Assessment/Field Investigations: Following the mapping analysis, 
the APE was subjected to pedestrian reconnaissance by an archeologist in order to 
document the existing conditions. Where possible, walkover survey was conducted with 
the archeologist making observations regarding the existing ground surface conditions 
within the area, changes in topography, or evidence of prior disturbance. Photographs of 
the current environment were also taken to supplement the written observations. 


1.3 Regulatory Background and Project Staffing 


All investigations summarized within this report were conducted in compliance with applicable 
state and Federal guidelines by individuals meeting the Secretary of Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards for archeology or history (36 CFR Part 61). State and Federal mandates 
that apply to the project include: the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966; the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended, and its implementing regulations, 36 
CFR § 800; the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969; the Archeological and Historic 
Preservation Act of 1974; Executive Order 11593; the Secretary of the Interior's Archeology and 
Historic Preservation; Secretary of the Interior's Standards and Guidelines (48 FR 44716- 
44742); the Maryland Historical Trust Act of 1985 as amended; and the Maryland Historical 
Trust’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and 
Cole 1994). 


Since formal archeological investigations have not yet taken place within the APE, this report is 
intended to serve as an initial step in the survey process and a means to gather together the 
current state of knowledge regarding archeological resources both within and in the immediate 
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vicinity of the project corridor. This information will help to inform the level of effort and work 
plan for future archeological fieldwork as the project progresses. 


The field investigations for this project were conducted during the week of February 17, 2014 by 
Macon Coleman. Brad McDonald, MA served as the Principal Investigator, primary report 
author, and oversaw the general direction of the project. Mr. McDonald and Laura Meadows, 
MA completed the historic background research phase of the project. Ms. Meadows authored the 
historic context section of this report. Technical review and revisions were provided by Allison 
Brewer, MA. Technical assistance was provided by Steven Barry, MA, RPA. Graphics were 
produced by Joe Knieriem and John Watson. 


2.0 PHYSICAL DESCRIPTION AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
SETTING 


All human societies are linked to the natural environment in an ecological relationship. This 
relationship entails the uses of organic and inorganic resources that are present in the natural 
environment, and the cultural strategies that people employ to procure and process those 
resources. Factors such as climate, vegetation, soils, geomorphological setting, and lithic 
resources limit the options for the types of settlement, subsistence, and technological patterns 
that may evolve. These factors may be viewed from a regional perspective as they affect broader 
patterns of cultural behavior; on a local level they affect considerations such as site selection and 
subsequent preservation. 


The Susquehanna River Bridge APE is located on the northwestern boundary of the Western 
Shore of the Coastal Plain physiographic province in Maryland (Figure 2). Additionally, the 
APE falls within Maryland Archeological Research Unit 6: Sassafras-Elk-Northeast-Bush- 
Susquehanna Drainages (Figure 3). 


2.1 Geological Setting 


Bounded by the Atlantic Ocean to the east and foothills of the Appalachian Mountains that 
define the Piedmont physiographic province to the west, the Coastal Plain encompasses both the 
Eastern and Western Shores of Maryland’s Chesapeake Bay. The landscape therein is 
characterized by a low topographic relief that ranges from gently rolling to nearly level sandy 
plains. Numerous interior tidal freshwater swamps that drain into saltwater marshes toward the 
shoreline are also present throughout the Coastal Plain. Waterways tend to be low energy and in 
general, drainage in the Coastal Plain is relatively poor. Soils of the Coastal Plain consist of fine 
sands and loams that are underlain by unconsolidated deposits of quaternary, tertiary, and 
cretaceous silts, sands, clays, and marls (http://www.mgs.md.gov/; Widmer 1964). Silty to sandy 
soils interspersed with large surface deposits of cobbles and gravels are common throughout the 
province. Although loam, clay, and marl deposits can also be found throughout the Coastal Plain, 
these deposits tend to be found toward more interior portions of the physiographic province. 
Consequently, the more inland portions of Maryland’s Coastal Plain tend to more fertile. 
Maryland’s Coastal Plain is part of a larger physiographic province, which is divided into 
various sections. In its entirety, the Coastal Plain spans much of the eastern seaboard of the 
United States. 


Archaeological Area 
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Figure 2 
Physiographic Province Map 
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Figure 3 
Maryland Archeological Research Units 
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2.2 General Soil Description 


According to soil surveys conducted by the United States Department of Agriculture Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov) for Harford and Cecil 
County, Maryland, there are ten soil mapping units within the archeological APE. Descriptions 
and locations of the soil series/mapping units are provided in Table 1 as well as Figure 4. 


2.3 Project Setting 


The archeological APE for the Susquehanna River Bridge project begins in Havre de Grace, a 
city situated on the western bank of the Susquehanna River at the mouth of the Chesapeake Bay. 
On the Havre de Grace side of the river, the APE is characterized by the various residential, 
commercial, and community development associated with this small city of approximately 
13,000 people. The archeological APE begins approximately 4,000 feet west of the intersection 
of the existing rail corridor with Revolution Street (MD 7) in Havre de Grace. From the western 
terminus of the APE to Lewis Lane, the APE is confined within the existing Amtrak ROW. East 
of Lewis Lane, the APE extends outside of the Amtrak ROW to allow for the proposed design 
alternatives. The proposed design alternatives are located along the south side of the current 
alignment of the rail corridor. 


From Lewis Lane to Juniata Street, a distance of approximately 2,900 feet (884 meters), the 
project APE is characterized by a series of athletic fields which are shared between the Havre de 
Grace middle school and high school complexes. Proceeding eastward from Juniata Street, the 
project APE is characterized by the mixed commercial and residential neighborhoods of 
downtown Havre de Grace. These areas are mostly comprised of wooded lots with manicured 
lawns along two-lane paved streets. Within this area of the project, the existing rail corridor is 
elevated above the surrounding neighborhoods. Specifically, north of Warren Street, which 
parallels the rail corridor, the elevated line is supported by a series of large earthen berms. The 
portion of the APE immediately adjacent to the Havre de Grace waterfront is characterized by 
open, grassy areas with several small marinas. Elevations within the Havre de Grace portion of 
the APE range between sea level and 40 feet (12 meters) above mean sea level (AMSL). 


Along the Perryville shore, the archeological APE has been modified by human activity; 
however, the eastern shore of the Susquehanna is not as intensely developed as the western 
shore, within the area of Havre de Grace. The majority of the development along the eastern 
shore is confined to the village of Perryville, which is located to the north of the existing rail line. 
The area south of the railroad corridor is primarily characterized by property associated with the 
Perry Point Veteran’s Administration (VA) Medical Center. While the main complex of hospital 
buildings is located well to the south of the rail corridor, a series of associated single family 
homes and recreational facilities is located closer to the rail line. 


As on the Havre de Grace side of the project area, the archeological APE on the Perryville side is 
expanded to the south of the existing corridor in order to accommodate the numerous proposed 
design alternatives. Extending eastward from the Susquehanna River, the project APE is 
predominantly characterized by open grassy areas interspersed with wooded lots. Major 
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improvements within the Perryville side of the APE include an electrical substation which is 
located just to the north of Avenue A and First Street. Further east, near the eastern terminus of 
the expanded archeological APE is the Perryville wastewater treatment plant. Elevations within 
the Perryville portion of the APE range between sea level and 40 feet (12 meters) above mean 
sea level (AMSL). 
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Table 1. Soils within the Area of Potential Effects 


Map ' ; , : gets 
Symbol Mapping Unit Soil Series Description 
Cecil County (Perryville) 
Soils of the Aquasco series are deep and somewhat poorly 
AGuasee Silt loan? drained. They are typically found in inter-riverine settings 
AqB ee ee and formed from silty eolian deposits over loamy 
P P fluviomarine deposits. These soils are considered farmland 
of statewide importance. 
Soils of the Butlertown series are deep and moderately well- 
Butlertown silt loam, | drained. They are typically found on inter-stream divides and 
BuA : : : ; : 
0 to 2 percent slopes formed from silty eolian deposits over fluviomarine 
sediments. These soils are considered prime farmland. 
Soils of the Butlertown series are deep and moderately well- 
Butlertown silt loam, | drained. They are typically found on inter-stream divides and 
BuB ; é ; : : 
2 to 5 percent slopes formed from silty eolian deposits over fluviomarine 
sediments. These soils are considered prime farmland. 
Soils of the Butlertown series are deep and moderately well- 
: drained. They are typically found on inter-stream divides and 
Butlertown silt loam, : : : : ; 
BuC S 48110 DsiCRAL lObES formed from silty eolian deposits over fluviomarine 
P P sediments. These soils are considered farmland of statewide 
importance. 
Mattapex-Urban land Soils of the Mattapex-Urban land series are deep and well- 
drained. They are typically found on low hills and knolls and 
MuB complex, 0 to 5 : : : : ; : 
Seat lepes formed from silty eolian deposits over fluviomarine deposits. 
P These soils are considered not suitable for agriculture. 
These lands consist of areas that have been previously 
Up Urban land developed and modified for residential, commercial, or 


industrial purposes. 
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Map 
Symbol 


Mapping Unit 


Soil Series Description 


Harford County (Havre de Grace) 


BeA 


Beltsville silt loam, 0 
to 2 percent slopes 


Soils of the Beltsville series are deep and moderately well- 
drained. They are typically found on broad inter-stream 
divides and formed from silty eolian deposits over loamy 
fluviomarine deposits. These soils are considered farmland 
of statewide importance. 


Cx 


Cut and fill land 


These lands consist of areas that have been previously 
developed and modified for residential, commercial, or 
industrial purposes. 


MkB 


Matapeake silt loam, 
2 to 5 percent slopes 


Soils of the Matapeake series are deep and well-drained. 
They are typically found on low hills and knolls and formed 
from silty eolian deposits over fluviomarine deposits. These 

soils are considered prime farmland. 


MIA 


Mattapex silt loam, 0 
to 2 percent slopes 


Soils of the Mattapex series are very deep and moderately 
well- drained. They are typically found in inter-riverine 
settings and formed from silty eolian deposits over loamy 
fluviomarine deposits. These soils are considered prime 
farmland. 
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3.0 HISTORIC CONTEXT 


The following discussion serves as a synthesis of various sources regarding the known prehistory 
and history of the project area vicinity. This information provides a framework within which 
data gathered from the Phase IA investigations may be interpreted, placing it within a larger, 
regional context. Importantly, what follows conforms to the United States Department of the 
Interior's (USDI) Archeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
and Guidelines, as well as the Maryland Historical Trust’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Shaffer and Cole 1994). 


The prehistory of the Middle Atlantic region is divided into three distinct time periods; the 
Paleo-Indian Period (ca. 12,000 B.C. - 8,000 B.C.), the Archaic Period (ca. 8,000 B.C. — 1000 
B.C.), and the Woodland Period (ca. 1000 B.C. - A.D. 1600). Similarities and differences 
regarding subsistence strategies, settlement patterns, paleoenvironments, and technologies serve 
as criteria for defining these time periods. 


In consideration of these criteria, Early, Middle, and Late sub-periods have frequently been 
identified within the Archaic and Woodland Periods. Often these sub-periods serve as a basis for 
better understanding the gradual transition from one time period into another. The following 
discussion of the regional prehistory of Maryland and its Eastern Shore represents a summary 
based on current pre-contact archeological research, as well as regional and statewide-established 
pre-contact research contexts, specifically Custer (1983, 1986, 1989, 1994); Dent (1995); 
Beckermann (1993); Steponaitis (1983); Wanser (1982); Davidson (1981), and Pogue and 
Smolek (1985). 


While it is important to note that the transition from one time period to another is a gradual 
process and often varies from one environmental setting to another, the regional prehistory of 
Maryland is divided into four specific time spans; the Paleo-Indian/Early Archaic Period (ca. 
12,000 B.C. - 6,500 B.C.), the Middle Archaic Period (ca. 6,500 B.C. - 3000 B.C.), the Late 
Archaic/Early-Middle Woodland Period (ca. 3000 B.C. - A.D. 1000), and the Late Woodland 
Period (ca. A.D. 1000 - A. D. 1650). A fifth time period, the Initial European Contact and 
Settlement Period (A.D. 1600 - A.D. 1645), which focuses on the interaction of Native American 
Indian populations with arriving European groups, will also be presented in this discussion 
because it marks the beginning of the decline of pre-contact lifeways in the Middle Atlantic 
Region. The Initial European Contact and Settlement Period coincides with the beginning of the 
historic context known as the Contact and Settlement Period (A.D. 1608 - A.D. 1770). 


3.1 Paleo-Indian Period/Early Archaic Period (ca. 12,000 B.C. - 8,000 
B.C.)K(ca. 8,500 B.C. -6,500 B.C.) 


The Paleo-Indian Period begins at the end of the Pleistocene, and ends with the onset of the 
Holocene. This transition between the Pleistocene and Holocene is marked by a change from 
cold glacial conditions to alternating wet and dry climates. The adaptations made by human 
populations to these fluctuating conditions characterize the Paleo-Indian Period. These 
populations practiced a hunter-gatherer subsistence with animal resources comprising much of 
their diet. Several cold-weather faunal species such as the now-extinct mastodon, the since- 
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migrated moose, as well as smaller, still present species, such as white-tailed deer, were 
supported by the various deciduous, boreal, and grassland environments which were once found 
throughout the Middle Atlantic region (Custer 1983, 1989; Marshall 1982). 


Overall, throughout the time span of the Paleo-Indian/Early Archaic Period, settlement patterns 
remained relatively constant. Nomadic groups comprised of multiple or single family bands that 
focused on attractive hunting locales, such as watering holes, have been hypothesized (Custer 
1983, 1986, 1989, 1996). Throughout the Middle Atlantic region, identified Paleo-Indian and 
Early Archaic site types have included quarry sites, hunting sites, base camps, as well as various 
associated support sites (Custer 1983, 1986, 1989, 1996). 


Paleo-Indian tool kits reflect an emphasis on the procurement and processing of animal 
resources. Preferences for high quality lithic materials, such as chert and jasper, are apparent in 
lithic artifact assemblages recovered from Paleo-Indian sites. In addition, stone tools in these 
artifact assemblages show evidence of great care in stone tool maintenance and resharpening. 
One of the most distinctive artifacts associated with the Paleo-Indian Period is the fluted point, 
characterized by a channel which is removed from the center of the base to the center, or distal 
end, of the point. 


One of the best known Paleo-Indian sites in the Chesapeake region is the Williamson Site, which 
is located on the western edge of Virginia’s inner Coastal Plain in Dinwiddie County. Since its 
discovery in 1949, the Williamson Site has been subjected to extensive research (McCary 1983; 
Callahan 1979; McAvoy 1992). In addition to debitage, the site has yielded 175 fluted bifaces as 
well as assorted scrapers, spokeshaves, preforms, drills, gravers, perforators, wedges, 
denticulates, beaks, hammerstones, and anvils (Callahan 1979; McCary 1983; Dent 1995). The 
majority of the knapped artifacts are made from Cattail Creek Chalcedony (a chert), a locally 
available material. Based on the excavation results, it is believed that the site was subjected to 
recurrent use throughout the Paleo-Indian Period (Dent 1995). 


Although fluted points have been recovered throughout Maryland, unfortunately, many of these 
artifacts tend to represent isolated surface finds (Steponaitis 1983; Dent 1995). Nonetheless, two 
archeological sites in Maryland’s Coastal Plain, the Paw Paw Cove Site and the Higgins Site, 
provide insight on the Paleo-Indian Period of this portion of Maryland, as well the state as a 
whole. 


The Paw Paw Cove Site Complex is located on the eastern shore of Maryland in Talbot County. 
The complex consists of three main find spots (18TA211, 18TA212, and 18TA213) along a 500- 
meter stretch of the Chesapeake Bay shoreline. Once situated in an upland-type setting at the 
headwaters of two small tributaries, the site complex currently lies at the edge of the Chesapeake 
Bay due to severe erosion (Lowery 1989, 1990). Although most of the artifacts recovered from 
the Paw Paw Cove Site Complex were recovered from eroded and surface contexts along the 
shoreline, recent excavations have revealed that more interior portions of the complex, away 
from the strand line, still contain intact buried deposits (Lowery 1989, 1990). 


Located in the Inner Coastal Plain on the Western Shore in Anne Arundel County, the 
multicomponent Higgins Site (18AN489) encompasses an upland promontory that rises above 
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two small drainages. Excavations at the Higgins Site have resulted in the identification of intact 
Paleo-Indian archeological deposits. Artifacts recovered from these deposits include several 
fluted (Clovis) point fragments, various flake tools, and debitage. It has been concluded that 
during the Paleo-Indian Period, the Higgins Site served as a small, short-term campsite at which 
game was processed (Ebright 1994). 


A third site, the Pierpoint Site also promises to contribute insightful information on Maryland’s 
Paleo-Indian Period. Excavations and surface collection at this site, located at the confluence of 
the Potomac River and Seneca Creek, have yielded several fluted points. Currently, 
comprehensive analysis of the site is ongoing (Dent 1995). Despite the limited data regarding the 
extent of Paleo-Indian habitation in Maryland, fluted points found throughout the state do indeed 
indicate use of the region during this early time period (Steponaitis 1983; Custer 1983; Davidson 
1981). Archeological research of the Paleo-Indian Period in the Middle Atlantic region has 
suggested various operational site types of the Paleo-Indian Period. Hypothesized site types 
range from small hunting camps to large sites associated with lithic material procurement 
activities (Custer 1983, 1989; Dent 1995; Marshall 1982; Bonfiglio and Cresson 1982). 


For the most part, as is apparent by the coincidence of Paleo-Indian and Early Archaic 
occupations at various sites, Early Archaic sites seem to occur in similar environmental settings 
and exhibit many characteristics attributed to known Paleo-Indian Period sites (Watson and 
Custer 1990; Dent 1995). While similarities in the overall tool assemblages are apparent, Early 
Archaic point assemblages are marked by the introduction of side- and corner-notched projectile 
points. Regionally, the Early Archaic Period may represent minor adaptive shifts responsive to 
the rising emergence of Holocene environments toward the end of the Paleo-Indian/Early 
Archaic Period. 


Aside from small occupations at some of the larger multi-component sites, such as the Higgins 
Site (18AN489), few Early Archaic Period occupations in Maryland have been subjected to 
thorough investigation. 


One of the more studied Early Archaic sites of Maryland is the Crane Point Site (18TA221) in 
nearby Talbot County (Lowery and Custer 1990). Located on a small point that juts out into the 
Chesapeake Bay just east of the mouth of a small stream, the site contains several Late Paleo- 
Indian/Early Archaic occupations. Studies suggest that at the time of its use, the site fell within a 
more interior, upland knoll-type setting that was flanked with assorted freshwater wetlands. 
Systematic surface collection along the Crane Point beach line, and test excavations at the site 
have yielded over 500 lithic artifacts. In addition to debitage, these artifacts include various 
projectile points, bifaces, cores, as well as flake and ground stone tools. Flake tools from the site 
include a diversity of scrapers, slug-shaped unifaces, gravers, denticulates, and wedges. Point 
types from the site include assorted Dalton/Hardaway, Amos, Charleston, and Kirk/Palmer 
notched variants. Flotation samples processed from an eroding hearth feature at the site yielded 
Amaranth and Chenopodium seeds and hickory nut and butternut fragments (Lowery and Custer 
1990). Based on the excavation results, the Crane Point Site has been concluded to be the 
remains of a base camp (Lowery and Custer 1990). 
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One of the state’s notable Early Archaic occupations has been documented at the 
multicomponent Indian Creek V Site (18PR94), which occupies a broad floodplain adjacent to 
the confluence of Indian and Beaver Dam Creeks in Prince George’s County (Leedecker and 
Holt 1991). Studies of the Indian Creek V Site (18PR94) have been revealed that the site was 
repeatedly used as a short-term procurement station during the Early Archaic Period. 


3.2 Middle Archaic Period (6,500 B.C.-3,000 B.C.) 


Several adaptive strategies of pre-contact human populations to the emergence of stable 
Holocene environments define the Middle Archaic Period. By 6,500 B.C. mesic forests of 
hemlock and oak flourished in several sections of the Middle Atlantic region, including 
Maryland’s Eastern Shore (Custer 1983). Reduction of open grasslands forced the extinction or 
migration of many of the cold weather browsing megafauna which were critical to the 
subsistence of Paleo-Indian/Early Archaic Period groups. In addition, rises in sea level created 
interior swamp, marsh, and estuarine environments. These new environments supported a wide 
variety of floral and faunal species such as deer, migratory waterfowl, anadromous fish, and both 
fresh- and salt-water shellfish (Custer 1983, 1986, 1989). Consequently, Middle Archaic 
populations began to take advantage of the availability of these various new resources. Overall, 
the Middle Archaic Period is characterized by a noticeable shift from a hunter-gather strategy to 
a foraging lifestyle. 


Middle Archaic tool kits in the region also reflect a more generalized foraging subsistence. 
Unlike the specialized hunting Paleo-Indian and Early Archaic tool kits, Middle Archaic tool kits 
often include plant processing tools, such as mortars and pestles, as well as ground stone tools, 
including adzes and axes. The appearances of these types of tools are indicative of a greater 
dependence on plant resources (Custer 1983, 1989). Like their predecessors, Middle Archaic 
groups were also nomadic; however, these groups migrated throughout the area to take 
advantage of the broad range of environmental settings and resources on a seasonal basis. 
Growth and reduction of group size also occurred seasonally. 


Common point types of the Middle Archaic Period are bifurcate-based point types such as St. 
Albans, Le Croy, and Kanawha (Dent 1995; Custer 1984, 1994). Other Middle Archaic projectile 
points include Stanly, Morrow Mountain, Guilford, and Neville types (Dent 1995; Custer 1983, 
1984, 1994). 


Over the past decade, various comparative studies have provided new insight into projectile point 
types of the Middle Archaic Period. Studies such as Custer (1996, 2001) have examined several 
stemmed point variants, such as Poplar Island, Bare Island, Piney Island, and Pequea points. 
Throughout the Middle Atlantic region, these stemmed variants often coincide with sites that 
contain Middle Archaic occupations. In the past, these stemmed variants have been recovered 
from good subsurface contexts and in clear association with occupations that ranged from the 
Middle Archaic Period to the Middle Woodland Period. In the past, these stemmed variants have 
been regarded as not particularly diagnostic because of their prolonged use. For similar reasons, 
traditionally, these points have also been attributed to later time periods. However, the results of 
comparative analyses of the spatial and temporal distribution of these points throughout the 
Middle Atlantic region indicate that the use of these stemmed variants was more common during 
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the Middle and Late Archaic Periods than originally thought (Custer 1994, 1996, 2001). In 
addition to reflecting the continuity of cultural traditions, these findings also demonstrate the 
gradual transition from Middle Archaic to Late Archaic. 


Throughout the eastern United States, including Maryland, Middle Archaic sites tend to be found 
in a variety of riverine, lacustrine, and coastal settings. In Maryland, the Middle Archaic Period 
also marks notable increases in the use of interior wetland settings, such as upland swamps, 
interior ridgetops, ponds, marshes, and springheads, and settings near stream junctures and along 
tributary floodplains (Gardner 1987; Wall 1990; Stewart 1989; Steponaitis 1983; Rappleye and 
Gardner 1979). These environments often contain a diversity of Middle Archaic site types that 
range from small processing or procurement sites to base camps of various sizes (Custer 1983, 
1989, 1996). 


While many of the larger multi-component sites date predominately to later periods, these sites 
often contain Middle Archaic occupations. Middle Archaic components have been encountered 
at the aforementioned Higgins Site and at the Surratts Road Site (18PR404), which is located 
along Piscataway Creek in Prince George’s County (Munford 1993). 


Occupations dating to the Middle Archaic Period have also been identified at the Indian Creek V 
Site (18PR94) in Prince George’s County. Interestingly, by comparison, these occupations date 
to the earlier part of the Middle Archaic Period and are notably less well-represented at the site 
than those dating to the Early or Late Archaic time periods. It is believed, for the most part, use 
of the site was practically abandoned for most of the Middle Archaic Period. It has also been 
suggested that the disuse of the site during the Middle Atlantic Period may be a reflection of 
changing environmental conditions of the site’s setting (Leedecker and Holt 1991). 


3.3. Late Archaic Period/Early-Middle Woodland Period (3,000 B.C. - 
A.D. 1,000) 


The Late Archaic/Early-Middle Woodland Period is defined by pronounced environmental 
alterations occurring throughout the Middle Atlantic region (Custer 1983, 1986, 1989). While the 
Late Archaic, Early Woodland, and Middle Woodland Periods all possess their own 
distinguishing characteristics, because of their overall similarities, cumulatively, these three 
periods have often been regarded as a general time period. For example, in the neighboring state 
of Delaware this 4,000-year period of time has been called the Woodland I Period (Custer 1986, 
1989, 1994; Watson and Custer 1990; Custer and Silber 1994), and in southeastern Pennsylvania, 
this time span has been referred to as the Intensive Gathering-Formative Culture Period (Custer 
1996). 


Locally, on the Eastern Shore of Maryland, this time frame is associated with severe climatic 
shifts that resulted in warm and dry conditions (Custer 1989). These changes enabled xeric and 
deciduous forests of oak and hickory to replace mesic forests, as well as the return of grassland 
areas. Although many of the existing interior wetland settings of the Middle Atlantic region 
disappeared, the slow but continued rise in sea level resulted in the emergence of new large 
brackish marshes, especially near the Chesapeake Bay. Stabilization of the climate, environment, 
and sea level were established by ca. 1,500 B.C. and these conditions were probably relatively 
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similar to present ones (Custer 1983, 1989). This alteration of the environment also caused 
notable changes in the adaptive strategies of pre-contact populations. Floodplains of major rivers 
and estuarine swamp/marsh settings supported a broad range of floral and faunal resources. 
Throughout the Coastal Plain of the Middle Atlantic, large archeological sites, which often 
contain several different occupations, have been documented in such environmental settings. 
Similar base camp sites, barring regional variations, have also been identified in these resource- 
rich environments throughout the Middle Atlantic region. 


Smaller base camps are often located along lesser tributaries, near cobble beds, or in coastal 
areas near shell middens. Small procurement and processing sites are also scattered throughout 
these environments, as well as along intermittent streams and in interior areas (Custer 1994). 
Along the southern coastline of the state, marine resources were integral in the subsistence of 
Late Archaic/Early-Middle Woodland populations. Sites dating to this time period are often 
found near tidal marshes, in sheltered coves, or in estuarine settings. Especially favored locations 
would be these types of settings that would have supported a diversity of resources such as ocean 
fish, crabs, and shellfish. 


Although small short-term forays, for purposes such as hunting or obtaining raw lithic materials 
were made, in general, Late Archaic/Early-Middle Woodland Period groups seemed to have 
practiced a relatively sedentary settlement pattern. Group sizes seem to have ranged anywhere 
from small individual family units to conglomerations of several of these units dependent on 
seasonality or environmental setting (Custer 1989, 1994; Custer and Silber 1994). 


Significant additions to pre-contact tool kits also appear during the Late Archaic/Early-Middle 
Woodland Period. Increased use of plant processing tools, such as grinding stones, mortars, and 
pestles, suggest a trend in efficient and intensive procurement of floral resources. Tools 
associated with woodworking, such as adzes and celts, become prevalent. More broad-bladed, 
knife-like processing implements also appear in chipped stone tool assemblages. Overall, 
procurement of raw lithic material was based on primary and secondary sources; however, often 
non-local lithic materials are found within Late Archaic/Early-Middle Woodland Period 
assemblages. The presence of these imported materials suggests emergence of trade and 
exchange networks among these groups (Custer 1989, 1994). 


The addition of stone, followed by ceramic, vessels also reflect a growing efficiency in the use of 
certain food types. Most of these vessels served as cooking implements. Some of the larger 
ceramic vessels may have served as storage vessels for surpluses. Storage pits and house features 
have been identified at numerous sites dating to this time throughout the Middle Atlantic region 
(Custer 1989, 1994; Custer and Silber 1994). 


This new, relatively sedentary, settlement pattern also caused considerable changes in social 
organization of populations living in the Middle Atlantic region. A more sedentary lifestyle 
combined with horticultural plant harvesting would have often yielded occasional surpluses. 
Consequently, these factors often allowed incipient ranked societies to form. For example, 
during the Middle Woodland Period, intensified procurement of fish resources is thought to have 
played a significant role in subsistence strategies within the Abbott Farm National Landmark 
near Trenton, New Jersey (Stewart 1994). Across the Middle Atlantic region, objects such as 
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polished celts, gorgets, pipes, and tools of non-local materials appear to be manifestations of 
developing social organization. 


The emergence of Adena culture, characterized by its unique material culture and mortuary 
practices, also occurs during the Early Woodland portion of this time frame. While Adena sites 
are more prevalent in the American Midlands, a few Adena sites have also been discovered in 
Maryland. Some of the better known Adena sites of Maryland are the Sandy Hill Site (18DO30) 
on the Choptank River near Cambridge (Ford 1976; Dent 1995; Custer 1989); the West River 
Site near Annapolis, and the Nassawango Adena Site (18WO23) (Wise 1973), which is along a 
small tributary of the Pocomoke River. In addition to large Adena-type bifaces made of non- 
local, high quality cryptocrystalline lithic material, some of these sites have yielded distinctly 
Adena-type artifacts that have included gorgets, pipes, or copper beads (Dent 1995). 


Projectile points associated with the Late Archaic/Early-Middle Woodland Periods are quite 
diverse. For example, the Late Archaic Period marks the introduction of broadspear-type 
projectile points, which are believed to have functioned in knife-like capacities (Custer 1994). 
Common broadspear-types of the Mid-Atlantic region include Long/Savannah River, Perkiomen, 
Susquehanna, and Lehigh/Koens-Crispin types (Custer 1994; Dent 1995). Common _ non- 
broadspear points of the Late Archaic Period include Fishtail/Orient, Holmes, Halifax, 
Piscataway, and Bare Island/Lackawaxen types, as well as various side- and corner-notched 
Brewerton variants. 


Numerous Early-Middle Woodland projectile point types have been noted for the Middle 
Atlantic region. Generally, most of these types consist of assorted stemmed and notched variants; 
however, several distinctive point types are also associated with the Early and Middle Woodland 
period. Rossville, teardrop/ovoid, and Calvert projectile points are typical distinctive Early 
Woodland point types of the Chesapeake region. Selby Bay/Fox Creek and Jack’s Reef variants 
are regarded as common forms associated with the Middle Woodland Period (Dent 1995). 


Early ceramic vessels were modeled in construction and closely resembled the lug-handled, flat- 
bottom steatite vessels of the early Late Archaic Period. Marcey Creek (ca. 1200-800 B.C.) 
ceramic, a steatite-tempered ware, is one of the earliest wares of the Mid-Atlantic region and is 
often found in association with Fishtail/Orient points (Custer 1989, 1994, 1996). Later, these 
flat-bottomed vessels were replaced with conodial-shaped vessels of coiled construction. While 
early vessels of this construction were often tempered with steatite (e.g., Selden Island, Bare 
Island Coiled), eventually, assorted materials that include sand, crushed rock, grit, clay, shell, or 
various combinations thereof, were used as tempering agents in ceramic manufacturing. For 
example: sherds of Accokeek ceramic, a sand/crushed rock (quartz) tempered ware, is a recurrent 
ware type that has often been recovered in Early Woodland contexts throughout Maryland’s 
Coastal Plain and into the Piedmont beyond the headwaters of the Patuxent River and into the 
Patapsco drainage. This ware has also been found throughout the Potomac watershed (Dent 
1995). 
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3.4 Late Woodland Period (A.D. 1000-A.D. 1650) 


Overall, the Late Woodland Period, often referred to as the Woodland II Period, is characterized 
by an emergence of pronounced agricultural food production systems (Custer 1984, 1989). The 
growth of efficient plant food harvesting is a reflection of a continued pattern of sedentism of 
pre-contact populations. Throughout the Delmarva Peninsula, Late Woodland sites are often 
found in similar environmental settings as Late Archaic, Early and Middle Woodland Period 
sites. In fact, these sites often contain several occupations that span multiple temporal contexts 
and these occurrences further illustrate a more sedentary lifestyle. 


In the Middle Atlantic Region, significant variability in the subsistence systems, social 
organization, and community patterns existed among Late Woodland populations. These 
differences ranged from societies who lived in large villages organized by kinship groups to 
some of the less complex populations whose lifeways closely resembled those of their Middle 
Woodland predecessors (Custer 1983, 1989, 1996). 


Aside from some modifications in projectile point and ceramic styles, deviations of Late 
Woodland artifact assemblages from Middle Woodland assemblages are minimal. Lithic 
assemblages suggest decreases in preference for exotic materials and increases in the use of 
quartz in tool manufacturing. By comparison, Late Woodland projectile point types are less 
varied and triangle points are regarded as the primary diagnostic point type of this period. Late 
Woodland ceramic assemblages exhibit notable increases in variation, especially the non-shell 
tempered wares (Wanser 1982). Common Late Woodland ceramic types that have been 
recovered on the Eastern Shore include Rappahannock and Townsend wares, both of which are 
shell-tempered. Other common Late Woodland ceramic types include Sullivan and Potomac 
Creek pottery, which are shell-tempered and quartz/sand tempered, respectively. 


3.5 Initial European Contact (1600-1650) 


This period marks the initial arrival of European groups, predominately Dutch and English, to 
the Middle Atlantic region. Overall, data from the archeological record of this time period is 
limited. Often, ethnographic accounts by these first explorers and settlers have been considered 
valuable supplementary sources of information. 


Based on ethno-linguistic and ethnographic accounts, throughout the Late Woodland period, two 
Native American cultural groups, the Nanticokes and the Piscataway were quite active in the 
region. However, by 1634, the stronghold of southern Pennsylvania Susquehannocks, an 
Iroquoian-speaking group, had extended throughout the Chesapeake Bay area and southward 
over Maryland’s Western Shore. According to historical accounts, during his travels along the 
Potomac and Anacostia Rivers in 1609, John Smith visited several palisaded Piscataway villages. 


Several groups of indigenous people inhabited Maryland’s Western and Eastern Shore at the 
time of arrival of the first Europeans. In addition to the Susquehannocks on the upper reaches of 
the shore, these groups included the Nanticoke, Choptank, Wicomiss (also referred to as the 
“Ozinies”), Matapeake, and Tockwogh, who lived in the central and southern portions of 
Maryland’s eastern shore (Millis and Wall 2006; Kingsley 2006). 
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Although other attempts are reputed, the first documented exploration of present-day Maryland 
was conducted by Captain John Smith. In June 1608, Smith became the first Anglo-European to 
explore and map the Upper Chesapeake Bay, as well as to make contact with Native Americans 
(Figure 5). According to historical accounts, Smith managed to lead the expedition as far north 
as “Bolus flu” (present-day Patapsco River) before illness forced the party to return to Virginia. 
A month later, Smith led a second expedition of the Upper Chesapeake. During this journey, 
Smith explored various waterways of Kent, Harford, and Cecil Counties. Several weeks later, 
after passing what is now Spesutia Island, Smith reached the Susquehanna River. While 
exploring the Deer Creek area on foot, Smith and his crew first encountered Susquehannocks. 


Smith was obviously impressed and wrote detailed narratives about the Susquehannocks’ 
physical appearance, attire, and lifeways (Weeks 1996). Though Smith provided the world with 
its first glimpse of the area, it would be some time before significant European settlement on the 
Eastern Shore occurred. 


Around 1616, an Englishman named Edward Palmer established a trading post on Palmer’s 
Island (currently Garrett Island) at the mouth of the Susquehanna River. While the post managed 
to operate for a few years, its success was short-lived. By the time of his death in 1624, Palmer 
had relocated back to London. 


Around 1629, after visiting his failing land interests in Newfoundland, George Calvert (named 
the first Lord of Baltimore by King James of England in 1625) traveled to the Chesapeake Bay 
area in search of lands in a more favorable climate. Shortly after his return to England, Calvert 
began petitioning for rights to lands north of the Potomac River. Despite Calvert’s persistent 
campaigning, King Charles remained reluctant to approve the petition for several years. Finally, 
on June 20, 1632, two months after George Calvert’s death, the charter was approved and 
Calvert’s son, Cecil, became the first proprietor of Maryland. 


The year 1631 marked the first colonial settlement on the Eastern Shore. Virginian William 
Claibourne established a fort and trading post on Kent Island to trade with the indigenous 
peoples for furs. By 1636, a gristmill was in operation on the island. Tax records indicate that 
forty-nine taxable residents resided on the island in 1638 and ninety-eight in 1642 (Fiedel 1999). 
According to local historical accounts, the early settkement of St. Michaels, on the leeward side 
of Kent Island, also began around this time (http://stmichaelsmd.org/pages/History). 


The 1630s also marks the onset of colonization of Maryland’s Western Shore and mainland. 
Similarly, efforts to colonize the Atlantic Ocean coastline (or the Delaware) side of the Eastern 
Shore were also occurring. 


In 1634, Maryland’s first colonists from England arrived at the mouth of the Potomac River in 
two ships, the Arc and the Dove. After a brief stay on Saint Clement’s Island, Leonard Calvert, 
Cecil’s brother, lead the Dove to Piscataway Creek via the Potomac River to initiate negotiations 
with members of the Piscataway tribe. In March 1634, the colonists purchased a village on the 
mainland and renamed the settlement St. Mary’s City (Virta 1998). Three years later, in 1637, 
Saint Mary’s County, which included both shores of the Chesapeake Bay, was created. For the 
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next several decades, St. Mary’s County continued to lose and gain land as new counties were 
formed (e.g. Anne Arundel - 1650). In 1642, the lands on the east side of the Chesapeake Bay 
were removed from the county and established as Kent County. 


Shortly after his arrival, Calvert challenged Claiborne’s rights to Kent Island. Calvert claimed 
ownership of the island through his land grant. Though Claiborne resisted, Calvert eventually 
brought Kent Island under Maryland control in 1657. By 1659, large land grants had been given 
along the Choptank River, and tobacco had become established as the major crop in the area 
(Preston 1983; Kingsley, Benedict, and Katz 2006). 


As settlement of the Eastern Shore began to increase, so did tensions between the colonists and 
Native American tribes. The tribes’ traditional seasonal hunting and farming practices continued 
to be disrupted by settlers and traders, and by the accompanying deforestation. Colonial 
authorities made some attempts to protect the tribes and facilitate coexistence; however, their 
suggestions were often ignored. In 1642 and 1647, Maryland Governor Thomas Greene ordered 
Capt. John Price “...to take thirty or forty able men, with sufficient arms, ammunition, and 
provisions, and embark for the Eastern Shore to attack the towns of Nanticokes and Wiccomiss 
(Weslager 1983, p74).” A treaty, the first of five, was signed in 1668 by Chief Unnacokasimmon 
to establish peace with Maryland colonists. 


Around this time, the Dutch also became increasingly wary of English settlement around the 
Chesapeake Bay and Virginia. Dutch concern was justifiable since Lord Baltimore regarded the 
Chesapeake Bay’s eastern shore (as well as much of western Delaware) to be under his 
proprietorship (all of which he called Somerset County). In 1659, the Dutch constructed a small 
fort named Whorekil (alternately Hoerenkil, Horekill, Hoorekill) at the mouth of the Delaware 
Bay near Lewes to maintain watch on English settlement in the area. 


Domestic architecture during this period was characterized by one- or two-story, one-room plan 
dwellings made of wood; agricultural outbuildings included structures related directly to the 
tobacco and grain economy such as frame tobacco sheds, small barns, or structures to house hogs 
and cattle (Catts, Custer, and Hawley 1994). 


Transportation was conducted primarily along navigable waterways; however, gradual increases 
in settlement slowly encouraged the expansion of ground transportation. In 1661, the General 
Assembly passed an act to improve the existing land transportation system through the 
construction of new public roads and bridges. Specifically, the act called for “marking and 
making highwayes and making the heads of Rivers, Creeks, Branches, and Swamps passable for 
horse and foot’. To ensure that the mandates of road construction were met, the act allowed 
counties to appoint commissioners to oversee roadwork. The act also included provisions to 
preserve rights for creating private access roads. Penalties were payable in tobacco 
(www.sha.state.md.us/keepingcurrent/maintainRoadsBridges/bridges/OPPE/historicBridges/IIE_ 
Rds.pdf). 
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3.6 Contact and Settlement Period (1600-1750) 


Prior to European arrival in Maryland, the area was already home to a complex network of 
Indian settlements and chiefdoms. Early exploration of the modern-day Harford and Cecil county 
area essentially began with Captain John Smith’s treks up the Susquehanna River in 1608. 
During these expeditions Smith and his crew first encountered the Susquehannocks. Smith wrote 
detailed narratives about the Susquehannocks’ physical appearance, attire, and lifeways (Weeks 
1996). 


As European colonization gained a foothold in the New World, there was an emerging need for a 
consistent system to traverse the Susquehanna River (Figure 6). At the mouth of the river, 
Lower Susquehanna Ferry was first licensed in 1695, it consisted of several tracts of land that 
were first granted to Godfrey Harmer by the Lord Proprietor of Maryland in 1658, he called the 
area 


“Harmer’s Town,” and gave the land to Thomas Stockett a year later. In 1666, a road called, 
“Post Road” ran from Philadelphia to New York in the North to Baltimore and other towns to the 
south (Bilicki 2003). This road encouraged several ferry systems to begin operation at the 
Susquehanna River between Post Road on the Havre de Grace side and Post Road on the 
Perryville side. 


The tavern located at the western terminus of the ferry, Rodger’s Tavern was owned by the 
ferry’s first operator, John Rodgers. On the other side of the river was another tavern, 
Stevenson’s tavern. This was later bought by John Rodgers as well and he operated the ferry and 
both taverns on either side of the ferry’s path (Gerstell 1998, p. 6). Prior to this time there was a 
small fishing village in the vicinity of Havre de Grace and the ferry, but there were very few 
people in the area before the ferry was established. 


In 1630, King Charles I of England granted a charter for the exclusive right of the colony of 
Maryland to George Calvert. By 1634 St. Mary’s City, Maryland was established as the first 
settlement with 150 colonists living on the new land. The second Proprietary Governor of the 
Province of Maryland, Cecilius Calvert formed Cecil County, Maryland in 1674, a year before 
his death. 


In 1751, Frederick Calvert (the great-great-great-grandson of George Calvert) inherited the 
Proprietary Governorship of the Province of Maryland. In 1773, Frederick Calvert formed 
Harford County from Baltimore County. He named the county Harford after his illegitimate son, 
Henry Harford. 


Both Havre de Grace in Harford County and Perryville in Cecil County were important to early 
settlement because of their location at the mouth of the Susquehanna River and the trading post 
established by William Claiborne in 1637, located on Garrett Island between the two towns. At 
his Trading Post, Claibourne traded items with indigenous peoples for furs. Because of the 
proximity of Havre de Grace to the Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay, the city of Havre 
de Grace adopted oyster and crab harvesting as their main export. 
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3.7 Rural Agrarian Intensification (1750-1815) 


From a military standpoint, the American Revolution had a small effect on Havre de Grace and 
Perryville since no significant battles were fought in the area. 


However, many people ended up assisting in the war effort, and many continental troops traveled 
across the Susquehanna by the Havre de Grace Ferry. Jean Baptiste and Count de Rochambeau 
led 6,000 French soldiers across the river and camped along Old Post Road in Perryville (Bates 
2006, p. 44). 


The most notable American soldier from the area was Colonel John Rodgers, Sr., who served in 
the militia during the Revolutionary War and served as host, on several occasions, to George 
Washington and Marquis de Lafayette when they stayed at Rodgers’ home and tavern in 
Perryville. The name of the city of Havre de Grace is credited to Marquis de Lafayette during the 
Revolutionary War. It was stated that it reminded him of Le Havre, France, and Colonel John 
Rodgers, Sr. thought the name would add distinction to the town (Figure 7). After the 
Revolutionary War, Havre de Grace was considered for the capital of the United States, but it 
lost by one vote. 


Havre de Grace, however, was not spared from the ravages of the War of 1812. The Perryville 
iron ore site, Principo’s Furnace, would attract the British and bring them into the Susquehanna 
River in 1813. The British sailed up the Chesapeake Bay blockading ports and destroying towns 
along the way. The British arrived at the mouth of the Susquehanna River on May 3, 1813 with 
400 troops and attacked, burned, and pillaged the town of Havre de Grace and Principo’s 
Furnace. Within a few hours two-thirds of Havre de Grace was destroyed, in addition to a boat 
yard, vessels, and Principo’s Furnace. Few structures survived the attack of Havre de Grace, 
including the Aveihle-Goldsborough House, the exterior walls of St. John’s Episcopal Church, 
and the Elizabeth Rodgers House (Noll 2011). One Havre de Grace resident, John O’ Neill, the 
lighthouse keeper, attempted to defend Havre de Grace by firing cannons at the British, but he 
was captured and was only spared his life because his daughter pleaded with the admiral of the 
British troop (Noll 2011). In 1814, a survey and a tax assessment were conducted to begin the 
two-decade process of rebuilding Havre de Grace after the War of 1812. 


3.8 Agricultural-Industrial Transition Period (1815-1870) 


As a result of the Susquehanna River’s position between Maryland and Pennsylvania, the towns 
of Havre de Grace and Perryville developed as an important transportation crossroads for the 
transport of tobacco and wheat. Multiple ferry crossings were established in the area by the mid- 
nineteenth century (Figure 8). The area soon provided many accommodations for travelers of 
this north-south route. These towns also relied on fishing, most specifically the harvesting of 
oysters and crabs, and ice harvesting. These industries were not as reliant on slave labor, and 
Havre de Grace was a primary town on the Eastern Route of the Underground Railroad. Slaves 
crossed the Susquehanna in an attempt to reach Pennsylvania (Still 1872, p. 105). The customary 
method for the transporting of slaves via ferry was for the agent of the Underground Railroad to 
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light a fire on the Havre de Grace side of the river, which provided notice to an agent on the 
other side of the river in Perryville. This person would understand the signal and would cross in 
the boat to receive the escaped slave (Still 1872, p. 684). 


To prevent Maryland’s secession, Federal troops occupied the state starting in May 1861. By the 
Civil War there was a large free African American population located within Havre de Grace. It 
was one of seven sites designated for the recruiting of “U.S. Colored Troops.” 


In 1866, after the war, the Philadelphia Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) completed a 
wooden single track bridge which allowed passengers and goods to cross the river without the 
aid of a ferryboat. Prior to this time, the Susquehanna Ferry had a 238 ft. long ferry to transport 
entire trains from one side of the river to the other. The ability of trains to cross the Susquehanna 
at this location caused a decline in the use of the ferry, during this time frame maps begin to 
show the railroad bridge in place of where the ferry used to cross (Figures 9 and 10). 


3.9 Industrial/Urban Dominance (1870-1930) 


After the Civil War, the city’s river tied it to northern industry and provided urban jobs for free 
blacks. The beginning of a new century meant that Havre de Grace would undergo many 
improvements. In 1906, the Pennsylvania Railroad replaced PW&B crossing with a new metal 
bridge that featured a center swing span which could be rotated to allow taller ships and other 
river traffic to pass safely (Figures 11 and 12). The alignment of this new bridge is located 
several feet to the north of the alignment for the previous 1866 wooden bridge. While the deck 
for the 1866 bridge is no longer extant, the stone piers for this structure may still be seen within 
the Susquehanna River channel. In addition, one of the 1866 bridge stone abutments may be 
observed along Avenue A near the waterfront, just south of Perryville. 


A racetrack was opened in Havre de Grace that attracted a new group of travelers and tourists, 
making it a popular location for gamblers and gangsters to visit. It was one of four racetracks in 
the state and many famous Triple Crown winners and other famous racehorses raced there. In 
1951, the racetrack was sold to the Maryland National Guard. The industrial facilities in 
Perryville helped during the war effort for both world wars. The federal government purchased 
facilities at Perry Point in Perryville for the training of recruits. In Port Deposit, the Wiley 
Company was a builder of steel assemblies and they provided materials for the Lease Lend Act 
before World War II (Bilicki 2003). 


Duck hunting was also beginning to attract seasonal tourists to the area. As farming steadily 


declined in the area after World War IJ, transportation and tourism became the main occupations 
for the residents of the Havre de Grace and Perryville area. 
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Figure 8 
Detail of T.J. Lee and C.N. Hagner’s Chart of the Mouth of Susquehanna River 
and Head Waters of Chesapeake Bay, Maryland (1856) 
Archeological Area Depicting the Archeological Area of Potential Effects 
of Potential Effects 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland Not to Scale 


Source: T.J. Lee and C.N. Hagner’s Chart of the Mouth of Susquehanna River and Head Waters of Chesapeake Bay, Maryland, 1856 
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Figure 9 


Detail of the New War Map of Maryland, Part of Virginia, and Pennsylvania (1863) 
Depicting the Archeological Area of Potential Effects 
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Figure 10 


Avproditnaie Location st Detail of the 1866 Map of Cecil County 
Archeological Area Depicting the Archaeological Area of Potential Effects 
of Potential Effects 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Source: 1866 Map of Cecil County, Maryland 
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3.10 Modern Period (1930-Present) 


In the twentieth century, historic properties in the Havre de Grace area experienced extensive 
redevelopment and renovation. Havre de Grace has grown due to the annexing of new land, and 
has become a popular destination for tourists. The Conowingo Dam, several roads, and railroad 
bridges now span the Susquehanna River. In 1976, the ownership of the passenger rail bridge 
passed to Amtrak. In September 2003, Hurricane Isabel flooded the city nearly 2 blocks into 
downtown Havre de Grace. 


The city income has doubled in recent years, showing how popular this area has become for 
recreation and tourism. According to the 2010 census, Havre de Grace boasts approximately 
13,000 residents, and city tourism records reflected that 220,000 tourists visited Havre de Grace. 
Visitors are welcomed to Havre de Grace with a variety of bed-and-breakfasts, restaurants, 
coffee shops, antique stores, boutiques, spas, art galleries, museums, and off-Broadway 
productions in the old opera house. Several marinas around the shoreline of Havre de Grace also 
attract boaters and fishers to the area, and hikers and birdwatchers enjoy the scenic walking 
trails. 
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4.0 RESEARCH DESIGN 


The Phase IA archeological assessment, conducted in support of the Amtrak Susquehanna River 
Bridge project, was performed within a general research framework designed to achieve several 
goals. The research design was developed based on regional pre-contact and historic contexts 
and the results of background research. 


4.1 Overall Project Goals 


During a reconnaissance survey, the initial stage often consists of a detailed review of the project 
area’s history, as well as an assessment of the existing conditions within the APE. Once 
completed, these two sets of data may be utilized to delineate specific portions of the APE that 
possess the potential to contain archeological resources. However, within the context of an 
undertaking that has a Section 106 component, these preliminary studies will not satisfy the 
requirements of an agency to identify all historic properties within any given project’s APE. For 
complex projects that contain multiple alternatives, a phased approach allows the project sponsor 
and review agencies to specifically target certain areas for a systematic Phase IB identification 
survey. 


As stated above, the overall goal of this report is to assess the archeological sensitivity of the 
project APE by determining which portions of the project corridor have been previously 
disturbed by recent construction activity and areas that hold potential to contain intact buried 
cultural deposits. In order to achieve these goals, the following tasks are proposed: 


e Development of a clear picture of the evolution of the built environment for the APE 
through time via the analysis of primary source material such as historical topographic 
maps, soil maps, insurance maps, and local city directories or atlases; 


e Obtain photo-documentation of the present-day existing conditions within the project 
APE; 


e Conduct limited field investigations in order to document the condition and integrity of 
the soil deposits within the project APE. 


4.2 Archival Research 


In addition to in-house materials, references consulted as part of the archival research included 
files, paper and electronic, housed at the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), as well as various 
historical and educational institutions. Materials examined included relevant project 
documentation, historic and environmental maps, cultural resource management surveys, 
technical journals, as well as deed and tax information. Other resources that were reviewed 
included pertinent publications regarding the Native American history and ethnohistory, Euro- 
American history, and geography of the area. Research efforts also included interviews with 
knowledgeable individuals as well as a review of electronic media (e.g., internet resources). 
Examples of online databases and reference materials consulted included those maintained by the 
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Jefferson Patterson Park and Museum (JPPM), MHT, the Maryland State Archives, the National 
Archives, and the Maryland Geological Survey. 


Historical texts, such as regional, local, and community histories, as well as historical maps and 
photographs, insurance maps, property deeds, and military records all can provide important site 
location information. Oral histories also provide important site location information, particularly 
histories compiled by avocational archeologists and historians. Histories collected from land 
owners sometimes reveal archeological sites on the basis of surface finds and remnant structures 
such as cellars, foundations, and wells suggestive of abandoned historical sites. For this project, 
archeologists utilized local, county, and regional histories of the Havre de Grace area in order to 
better understand the chronological development of the APE. These histories were also reviewed 
in attempt to identify historical period site locations. 


Historical topographical maps of the study area, historical atlases and maps, and a panoramic 
overview of Havre de Grace (Fowler and Kelly 1907) were also studied. While these resources 
were helpful in providing a broad overview of the historic development of Havre de Grace, they 
provide little specific detail as to exactly what types of structures and resources were present 
within the APE as the city evolved. In contrast, the Sanborn Insurance Company maps were 
extremely helpful for recreating property parcels dating from the late nineteenth century through 
early twentieth century (Sanborn Fire Insurance Company 1886-1930). The Sanborn maps 
facilitated in the identification of individual structures within the APE, as well as provided 
additional information about these structures including the materials with which they were 
constructed and, in some cases, function. Based on the additional information provided on the 
Sanborn maps the presence of some cartographically excluded outbuildings, such as small sheds 
and privies can also be anticipated. Specifically, because Sanborn Insurance maps depict real 
property bounds, they can be used to predict the location of artifact-bearing privies, which often 
were constructed at property margins. A thorough review of available cartographic resources 
provided no additional source material that provides the level of specific detail found within the 
Sanborn mapping. 


In addition to these cartographic resources, the MHT files, including the MHT Archeological 
Site Inventory and MHT library of cultural resource reports, were examined in order to retrieve 
information on all archaeological sites located within a one-mile radius of the APE. This 
information was used to predict the site types that might be found within and adjacent to the 
APE. Cultural resource management reports (CRM reports) at MHT were examined in order to 
determine the extent and types of surveys that had taken place within and adjacent to the APE. 


4.3 Field Methodology 


In order to supplement the background research portion of the project, limited field 
investigations were conducted in order to record the nature of the existing conditions within the 
APE. The intent of these field investigations during this phase of the project was not to 
systematically test the entire ground disturbance footprint and identify archeological sites, but 
rather to simply “ground truth” or verify areas of presumed previous disturbance or subsurface 
integrity as indicated by the archival research. These field observations were recorded through a 
program of visual inspection and limited, judgmental subsurface testing utilizing soil probes. 
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Based on the results of the background research the majority of the APE, specifically within the 
Amtrak ROW, was found to be disturbed due to prior construction activities. Disturbance within 
the Amtrak ROW was verified by field observations and historic mapping. The remaining 
portion of the APE, for which no evidence of prior disturbance was identified, was divided into 
five (5) Study Areas. Each Study Area within the APE was subject to the following survey 
approach: 


e Each Study Area was surface-inspected in its entirety for evidence of extant features or 
remnant features (e.g., visible ground depressions, partially exposed brick/stone); 


e Following the surface inspection, a combination of limited soil probing or coring was 
conducted where possible in order to gain a better understanding of the stratigraphy 
within each Study Area. Parcels located on private property and Amtrak property were 
not accessed as part of this study. Soil samples were taken with the assistance of an 
Oakfield Model DB3 Tube Soil Sampler with a 1% inch diameter barrel. 


4.4 Prediction of Archeologically Sensitive Areas 


There are several types of features within a developed setting such as Havre de Grace that hold 
high potential for containing significant intact cultural deposits, including vertical shaft features, 
basement and foundation interiors, builder's trenches, and horizontal occupation zones. The shaft 
feature category includes structures such as wells, cisterns, and privies, which are valuable for 
providing a high degree of artifact and structural integrity in a stratigraphic context. Furthermore, 
privy deposition occurs throughout and past the functional “life” of the feature. Privies can 
contain data pertinent to studies of consumer choice, socioeconomic status, and subsistence. 
Wells and cisterns are important for the same reasons as privies, with the important distinction 
that artifact deposition does not typically occur during use. 


Basements and foundation interiors typically contain great quantities of demolition debris 
representative of the building's superstructure. For the most part, demolition debris is not 
considered a significant data category because architectural information can be obtained from 
fire insurance maps and other historical sources. However, basements could hold important 
archeological deposits if specific activities with remnant physical correlates were conducted in 
the basement of the building. These types of conditions might be present in residential buildings 
with dirt floors, or in commercial/industrial buildings. The assessment of basements can also 
result in the identification of deeper features (shaft features) truncated beneath them. Because 
shaft features can extend as much as 20 feet (6 meters) below the original ground surface, and 
because basements usually are not excavated more than 10 feet (3 meters) below grade, early 
shaft features may be preserved beneath second- or third-generation buildings. Builder's trenches 
typically contain architectural and trade-related artifacts. Their research value is typically low 
because their artifacts exist outside of an identifiable historical context (e.g., ownership); 
however, artifacts recovered from these contexts can be used to help date the construction of a 
building. Horizontal occupation zones are similar to “living floors” in pre-contact archeology. 
That is, they reflect, through the differential distribution of artifacts, where different types of 
activities took place and how space was organized in relation to the landscape or property. 
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Horizontal occupation zones (including yard spaces, gardens, brick and concrete patios/pads, 
brick walkways, wall foundations, outdoor grills, etc.) are fragile because they are “thin” and 
because they are usually the first feature to be disrupted during building demolition and 
construction. 


In terms of the archeological resource potential of domestic sites, Cinadr and Genheimer's 
research (1983) suggests that the deeper features (i.e. cisterns, privies) were considered to have 
the highest potential for retrieval of significant archeological information, and that the 
assessment of builder's trenches and basements were eliminated from the resource sampling 
strategy due to their low data potential (considered insufficient to warrant time/cost 
expenditures). In addition, a series of ancillary residential feature types (e.g. brick patios/pads, 
concrete patios/pads, brick walkways, wall foundations, outdoor grills, etc.) were recorded as 
elements of land use patterns. 


Another historic period resource type which may be present within the APE are cemeteries. 
According to the background cartographic and archival research conducted in support of this 
project, there are no previously identified or marked cemeteries or interments within the APE. 
That said, there is one known structure in Havre de Grace that is depicted on historic maps as a 
church. Currently identified as the Room at the Cross Mission Church and located at the corner 
of Warren Street and North Stokes Street, both the historic record and current visual inspection 
show no obvious signs that a cemetery is associated with this structure. No markers or surface 
depressions were observed in the grassy lot adjacent to the church. 


Finally, another category of archeological debris is fill. Fill represents processes affecting land 
use and site formation. As such, the ubiquitous phenomenon of urban fill has become the topic of 
some research interest. Rubertone (1982:129) has defined five categories of depositional types 
“on the basis of the general character of the fill, stratigraphic associations, and architectural 
context: 


e Surface: These were strata that were observed from the turf layer to above the walls of 
the building or by the presence of a cultural feature. The strata consisted of a loam matrix 
mixed with rubble. 

e Structural Debris: These deposits were found within the walls of a building, or 
immediately adjacent to the walls, and consisted of structural debris resulting from 
building demolition or decomposition (e.g., structural components) mixed with some 
rubble and soil. 

e Fill-trash: This was material found within the walls of buildings consisting of some 
structural components and debris that was probably the result of post-demolition disposal 


activities. 

e Fill-other: These materials accumulated in exterior spaces through cultural depositional 
activities. 

e Middens: These were concentrations of rich dark soils mixed with organic refuse and 
artifacts.” 
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Each of these resource types may be expected throughout the APE. The relative integrity of the 
encountered deposits should be evaluated in order to determine the archeological significance of 
the site. 


Given the highly developed nature of the Havre de Grace area, it is rather unlikely that 
significant cultural deposits from the pre-contact period survive within the portion of the study 
area located to the west of the Susquehanna River. According to the MHT files, archeological 
research on the less-developed Perryville side of the river has demonstrated the survival of 
numerous Archaic and Woodland period resources on the elevated terraces and other landforms 
adjacent to the Susquehanna River. The majority of the previously recorded pre-contact 
resources in Cecil County have been identified as non-diagnostic lithic scatters and short-term 
resource procurement encampments (see Section 5.2). 
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5.0 RESULTS OF BACKGROUND RESEARCH 


Prior to field investigations, a review of existing literature was conducted with the intent to 
identify any known (i.e. previously documented) cultural resources within or in the immediate 
vicinity of the Susquehanna Bridge project APE. Research efforts were also undertaken to 
acquire a thorough understanding of the pre-contact and historic contexts of the project area 
vicinity. 


5.1 Summary of Previous Investigations 


Background research revealed that there have been several previous archeological investigations 
within the vicinity of the project APE. Past studies near the project corridor have included 
various environmental compliance studies as well as independent research projects; terrestrial as 
well as underwater surveys have been conducted. The most recent underwater archeological 
study involved a 2003 Phase I-level survey of the lower Susquehanna River from Port Deposit to 
Havre de Grace. Conducted by the Maryland Maritime Archeology Program (MMAP), this study 
covered approximately 2014 acres and involved a combination of remote sensing technology to 
identify submerged targets supplemented with diver inspections of suspect areas (Bilicki 2003). 
As a result of investigations, four previously unidentified submerged cultural resources and 
seven anomalies were identified. Of the confirmed four submerged resources, all were classified 
as shipwrecks. 


In addition to the underwater study, there were four terrestrial compliance-driven studies within 
the vicinity of the APE. The first such study was conducted in 1977 by Dennis Curry of the 
Maryland Geological Survey, Division of Archeology. The investigations covered an 
approximately 7,000-foot (2,133-meter) section of existing Maryland Route 7A in Harford 
County that was to be improved. The investigations failed to yield any evidence of intact 
archeological sites within the construction footprint (Curry 1977). 


On the Cecil County side of the Susquehanna River, R. Christopher Goodwin and Associates 
conducted a Phase I survey of the proposed Perryville Connector corridor in 2002. The fieldwork 
for this project involved the examination of an approximately 1,558-foot (475-meter) linear 
corridor extending between Mill Creek and Route 40. These investigations did not yield any 
evidence for archeological resources (Ross, et al. 2002). 


The most extensive previous investigations, which overlaps with a portion of the project APE 
within Cecil County, were the 1989 Phase I and Phase II surveys conducted by John Milner 
Associates, Inc. (SMA) at the Perry Point Veteran’s Administration Medical Center property. 
The goal of this survey was to identify the archeological resources located within the 
approximately 512-acre (207-hectare) property and make recommendations for their eligibility to 
the National Register of Historic Places. JMA identified a total of 17 new archeological sites 
within the property as well as 24 artifact locations or isolates. Of the 17 identified resources, 10 
sites were evaluated at the Phase II-level in order to determine their eligibility. Within this group, 
six multi-component resources were recommended as eligible for the NRHP (Stevens et al. 
1989). The JMA survey area encompasses almost the entire portion of the current project APE 
located south of the existing rail corridor within Cecil County. The 1989 study identified three 
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archeological sites, 18CE255, 18CE258, and 18CE265, located immediately adjacent to the 
current APE for the Susquehanna River Bridge project; a portion of one of the archaeological 
sites, 18CE258, is located within the current APE. Phase II investigations were conducted at 
18CE258 by JMA. As a result of the Phase I/II survey, all three resources, 18CE255, 18CE258, 
and 18CE265, were recommended not eligible for the NRHP due to compromised condition and 
integrity by JMA. No additional work was recommended for these sites. MHT formally 
concurred that 18CE258 is not eligible for the NRHP in 2009. 


Recently, the URS Corporation (URS) conducted archaeological and _historic-architectural 
investigations for a proposed Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC) maintenance and 
storage facility sponsored by the Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) (Koziarski and Seibel 
2014). This project is located immediately north of the current Amtrak ROW east of Firestone 
Road. Six archaeological sites, including the multi-component Coudon Farm Site (18CE383), 
the historic Coudon Locus A (18CE379), B (18CE380), and C (18CE381) sites, the historic 
Coudon Drainage site (18CE382) and the recent historic Coudon Road site (18CE384) were 
recorded during this study. In January 2014, a Phase II site assessment was completed at portions 
of the Coudon Farm Site (18CE383), the Coudon Locus B site (18CE380), and the Coudon 
Drainage (18CE382) site to determine potential eligibility for listing in the NRHP. Though the 
final report has not been formally accepted, a draft report (Koziarski and Seibel 2014) has been 
reviewed by MHT. According to a letter from MHT to MTA dated 6/18/2014, MHT concurs 
that five of the six identified sites (18CE379, 18CE380, 18CE381, 18CE382, and 18CE384) are 
not eligible for the NRHP given their lack of integrity and inability to provide important 
information. MHT also concurs that site 18CE383, the archeological component of the extant 
southern farmstead affiliated with the Woodlands Farm Historic District (MIHP No. CE-145), is 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion D. Though the MARC project area is located 
immediately adjacent to the current Susquehanna River Rail Bridge APE, these two project 
boundaries neither overlap nor intersect. Pending any revision to the current APE limits, NRHP 
eligible site 18CE383 will not be impacted by the current project. 


Outside of compliance-driven projects, there are also a small number of independent research 
studies that have been performed within the Havre de Grace area. Many of these investigations 
have focused around the area of the Susquehanna Museum and the associated lock gates of the 
Susquehanna & Tidewater Canal. Following the cessation of canal operations in 1900, the Lock 
House property was leased to the City of Havre de Grace by the Philadelphia Electric Company 
for the purposes of being operated as a museum. In the late 1970s and 1980s, extensive 
archeological studies were conducted on the property in support of its proposed restoration and 
eventual re-opening to the public as the Susquehanna Museum of Havre de Grace at the Lock 
House (18HA240) (Mid-Atlantic Archeological Research 1977; Shank 1982; Singley 1987; 
Hahn 1988; Shank 1988). 


Finally, background research revealed a brief field season report for the on-going archeological 
excavations at the Concord Point Lighthouse property located at the southern end of the Havre 
de Grace. Constructed in 1825, the lighthouse and associated keeper’s property is located at the 
southern end of the Susquehanna River and has long served as an aid to navigation in the 
northern Chesapeake Bay. According to the field report, the 1993 excavations appeared to focus 
on the yard area of the John O’Neill House Site (18HA238). Test unit excavations revealed 
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possible intact cultural levels which were attributed to a former kitchen or food preparation area 
associated with the main house (Orr and McIntyre 1994). 


5.2 Previously Identified Archeological Sites 


The following tables summarize the archeological resources that have been previously recorded 
within a one-mile (1.6-kilometer) radius of the project APE (Tables 2 and 3). Many of these 
resources were recorded as part of the previous cultural resource investigations described above. 
Table 2 summarizes the archeological sites that have been documented during numerous 
systematic surveys. Table 3 represents a summary of the quadrangle files archived by MHT. 
Many of these resources have yet to be verified in the field by systematic fieldwork and research. 
The locations of both types of resources are also depicted on Figure 13. 


With respect to archeological resources located within or immediately adjacent to the current 
project APE, besides the sites located on the Perry Point VA property that were discussed in the 
previous section, the most significant resource located within the limits of the APE is the 
archeological component of Rodgers Tavern (18CE15). The tavern structure itself, listed on the 
NRHP in 1972, is a two-story stone structure located on the north side of Broad Street in 
Perryvil|¢, [lr 
According to the NRHP nomination form, Rodgers Tavern (CE-129), which operated during the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, is of national importance due to the frequent visits of 
George Washington between the years 1755 and 1798. In addition, Colonel John Rodgers (1728- 
1791), the proprietor of the tavern during most of Washington's visits, was also the patriarch of 
the Rodgers family which may be credited with the formation and growth of the United States 
Nay 
a ————————— aoe 


Archeological investigations conducted in 2004 prior to the rehabilitation of the structure yielded 
a wide variety of eighteenth and early nineteenth century domestic refuse and architectural debris 
(Hopkins and Persson 2005). The eligibility of the subsurface deposits has not been formally 
evaluated. 


MHT Quad File Resources located within the project APE include the approximate location of 
the first railroad bridge across the Susquehanna (ID #2), the approximate location of the original 
ferry across the Susquehanna (ID #3), portions of the historic Havre de Grace waterfront (ID #7), 
the purported location of an historic coal wharf (IDs #10), and two unconfirmed submerged 
anomalies (IDs # 18 and 19) that were identified during the 2003 underwater survey of the lower 
Susquehanna River (Bilicki 2003). Two additional historic coal wharves (IDs #9 and 11) are also 
present immediately adjacent to the project APE. At the present time, the exact boundaries, 
condition, and integrity of these MHT Quad File Resource locations have not been determined or 
verified. 
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Table 2. Previously Recorded Archeological Sites Within One-Mile of the Area of Potential 


Effects 
MHT ID# | Site Type/Function Temporal Association NRHP Status 
Harford County 
ISHALI7 Not Evaluated 
I8HA118 Not Evaluated 
18HA238 | Pre-contact: Pre-contact: Late Not Evaluated 
Encampment Archaic/Middle Woodland 
Historic: Domestic Historic: Early 19" Century 
18HA240 Not Evaluated 
18HA251 Not Evaluated 
18HA266 Not Evaluated 
18HA287 Not Evaluated 
18HA288 | Historic artifact Unknown Not Evaluated 
fear ee 
18HA289 | Pre-contact: Lithic Pre-contact/Unknown Not Evaluated 
scatter Historic: 19"-Early 20" 
Historic: Historic Century 
artifact scatter 
Cecil County 
18CE1I Not Evaluated 
18CE15 Rodgers Tavern Early 18"-19" Century Not Evaluated 
{came | 
18CE18 [Encampment Not Evaluated 
18CE79 Unknown pre-contact/ | Pre-contact/Unknown and Not Evaluated 
18CE135 Not Evaluated 
18CE140 Not Evaluated 
18CE199 Not Evaluated 
18CE253 Not Evaluated 
18CE254 Not Evaluated 
18CE255 Not Evaluated 
18CE256 Pre-contact: Pre-contact: Late Archaic Eligible; DOE 3/10/1989 
Encampment Historic: 18" Century 
Historic: Mill 
complex 
18CE257 Short term resource Late Woodland Not Evaluated 
focmn | 
18CE258 | House (Domestic) _| Not Eligible; DOE 3/10/1989 
18CE259 Short term resource Late Woodland Eligible; DOE 3/10/1989 
pocrna |e 
18CE260 Pre-contact: Short Pre-contact/Unknown Not Eligible; DOE 9/15/2009 
term resource Historic: 19" Century 
procurement camp 
Historic: Historic 
artifact scatter 
18CE261 Short term resource Archaic Not Evaluated 
procurement 
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MHT ID# | Site Type/Function Temporal Association NRHP Status 
18CE262 Pre-contact: Short Pre-contact: Late Eligible; DOE 3/10/1989 
term resource Archaic/Woodland 
procurement Historic: 18" Century 
Historic: Plantation 
(Domestic) 
18CE263 Pre-contact: Pre-contact: Late Archaic- Eligible; DOE 3/10/1989 
Encampment Woodland 
Historic artifact Historic: 18"-Early 19" 
concentration, Century 
possible structure 
18CE264 Pre-contact: Pre-contact: Late Eligible; DOE 3/10/1989 
Encampment Archaic/Woodland 
Historic: Domestic Historic: 18-19" Century 
18CE265 Not Evaluated 
18CE266 Pre-contact: Lithic Pre-contact/Unknown Not Evaluated 
scatter Historic: 18" Century 
Historic: House 
(Domestic) 
18CE269 Pre-contact: short- Pre-contact/Unknown Eligible; DOE 3/10/1989 


term camp 


Historic: (1) house Historic: 

site, possible slave or | (1) 18" Century 
tenant house 

(2) early 20" Century | (2) 20" Century 
bunkhouse 


18CE297 Not Evaluated 

18CE379 Not Eligible; DOE 6/18/14 
18CE380 Not Eligible; DOE 6/18/14 
18CE381 Late 18" -19"" Century Not Eligible; DOE 6/18/14 
18CE382 Not Eligible; DOE 6/18/14 
[8CE383 Eligible; DOE 6/18/14 


18CE384 | Roadbed Mid — Late 20" Century Not Eligible; DOE 6/18/14 
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Table 3. Previously Recorded Quadrangle Files Within One Mile of the Area of Potential 
Effects, Havre de Grace Quadrangle 


Quad CLASS Description Comments/ 
File ID# Reference 
946 HAVRED- Approximate location of the first railroad bridge Phase I Underwater 
across Susquehanna; PW&B railroad bridge pilings | Archeological Project 
HA-836 (Thompson 2000) 


947 HAVRED- Approximate location of ferry across Susquehanna Phase I Underwater 
River Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 
948 HAVRED- Approximate location of two piers at Perryville Phase I Underwater 
QF04 Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 
951 HAVRED- Location of historic Havre de Grace waterfront Phase I Underwater 
Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 
C 


952 HAVRED- Approximate location of Morgan Wharf, J. Hooper Phase I Underwater 
Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 


0 
953 HAVRED- Approximate location of coal wharf Phase I Underwater 
QF09 Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 
954 HAVRED- Approximate location of coal wharf Phase I Underwater 
Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 
955 HAVRED- Approximate location of Hall Bros. coal wharf Phase I Underwater 
Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 


956 HAVRED- Approximate location of Boyd & Co. coal wharf Phase I Underwater 
QF12 Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 


957 HAVRED- Approximate location of Ferry Wharf Phase I Underwater 
Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 
958 HAVRED- | Approximate location of John Dubois Saw Mill and Phase I Underwater 
Lumberyard Wharf Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 
959 HAVRED- Approximate location of wharf Phase I Underwater 
QF15 Archeological Project 
(Thompson 2000) 
962 HAVRED- Approximate location of submerged anomaly Susquehanna River 
QF18 Underwater Survey 
(Bilicki 2003) 


© © © (2) (2) (2) © 2) © 
es) es) es) es) es) ps) ps) ps) ps) 
— — — — — (=) So (an) (an) 
\o & ie) — oS (oe) ~— ise) NO 


963 HAVRED- Approximate location of submerged anomaly Susquehanna River 
Underwater Survey 

(Bilicki 2003) 
964 HAVRED- Approximate location of submerged anomaly Susquehanna River 
QF20 Underwater Survey 

(Bilicki 2003) 
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Quad CLASS Description Comments/ 
File ID# Reference 
965 HAVRED- | Approximate location of semi-submerged abandoned Susquehanna River 
QF21 barges Underwater Survey 
(Bilicki 2003) 
966 HAVRED- Approximate location of submerged anomaly Susquehanna River 
QF22 Underwater Survey 
(Bilicki 2003) 
967 HAVRED- Stone foundation Correspondence, 
QF23 notes, maps, photos, 
and sketches 
968 HAVRED- Location of Black Cemetery Correspondence, 
QF24 notes, maps, photos, 


and sketches 
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5.3 Potential Archeological Site Types Within the Project APE 


This discussion is intended to highlight the kinds of significant resources that may be preserved 
under fortuitous circumstances, such as paved areas with minimal below-grade disturbance. 
Archeological potential is considered high for each of these resource types, although individual 
examples of each site type cannot be assessed for integrity based on the currently available 
landform disturbance data. 


Pre-contact Resources 


Due to the location of the proposed project across a major river terrace overlooking the mouth of 
the Chesapeake Bay estuary, areas within the current APE would have been an extremely 
attractive place of settlement to pre-contact peoples. However, due to the intensity of the 
railroad activities within the APE the potential for intact pre-contact deposits is low. 
Particularly, within Havre de Grace, intact pre-contact contexts would most likely have to be 
buried deeply in order to have avoided disturbance to date. Given the lower density of settlement 
during the historic period on the eastern shore of the river (Perryville), it is very likely pre- 
contact period sites may survive intact within this portion of the APE. Indeed, several known 
sites with pre-contact components have already been identified within the vicinity Perryville 
(Table 2; Figure 13). 


Commercial Establishments 


Historic maps, especially the Sanborn Fire Insurance maps, provide a great deal of assistance in 
predicting exactly what archeological site types may be found within the APE. For Havre de 
Grace and Perryville, the late nineteenth-early twentieth century Sanborn maps depict a grid 
pattern of streets that, for the most part, remains intact to the present day. The town blocks 
formed by this grid pattern appear to contain a mixture of commercial establishments and 
residences. Interspersed within these structures are other features typical of community life such 
as churches and schools. Specifically, within Havre de Grace churches are located at the corner 
of Warren and Stokes streets as well as at the corner of Franklin Street and Freedom Alley. 
Within Perryville, a church is located at the corner of Broad Street and Susquehanna Avenue. 


Residential Housing 


As described above, single- and multiple-family residences seem to comprise the majority of the 
settlement features located within the Havre de Grace portion of the APE and within the 
Perryville portion of the APE north of the rail corridor. Some of the more densely settled blocks 
may contain as many as 8-15 structures. For these residential areas, archeological deposits may 
consist of not only structural remains, but also deposits associated with common or yard areas 
including the remains of privies, wells, or other outbuildings which served a specific function for 
property owners. 
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Industrial Sites/Wharves 


Sanborn Maps which focus on the Havre de Grace waterfront seem to indicate a densely 
developed area that contained numerous commercial and light industrial establishments that 
helped Havre de Grace develop into an important point of trade in eastern Maryland. Within the 
current archeological APE, items of particular interest include the City Water Works as well as 
the numerous coal wharves and milling operations. The MHT Quad Files indicate the possible 
survival of numerous wharves and bulkheads that once lined the Havre de Grace waterfront 
during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries (Figure 13). 


5.4 Historic Land Use Patterns 


The historic maps depicting the APE from the time of European settlement through the twentieth 
century are illustrative of the contrasts in settlement patterning between Havre de Grace and the 
Perryville sides of the Susquehanna River. Due to its commanding location at the mouth of the 
Susquehanna River and at the head of the Chesapeake Bay, Havre de Grace developed early in 
the historic period as an important point of trade assisting in the movement of goods and people 
between the urban centers of the north and port cities located to the south such as Baltimore and 
Norfolk. With its position at the mouth of a major river, Havre de Grace also served as a logical 
transfer point for resources and raw material such as timber and coal coming from the 
Pennsylvania interior. While Havre de Grace never achieved the size and stature of a larger port 
city such as Baltimore, this strategic location allowed the community to develop into a bustling 
commerce center beginning in the eighteenth century and lasting well into the twentieth century 
(Photograph 1). 


Due to the duration and intensity of development within the towns, the analysis of historic land 
use is greatly aided by the survival of numerous fire insurance maps prepared by the Sanborn 
Map Company. These maps extend in time from 1886 to 1930 and show in detail the mixture of 
residential dwellings and small commercial establishments that comprised the growing towns in 
the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Specifically, Sanborn Maps reviewed for Havre 
de Grace include maps from 1886, 1894, 1899, 1904, 1910, 1921, and 1930. Sanborn Maps 
reviewed for Perryville include maps from 1904, 1910, and 1923. Though multitude of maps 
was encountered, many of the maps provided redundant information and did not indicate that 
significant development had occurred within the preceding years. Therefore, the most 
representative and informative maps are presented herein (Figures 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 19). 
A more detailed explanation of the resources depicted on the Sanborn maps and what the 
implications are for archeological potential (e.g. survival of intact subsurface cultural deposits) 
will be included in the following section with the results of the field reconnaissance (Section 
6.0). 


On the Havre de Grace side of the river, of particular note are the depictions of the river’s edge 
which appear to show a bustling commercial waterfront with numerous wharves complemented 
with storage, milling, and other light industrial facilities. Through the final decade of the 
nineteenth century, the main facility for the town’s water supply also appears to be located along 
the waterfront to the immediate south of the existing railroad bridge. 


50 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Phase IA Archeological Assessment Report 


In contrast, the eastern shore of the Susquehanna River retained a much more rural and agrarian 
character throughout most of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Photograph 2). Despite 
having a transportation link, either through ferry service in the eighteenth century or by a railroad 
bridge later in the nineteenth century, for many decades the focal points for the eastern shore of 
the Susquehanna was Rodgers Tavern and the lands of the Perry Point plantation, the family seat 
of Captain Richard Perry. While Rodgers Tavern was a popular spot for travelers, the current 
village of Perryville does not appear to develop until the advent of railroad service through the 
area during the mid-nineteenth century. 


With respect to Perry Point, the property passed through several owners and families during the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The property was transferred from the Perry family to Philip 
Thomas in 1729. It was during Thomas’ tenure of ownership that the Manor House was 
constructed ca. 1750. Philip Thomas’ descendants held on to the property for much of the 
eighteenth century until the farm witnessed a round of short-term owners during the last quarter 
of the eighteenth century. In 1800, John Stump purchased the Perry Point property, which at that 
time, included an estate containing approximately 1,800 acres. During this period, the property 
appears to have contained a successful farm and grist mill. 


The property’s association with Federal ownership began in 1917 when officials representing the 
U.S. government purchased 516 acres of land from the Stump family heirs in order to construct 
an ammonium nitrate plant to service the need for explosives during World War I. In turn, the 
government leased the property to the Atlas Powder Company which constructed a large 
manufacturing facility as well as an associated residential village which housed over 300 plant 
workers and employees. The plant, however, only saw a few short months of production before 
the treaty ending World War I was signed, halting all operations at the facility. Despite the end 
of the ammonium nitrate production, the government retained possession of the Perry Point 
property and the land was turned over to the U.S. Public Health Service in 1919. Over time, the 
size and range of available medical services at Perry Point grew to its current state which is 
comprised of over 85 buildings 
(http://www.maryland.va.gov/about/History_of_the_Perry_Point_VA_Medical_Center.asp). 
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Photograph 1: Representative view of Havre de Grace waterfront near the existing Susquehanna 
River Bridge structure, looking east. 


Photograph 2: Representative view of the Perryville waterfront south of the existing 
Susquehanna River Bridge structure, looking south. 
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Figure 14 


Detail of 1886 Sanborn Map Depicting the 
Vicinity of the Havre de Grace Waterfront and Previous Railroad Bridge Structure 
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Figure 15 
Detail of 1904 Sanborn Map Depicting the 
Vicinity of the Havre de Grace Waterfront 
and Previous Railroad Bridge Structure 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Source: Sanborn Map Company, 1904 
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Figure 16 Index 
Detail of 1904 Sanborn Map Depicting 
the Vicinity of the Perryville Waterfront 
and Previous Railroad Lines 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Source: Sanborn Map Company, 1904 
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Figure 16A 


Detail of 1904 Sanborn Map Depicting the Vicinity of the Perryville Waterfront 
and Previous Railroad Lines 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Archeological Area Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
>) of Potential Effects Not to Scale 


Source: Sanborn Map Company, 1904 
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Figure 16B 


Detail of 1904 Sanborn Map Depicting the Vicinity of the Perryville Waterfront 
and Previous Railroad Lines 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Archeological Area Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
of Potential Effects 


Source: Sanborn Map Company, 1904 
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Figure 17 
Detail of 1921 Sanborn Map Depicting the 
a | Vicinity of the Havre de Grace Waterfront 
Archeological Area of Potential Effects , fee po vis and Existing Railroad Bridge Structure 
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Source: Sanborn Map Company, 1921 
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Figure 18 Index 
Detail of 1923 Sanborn Map Depicting 
the Vicinity of the Perryville Waterfront 
and Existing Railroad Intersection 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Source: Sanborn Map Company, 1923 
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Figure 18A 
Detail of 1923 Sanborn Map Depicting the Vicinity of the Perryville Waterfront 
and Existing Railroad Intersection 
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Figure 18B 
Detail of 1923 Sanborn Map Depicting the Vicinity of the Perryville Waterfront 
and Existing Railroad Intersection 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
Not to Scale 
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Figure 19 
Detail of 1930 Sanborn Map Depicting the 
Vicinity of the Havre de Grace Waterfront 
and Existing Railroad Bridge Structure 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Source: Sanborn Map Company, 1930 
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6.0 RESULTS OF FIELD RECONNAISSANCE 


The APE encompasses all of the various design alternatives for the project. The majority of the 
each design alternative lies within the existing Amtrak right-of-way (ROW), which has been 
severely disturbed by prior railway construction activities. However, in proximity to the 
Susquehanna River shoreline, the width of the project APE expands outside of the current ROW 
to allow for the numerous design alternatives associated with the bridge rehabilitation or 
replacement. For the purposes of the archeological assessment, project investigators subdivided 
the portions of the APE outside of the current ROW into five (5) distinct study areas (Figure 20). 
On the western shore of the river (Havre de Grace side), there are three study areas extending 
approximately from the intersection of the Amtrak rail line and Lewis Lane and proceeding in a 
northeasterly direction through the town of Havre de Grace to the Susquehanna River shoreline. 
Similarly, on the eastern shore of the river (Perryville side) there are two study areas extending 
from the eastern shoreline and proceeding in a northeasterly direction to the intersection of the 
rail corridor and Firestone Drive, near the Perryville wastewater treatment plant. 


6.1 Amtrak ROW 


In order to thoroughly record the existing conditions within the Amtrak ROW, the ROW was 
photo documented as a supplement to the written observations of the archaeologists. Within the 
vicinity of downtown Havre de Grace and Perryville, the existing rail corridor is elevated above 
the surrounding neighborhoods. The elevated line is supported by a series of large earthen berms. 
In many locations underground utilities and supports for overhead utilities were observed within 
and immediately adjacent to the rail corridor. Outside of the setting of the towns, the ROW is 
comprised of graded areas. These graded areas are the result of cutting and filling activities 
associated with the construction of the rail corridor. In many areas, drainage ditches were also 
observed adjacent to the rail lines. Scrub grass vegetation, gravels, and small to medium sized 
stones serve as the ground cover for the majority of the rail corridor. Severe disturbance was 
observed within the ROW throughout the entire APE. The encountered disturbance was 
determined to be the result of severe cutting and filling activities associated with the construction 
of the current rail corridor. These observations were supported by historical topographic 
mapping (USGS 1900, 1906, 1912, 1920, 1923, 1931, 1941, 1942, 1945, 1955, 1965, 1971, 
1977, 1984, 1985, 1991, 1993, 2000, and 2013; www.historicaerials.com) and USGS historic 
aerial photography (USGS 1952, 1970, 2007, and 2009; www.historicaerials.com) which exist 
for the area. Based on the severity of the activities associated with the rail corridor construction, 
there is low potential that intact historic or pre-contact cultural deposits are present within the 
current Amtrak ROW, with the possible exception of the former Havre de Grace Train Station 
east of Juniata Street (see Section 6.2) (Figure 20; Photographs 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11, and 
12). 


63 


Archeological Area of Potential Effects 


Map Sheets 


1,000 


2,000 


960 


4,000 Feet 


1,200 Meters 


Harfofd 
S Coufity 


McCORMICK 
TAYLOR 


Ceoff 


Gounty 


~ 
£2 


Figure 20 Index Map 
Archeological Assessment and 
Additional Survey Recommendations 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Source: Esri & DigitalGlobe, 2013 
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Figure 20A 
Archeological Assessment and 
Additional Survey Recommendations 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
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Photograph 3: General view of embankment supporting railroad and railroad bridge over St. John 
Street, facing southwest; Note the presence of multiple underground utilities within the vicinity 
of the berm. 


Photograph 4: General view of embankment supporting the elevated railroad corridor, facing 
southwest. 
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Photograph 5: General view of disturbed Amtrak ROW east of Lewis Lane, facing northeast. 


/ 


Photograph 6: General view of disturbed Amtrak ROW west of Lewis Lane, facing southwest. 
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Photograph 7: General view of disturbed Amtrak ROW east of Revolution Street, facing west. 


Photograph 8: General view of disturbed Amtrak ROW west of Revolution Street, 
facing west. 
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Photograph 10: General view of Perryville Station, facing west. 
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Photograph 11: General view of disturbed Amtrak ROW along access road west of 
Avenue G, facing west. 


Photograph 12: General view of disturbed Amtrak ROW east of Firestone Road, facing east. 
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6.1 Study Area 1: Havre de Grace Schools’ Athletic Fields 


Study Area 1 is bounded on the west by the Lewis Lane overpass, on the east by North Juniata 
Street, and on the north and south by the current limits of the archeological APE (Figure 20). 
East of Lewis Lane the project’s APE begins to expand beyond the limits of the existing rail 
corridor. Within Study Area 1, the archeological APE only extends to the south of the existing 
rail corridor. At present, there are no proposed disturbances north of the existing rail line. 


Currently, the entirety of Study Area | is comprised of graded, leveled, grass fields. Study Area 
1 contains several athletic fields associated with the Havre de Grace middle school and high 
school campuses, including several soccer fields, two baseball diamonds, and the Havre de Grace 
high school football stadium (Photographs 13 and 14). In terms of natural features, there is a 
small unnamed stream or drainage located between one of the soccer fields and the football 
stadium that is oriented in a north-south direction. This water course runs under the current 
Amtrak corridor through a culvert, resuming its course north of the rail line. A review of historic 
mapping and aerial photographs indicated that prior to the usage of this area as an athletic 
complex, this parcel appeared to be undeveloped or in use as agricultural fields. Sanborn maps 
for nineteenth and twentieth century Havre de Grace do not extend within Study Area 1. Neither 
historic aerial photographs (dating to as early as 1952) nor historical topographic maps from the 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries indicate the presence of any structures within Study Area 1 
other than the original PW&B railroad corridor and the current rail corridor (USGS 1971, 1945, 
1906; www.historicaerials.com). Previously, the railway alignment was located along a more 
southwesterly orientation, west of Juniata Street and extending through the intersection of Lewis 
Lane and Revolution Street. The topographic maps and historic aerial photographs document the 
conditions of the area prior to the construction of the current railway alignment as well as the 
conditions following its construction (Figures 21, 22, 23, and 24). Historic mapping and 
historic aerials indicate that changes in topography have occurred within Study Area 1 as a result 
of the construction of the new railway alignment as well as subsequent construction activities 
associated with the creation of several athletic fields. The 1942 topographic map depicts the 
topography of the area following the construction of the new railway alignment (Figure 21). 
Prior to the construction, and recently thereafter, multiple additional tributaries are present. The 
1952 historic aerial indicates that the areas immediately adjacent to these tributaries were 
wooded with agricultural fields to the east and west (Figure 22). The 1955 topographic map, as 
well as 1970 historic aerial (Figures 23 and 24), indicate that these tributaries were impacted by 
additional construction activities following the railway construction. Specifically, the 1970 
historic aerial indicates that the area in the vicinity of the tributaries has been graded and all of 
the associated foliage and ground cover removed. It is likely that all of the upper soils were 
disturbed as a result of this defoliation. In addition, in order to create the current athletic fields, 
large amounts of fill would have been spread across this entire area in order to fill in the channels 
of these tributaries and create a level surface. 


A series of four (4) soil probes were conducted at judgmentally placed locations throughout 
Study Area | in an effort to determine the level of subsurface stratigraphic integrity and the 
amount of disturbance that occurred as a result of the construction of the athletic fields. In each 
case, the probes exhibited a disturbed soil profile to a maximum depth of 24 inches (60 
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centimeters). While it is possible that pre-contact resources were once located within this area, 
the large amount of landform modification and sculpting that occurred in order to accommodate 
the construction of the athletic fields makes it highly unlikely that much of the original soil 
strata, and consequently any intact artifact-bearing cultural deposits, would have survived in this 
area. Though historic resources would have been similarly affected by this ground disturbance, a 
review of mapping resources also indicated the apparent lack of historic settlkement within this 
area. Given the combined results of the historic map review and the soil probes, there is little 
potential for Study Area | to contain archeological resources. 


6.2 Study Area 2: Town of Havre de Grace and Warren Street Vicinity 


Study Area 2 is bounded on the west by North Juniata Street, on the east by North Union 
Avenue, and on the north and south by the current limits of the archeological APE (Figure 20). 
Within Study Area 2, the archeological APE begins to expand to include an area both north and 
south of the existing rail corridor. The western portion of Study Area 2 remains entirely to the 
south of the rail corridor, extending approximately 170 feet (52 meters) southward from the rail 
corridor beyond the current alignment of Warren Street. Beginning near the intersection of the 
current rail corridor and North Stokes Street, however, the archeological APE begins to expand 
north of the current rail corridor, extending as far north as Otsego Street. 


Outside of the rail corridor, Study Area 2 is characterized by paved two-lane streets lined with 
single-family homes, multi-family residences, and commercial establishments that are typical of 
the Havre de Grace streetscape. Interspersed between the existing structures are patches of grass- 
covered manicured lawn areas. Within this portion of the APE, the rail corridor runs along the 
crest of a berm which elevates the line several feet above the surrounding street level. Stone 
abutments and retaining walls serve to form the boundaries of the earthen berm as well as act as 
support structures for carrying the rail line over the existing Havre de Grace street grid. The 
slopes for the earthen berm extend outward approximately 50 feet (15 meters) along either side 
of the existing line (Photographs 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21, and 22). 


While a series of soil probes were completed within the bounds of Study Area 2, the research 
team’s understanding of the nature of the subsurface soil deposits within this area may not be 
considered as complete as that of Study Area 1. As with the previous study area, no testing was 
conducted within any portion of Amtrak property, but in addition, field researchers also did not 
attempt to access yard areas that were obviously associated with a private residence or 
commercial establishment. Due to the area being partitioned into numerous smaller lots, many of 
which are privately owned, the placement of the soil probes was limited. In total, five (5) soil 
probes were placed in the grassy areas immediately south of the existing rail line and one (1) 
additional soil probe was placed north of the line. The probes south of the rail corridor were 
placed in the grassy areas located between the edge of the railroad berm and Warren Street. No 
probes were placed in the private lots located to the south of Warren Street. North of the rail line, 
the single probe was placed in a grassy lot located near the corner of Otsego Street and North 
Freedom Lane. 


As in Study Area 1, each of the five probes located south of the rail line in Study Area 2 
exhibited a disturbed soil profile to a depth ranging from 1.5-2.0 feet (0.45-0.6 meters) below 
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current surface grade. It is important to note that at least a portion of this encountered 
disturbance may be related to not only the construction of the existing early twentieth century 
rail corridor, but also the earlier nineteenth century PW&B rail alignment. The nineteenth 
century PW&B rail line was located more or less along the current path of Warren Street. The 
previous alignment is depicted on aerial and topographic maps as early as 1900 (Figures 11, 21, 
22, 23, and 24) Historic mapping also indicates that the area east of S. Juniata St. and south of 
Warren St. was likely disturbed by the construction of the previous alignment (Figures 15, 17, 
21 and 22). 


Approximately 100 feet (30 meters) west of Adams Street, a building was observed to extend 
under the railroad tracks. This appears to be the location of the former Havre de Grace Train 
Station. The remains of the building were observed on both the north and south sides of the 
tracks (Figures 17, 19, 21, 22, 23, and 24; Photographs 19, 20, and 21). It is possible that 
intact cultural deposits associated with this structure are present within the APE. 


Although the areas of the APE located south of Warren Street were not investigated in terms of 
subsurface integrity, a review of historic mapping indicates that the Havre de Grace street grid 
pattern within this portion of the project remains mostly intact from a period dating back to the 
nineteenth century (Figures IIA, 14, 15, 17, 19, 21, 22, 23, and 24). While the building 
arrangement on each of these city blocks has changed and evolved over time, there is a high 
probability that portions of these house lots may contain intact cultural deposits relating to 
building/structural remains or yard features such as outbuildings, trash pits, or privies 
(Photographs 17 and 18). 


Similarly, the soil probe located to the north of the rail line near the intersection of Otsego Street 
and North Freedom Lane also indicates that potentially intact soils are present within this portion 
of the APE (Figure 20; Photograph 22). Beneath the root mat, the soil probe indicated 
approximately 8 inches (20 centimeters) of a yellowish-brown (1OYR5/4) silty loam. Beneath 
this stratum was a mottled pale brown (10YR6/3) and reddish yellow (7.5YR6/6) silty clay loam 
that appears to be a transition layer to subsoil. 


Given these findings, systematic Phase I archeological survey and detailed background research 
are recommended for all areas where project-related ground disturbance are proposed in the lot 
areas located south of Warren Street and along Otsego Street, as well as in the vicinity of the 
former Havre de Grace Train Station. 
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Photograph 13: Representative View of Study Area 1, facing east-northeast 


Photograph 14: View of Study Area | near football stadium complex, facing west 
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Figure 21 
1942 Havre de Grace, MD Topographic Quadrangle Map w 
Depicting the Location of Study Areas 1 and 2 within the Archeological Area of Potential Effects 


Area 1 : 
C4 uae Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
C_] Study Area 2 Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


CI Archeological Area 
of Potential Effects Source: Havre de Grace, MD USGS Historic Topographic Map, 1942 
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Figure 22 
1952 Historic Aerial Photograph Depicting 
the Location of Study Area 1 within the Archeological Area of Potential Effects 


Study Area 1 Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Study Area 2 Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Archeological Area 
C_] of Potential Effects Source: Havre de Grace, MD Historic Aerial, 1952 
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Figure 23 
1955 Havre de Grace, MD Topographic Quadrangle Map 
Depicting the Location of Study Areas 1 and 2 within the Archeological Area of Potential Effects 


Study Area 1 Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Study Area 2 Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


CI Archeological Area 
of Potential Effects Source: Havre de Grace, MD USGS Historic Topographic Map, 1955 
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Figure 24 
1970 Historic Aerial Photograph Depicting 
the Location of Study Area 1 within the Archeological Area of Potential Effects 
Study Area 1 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Study Area 2 


Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Archeological Area 
C_] of Potential Effects Source: USGS, Havre de Grace, MD Historic Aerial, 1970 
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Photograph 15: Representative view of rail corridor within Study Area 2, facing east-northeast. 


Photograph 16: Representative view of rail corridor east of N. Stokes Street within Study Area 2, 
facing east; Note soil probe 2-4 placed within grass lot yielded a disturbed profile. 
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Photograph 17: View of neighborhood areas south of Warren Street and west of N. Stokes Street, 
within Study Area 2, facing southeast. 


Photograph 18: View of neighborhood areas south of Warren Street along Centennial Lane 
within Study Area 2, facing southeast. 
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Photograph 19: Representative view of rail corridor along Warren Street within Study Area 2, 
facing northeast. 


Photograph 20: View of potential remains of Havre de Grace train station within existing 
embankment, facing southwest. 
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Photograph 21: View of potential remains of Havre de Grace train station within existing 
embankment, facing west. 


Photograph 22: General view of the location of soil probe 2-6 at the corner of Otsego Street and 
North Freedom Lane, facing southwest. 
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6.3 Study Area 3: Havre de Grace Waterfront 


Study Area 3 consists of those portions of the archeological APE that are located to the north and 
south of the existing rail corridor along the Havre de Grace waterfront. These areas are bounded 
on the west by North Union Avenue and Water Street and on the east by the Susquehanna River. 
The entirety of this study area is located within the bounds of two city park facilities, the Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park and the David Craig Park. Both of these facilities are located along the 
water’s edge and offer walking and picnic areas as well as boat and kayak launches (Figure 20; 
Photographs 23, 24, 25, and 26). 


At present, the majority of the study area is covered with paved parking lots which serve both 
park facilities. David Craig Park, located south of the bridge is predominantly comprised of a 
paved parking area. Adjacent to the parking lot, towards the water’s edge, are picnic facilities 
and an observation area. Based on a review of the Sanborn maps from the late nineteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, these landforms appear to be constructed of fill soils which were most 
likely placed during the construction of the nineteenth century PW&B railroad bridge. A portion 
of one of the abutments is still visible within the park. Although the landform on which the 
David Craig Park is situated is man-made, there may be the potential for these fill deposits to 
contain intact cultural deposits, specifically related to the earlier PW&B bridge structure or other 
attendant historic railroad facilities (Figures 14, 15, 17, and 19; Photographs 23, 24, and 25). 


Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park, located to the north of the current Susquehanna River Bridge, 
contains a small grassy strip of land located between the parking facilities and the river’s edge 
(Photograph 26). Based on a review of the Sanborn maps from the late nineteenth and early 
twentieth centuries, these landforms appear to be constructed of fill soils designed to either 
stabilize or add land area to the Havre de Grace waterfront. Similarly, despite the presence of 
these fill soils, given their age, there may be potential for these artificial landforms to contain 
cultural deposits associated with the numerous warehouses, coal storage wharves, or other 
industrial operations which characterized the waterfront area during the latter half of the 
nineteenth or early twentieth centuries (Figures 14, 15, 17, and 19). 


Taken as a whole, this area may contain structural remains or trash deposits associated with the 
industrial waterfront or the foundation remnants of the former PW&B rail alignment. Both the 
Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and the David Craig Park should be subjected to systematic 
subsurface survey. 
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Photograph 23: View of David Craig Park (Study Area 3), facing east-northeast. Note PW&B 
abutment in foreground. 


ae. 


Photograph 24: General view of Havre de Grace waterfront at the rear of the current American 
Legion building, facing southeast. 
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Photograph 25: General view of built landscape along the Havre de Grace waterfront, facing 
south. 


Photograph 26. General view of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park (Study Area 3), facing east- 
northeast. 
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6.4 Study Area 4: Perryville Waterfront 


Study Area 4 is bounded on the west by the Susquehanna River, on the east by Front Street and 
Avenue D, and on the north and south by the current limits of the archeological APE (Figure 20; 
Photographs 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, and 32). 


On the north side of the rail line, the primary feature of the study area is an extant building 
known as Rodgers Tavern or Stevenson’s Tavern. Constructed during the mid-eighteenth 
century, 
(Figures 11B and 16A). Limited Phase I and II excavations have been conducted at the site 
(MHT files; Hopkins and Persson 2005). The archeological component of Rodgers Tavern, 
18CE15, is depicted on MHT mapping as being located on the south side of Broad Street [J 
. Phase 
IB archeological survey is recommended for this area if it is to be impacted by the proposed 
project in order to verify the current location of 18CE15 as well as to identify if there are 
additional unrecorded cultural deposits associated with Rodgers Tavern in the general vicinity 
(Figure 20; Photographs 27, 28, and 29). 


South of the Northeast Corridor rail line, Study Area 4 is primarily an open, grassy area. The 
majority of this area is owned by the Perry Point VA Medical Center. A large electrical 
substation, located just south of the rail corridor and approximately 700 feet (213 meters) from 
the edge of the river also dominates the Study Area 4 landscape (Photographs 30, 31, and 32). 


With respect to archeological potential, a large portion of Study Area 4 located to the south of 
the rail corridor has been previously surveyed at the Phase I and II level as a part of the John 
Milner Associates’ (JMA) 1989 investigation of the VA Medical Center facility at Perry Point 
(Figure 20). These survey efforts were successful in identifying and evaluating one 
archeological resource, 18CE258, which lies within the bounds of Study Area 4 (Figure 13). 
Identified as the remains of a nineteenth century domestic site, 18CE258 was subjected to Phase 
I and IJ testing. Site 18CE258 was determined not eligible for the NRHP following the MHT 
review of JMA’s technical report (Stevens et al. 1989; DOE 9/18/2009). While the 1989 survey 
was rather comprehensive in its coverage, portions of Study Area 4 within the current APE were 
not subjected to archaeological survey. JMA investigators appear to have not tested a strip of 
land extending from the western edge of the electrical substation lot to the river’s edge as well as 
an area east of the substation. Though the strip of land adjacent to the river was most likely 
located within the corridor of the nineteenth century PW&B rail line, as one of the stone 
abutments for the bridge is still visible on the surface a short distance to the west of the 
substation, both locations have the potential to contain intact historic or pre-contact deposits. 
Phase IB survey is recommended for these portions of the study area which were not subjected to 
previous archeological identification efforts (Figure 20). 
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Photograph 27: Representative view of northern portion of Study Area 4 with Rodgers Tavern at 
left, facing east. 


Photograph 28: Representative view of northern portion of Study Area 4 south of Broad Street, 
facing southwest. Note Rodgers Tavern in the background. 
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Photograph 29: Representative view of northern portion of Study Area 4 south of Broad Street, 
facing northeast. 


Photograph 30: General view of southern portion of Study Area 4 west of Avenue A, facing 
west; note area not tested as part of previous archaeological survey. 
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Photograph 32: Representative view of Study Area 4 south of Amtrak corridor, facing west- 
southwest. Note substation in background. 
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6.5 Study Area 5: Perry Point VA Medical Center and Perryville MARC 
Station 


Study Area 5 is bounded on the west by the eastern edge of Study Area 4, on the east by 
Firestone Road where the archeological APE returns to being located entirely within the existing 
Amtrak corridor, and on the north and south by the current limits of the archeological APE as 
shown on project plans (Figure 20). Similar to Study Area 4, south of the Northeast Corridor rail 
line, Study Area 5 is primarily an open, grassy area interspersed with wooded lots that is owned 
by the Perry Point VA Medical Center (Photographs 33, 34, and 35). 


As with Study Area 4, the overwhelming majority of Study Area 5 located to the south of the rail 
corridor has been previously surveyed at the Phase I and II level during JMA’s 1989 
investigation of the VA Medical Center facility at Perry Point (Figure 20). These survey efforts 
were successful in identifying one archeological resource, 18CE255, to the south of the limits of 
Study Area 5 (Figure 13). Identified as the remains of a pre-contact lithic scatter of 
undetermined age, 18CE255 was recommended not eligible for the NRHP. Given the previous 
comprehensive archeological investigation and extensive areas of disturbance associated with the 
rail line facilities and the Perryville wastewater treatment plant, no additional archaeological 
investigations are recommended for that portion of Study Area 5 located south of the existing 
Northeast Corridor rail line. 


On the north side of the rail line, the archeological APE is dominated by the intersection of the 
Northeast Corridor with the Norfolk Southern Port Road spur line. Much of this area has been 
previously disturbed due to the construction of the railroad transfer point and its associated 
parking lots, supply yards, and other support facilities. Located just to the west of this railroad 
intersection, a group of single and multi-family residences present along the southern edge of the 
Broad Street corridor. Each of these structures exhibits a small yard area which is located 
directly adjacent to the rail corridor. These residences and their associated yard areas are 
depicted on historic Sanborn mapping (Figures 16 and 18; Photograph 36). Though no soil 
probes were placed within these private lots, it is likely that intact yard features or other cultural 
deposits may still exist within these areas. 


In addition, areas immediately north of and adjacent to Study Area 5, north of the rail line and 
east of the rail line intersection, have been previously surveyed at the Phase I and II level as a 
part of the recent URS archaeological survey for the proposed Maryland Area Regional 
Commuter (MARC) maintenance and storage facility (Koziarski and Seibel 2014). Six 
archaeological sites were identified within the MARC project limits. One site, 18CE383, the 
archeological component of the extant southern farmstead affiliated with the Woodlands Farm 
Historic District (MIHP No. CE-145), is eligible for inclusion in the NRHP under Criterion D. 
Though the MARC project area is located immediately adjacent to the current Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge APE, these two project boundaries neither overlap nor intersect. Pending any 
revision to the current APE limits, NRHP eligible site 18CE383 will not be impacted by the 
current project (Figures 13 and 20). 


Within Study Area 5, systematic archeological survey is recommended within the vicinity of the 
single and multi-family residences identified adjacent to Broad Street. 
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Photograph 33: Representative view of Study Area 5 south of Amtrak corridor, facing northeast. 
Note area tested as part of previous archaeological survey. 


Photograph 34: Representative view of eastern portion of Study Area 5, Amtrak property 
boundary at right. View facing west-southwest. 
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Photograph 35: General view of disturbed Amtrak ROW within Study Area 5, facing southwest. 
Note photo taken at the intersection of access road and Avenue G. 


Photograph 36: General view of houses located on the south side of Broad St. within 
Study Area 5, facing northeast. 
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7.0 PROJECT SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


7.1 Research Summary 


In March 2014, McCormick Taylor conducted a Phase IA archeological assessment on behalf of 
Amtrak in support of an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge project. The existing Susquehanna River Bridge is located on Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor (NEC) at Milepost 60 between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland (Figure 1). The bridge itself is 
roughly 0.75 miles (1.2 kilometers) in length and is the longest bridge with a movable span on 
the NEC. 


This archeological assessment was comprised of documentary and environmental research, 
including an archeological site file review and review of comparable sites, visual observations of 
the existing conditions, and limited soil assessments within select portions of the APE. At the 
conclusion of this research, it was possible to generate a broad understanding of the 
developmental history and archeological sensitivity of the APE. 


Review of historical atlases and maps revealed two distinct tracks of settlement and development 
for the Havre de Grace and Perryville sides of Susquehanna River. By the eighteenth century, 
Havre de Grace had taken its place as an established point of trade and commerce within the 
upper Chesapeake Bay. Despite this early settlement, however, historic maps revealed that the 
established street grid pattern has remained rather unchanged since the nineteenth century. This 
continuity of settlement has the potential to preserve portions of the archeological record in 
contrast to other more densely settled and urbanized areas where large scale projects have the 
potential to completely erase all vestiges of subsurface cultural horizons and previous historic 
occupations. In contrast, the Perryville side of the river, at least for the first several decades of 
the historic period, was focused on more agrarian pursuits as opposed to the busy commercial 
and industrial waterfront that developed across the river in Havre de Grace. Following the 
purchase of the Perry Point property by the United States government, the landform was used as 
a munition manufacturing facility which evolved into a hospital and medical research facility 
which still exists to the present day. Even with this history of changing uses and functions, the 
JMA survey proved that a diverse range of archeological resources still survive. 


Placed against this background of industry, commerce, and domestic settlement, potential 
historical resources inside the project APE may include private residences, yard-related features, 
or even surviving features from the earlier PW&B rail line. Insurance maps depict the evolving 
nineteenth and twentieth century neighborhoods that were contained within the Havre de Grace 
portion of the archeological APE. If intact archeological deposits associated with these 
occupations were found, in addition to the houses themselves, potential feature types could 
include outbuildings, privies, cisterns, and sheet refuse (middens). 
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7.2 Project Recommendations 


With this broad understanding in place, the following specific recommendations have been made 
for the project. In addition to the narrative descriptions provided below, these recommendations 
are also summarized in Table 4. Detailed maps depicting the specific limits of the study areas are 
included within Figure 20. These recommendations are offered in compliance with Section 106 
of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended. 


Study Area 1 


Based upon the results of the background research and the field inspection, there is very little 
potential for archeological features or deposits to survive within this portion of the project APE. 
Soil testing indicated an overall lack of intact natural soil stratigraphy resulting from the 
construction of Havre de Grace school system’s athletic field complex. Given the large amount 
of grading and landscape modification that has occurred in this area, there is little potential for 
intact cultural deposits within this area and no additional archeological survey is recommended 
for Study Area 1. 


Study Area 2 


Study Area 2 is dominated by the raised earthen berm that carries the Northeast Corridor rail line 
through the town of Havre de Grace. A series of stone abutments and retaining walls serve as the 
support system for this berm, extending several feet to either side of the rail line. A series of soil 
probes located between the edge of these berms and Warren Street on the south side of the 
existing rail line confirmed heavy soil disturbance and a lack of intact natural soils. These 
disturbances may be attributed to not only construction activities associated with the current 
Northeast Corridor rail line, but also the earlier nineteenth/early twentieth century PW&B rail 
line which ran immediately to the south of the current railroad alignment, approximately 
following the modern day course of Warren Street. 


Despite these disturbances, however, there are isolated areas within Study Area 2 that could 
potentially contain intact archeological deposits. 


A review of historic mapping indicates that the Havre de Grace street grid pattern within this 
portion of the project remains mostly intact from a period dating back to the nineteenth century. 
While the building arrangement on each of these city blocks has changed and evolved over time, 
there is a high probability that portions of these house lots may contain intact cultural deposits 
relating to building/structural remains or yard features such as outbuildings, trash pits, or privies. 
In addition, areas immediately adjacent to the location of the former Havre de Grace Train 
Station, found on both the north and south sides of the tracks. 


Given these findings, once a design alternative is selected, systematic Phase IB archeological 
survey would be recommended for all areas of proposed ground disturbance in the lot areas 
located south of Warren Street and along Otsego Street, as well as in the vicinity of the former 
Havre de Grace Train Station. 
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Study Area 3 


Study Area 3 consists of those portions of the archeological APE that are located to the north and 
south of the existing rail corridor along the Havre de Grace waterfront. The entirety of this study 
area is located within the bounds of two city park facilities, the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park 
and the David Craig Park. 


At present, the majority of the Study Area 3 is comprised of paved parking lots which serve both 
park facilities. Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park, located to the north of the current Susquehanna 
River Bridge, contains a small grassy strip of land located between the parking facilities and the 
river’s edge. Sanborn maps from the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, indicate that 
landforms north of the existing railroad corridor appear to have been constructed of fill soils 
designed to either stabilize or add land area to the Havre de Grace waterfront. Despite the 
presence of these fill soils, given their age, there may be potential for these artificial landforms to 
contain cultural deposits from the latter half of the nineteenth or early twentieth centuries. 


Similarly, the David Craig Park, located south of the bridge is predominantly comprised of a 
paved parking area. Adjacent to the parking lot, towards the water’s edge, are picnic facilities 
and an observation area. Like the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park area, much of the landforms 
south of the existing railroad corridor are comprised of fill soils which were most likely placed 
during the construction of the nineteenth century PW&B railroad bridge. A portion of one of the 
abutments is still visible within the park. Although the landforms upon which the Jean S. Roberts 
Memorial Park and David Craig Park are situated are man-made, there may be the potential for 
these fill deposits to contain intact cultural deposits, especially ones related to the earlier PW&B 
bridge structure and other attendant historic railroad facilities. Once a design alternative is 
selected, systematic Phase IB archeological survey would be recommended for all areas of 
project-related ground disturbance within the Jean Roberts and David Craig Parks. 


Study Area 4 


Study Area 4 is located along the eastern shore of the Susquehanna River, just south of 
Perryville. Several factors contribute to the limited archeological potential within Study Area 4. 
These factors include prior disturbances from the construction of the Northeast Corridor rail line 
and electrical substation as well as previous archeological survey efforts, specifically the 1989 
JMA survey of the Perry Point VA Medical Center property (Stevens et al. 1989). 


On the south side of the Northeast Corridor, though the majority of Study Area 4 was subjected 
to archeological survey by JMA, a strip of land extending from the western edge of the electrical 
substation lot to the river’s edge does not appear to have been included within their survey limits. 
This strip of land was mostly likely located within the corridor of the nineteenth century PW&B 
rail line as one of the stone abutments for the bridge is still visible on the surface a short distance 
to the west of the substation. In addition, it should be noted that within the current limits of Study 
Area 4, the JMA survey did identify Site 18CE258, the archeological remnant of a nineteenth 
century domestic site. Following the completion of the Phase II survey conducted by JMA, the 
site was recommended not eligible for the NRHP; MHT concurred with this recommendation 


99 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Phase IA Archeological Assessment Report 


(DOE 3/10/1989). Given this determination, no additional work is recommended for this 
resource. 


On the north side of the rail line, multiple areas which have the potential to contain archeological 
deposits are focused around the eighteenth century Rodger’s Tavern/Stevenson’s Tavern 


ES. The archeological 
component of Rodgers Tavern, 18CE15, is depicted on MHT mapping as being located on the 


south side of Broad Strect [ales 
Ree. Given the significance of this resource and the lack of systematic 
archeological survey in this area, Phase IB investigations are recommended for all areas of 
ground disturbance associated with the project within this portion of Study Area 4. These 
investigations may be helpful in verifying the current extent of 18CE15 as well as to identify if 
there are additional unrecorded cultural deposits associated with Rodgers Tavern in the general 
vicinity. 


Study Area 5 


Archeological potential within Study Area 5 is limited to areas for which there is no evidence of 
prior disturbance from railroad construction and have not yet been subjected to archaeological 
survey. As with Study Area 4, the overwhelming majority of Study Area 5 located to the south 
of the Northeast Corridor rail line has been previously surveyed as part of JMA’s 1989 
investigation of the VA Medical Center facility at Perry Point. No archaeological sites were 
identified within the current APE. Given the previous comprehensive archeological 
investigation and extensive areas of disturbance associated with the rail line facilities and the 
Perryville wastewater treatment plant, no additional archaeological investigations are 
recommended for that portion of Study Area 5 located south of the existing Northeast Corridor 
rail line. 


On the north side of the rail line, much of this area has been previously disturbed by to the 
construction of the intersection of the Northeast Corridor with the Norfolk Southern Port Road 
spur line and its associated parking lots, supply yards, and other support facilities. However, west 
of this railroad intersection, a group of nineteenth and early twentieth century single and multi- 
family residences are present along the southern edge of Broad Street. Each of these structures 
exhibits a small yard area which is located directly adjacent to the rail corridor. These areas have 
the potential to contain intact yard features such as wells, privies, trash middens or other cultural 
deposits. If this area is to be impacted by the proposed project, systematic Phase IB 
archeological survey is recommended. 


Underwater Resources 


In addition to the terrestrial portions of the APE, additional consideration should be given to that 
portion of the APE contained within the Susquehanna River waterway. Past archival research 
efforts and remote sensing surveys have indicated the potential for submerged historic 
shipwrecks or other vessels as well as potential structural remains associated with the evolution 
of the Havre de Grace waterfront (Thompson 2000; Bilicki 2003). These surveys have resulted in 
the identification of several targets that are located within the archeological APE for the project. 
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According to MHT’s Quadrangle Files for Havre de Grace, six resources have been identified 
within the archaeological APE, ID#s 2, 3, 7, 10, 18, and 19 (Figures 13 and 20; Table 3). ID#2 
is the approximate location of the first railroad bridge across Susquehanna, identified by the 
existing PW&B railroad bridge pilings. ID# 3 is the approximate location of a nineteenth 
century ferry across the Susquehanna River as identified on historic mapping (Figure 8). ID#7 
is the location of the historic Havre de Grace waterfront. ID#10 is the approximate location of a 
coal wharf. ID#s 18 and 19 represent the approximate locations of submerged anomalies which 
were recorded during the 2002 Lower Susquehanna River survey by MMAP. Quad File #18 is 


located just south of the existing Susquehanna River Bridge, i 
Ren. Quad File #19 is marked on MHT mapping as running 


the entire length of the existing Amtrak railroad bridge structure. No additional information is 
given for these resources. 


In addition to the MHT Quad Files, one previously identified archeological site, 18HE266, is 
located within the Susquehanna River within the vicinity APE. Located to the north of the 
existing bridge structure [as 
MN. | SHE2606 has been identified as the wreckage from a twentieth century barge. This 
resource has never been formally evaluated for eligibility to the NRHP (Figures 13 and 20; 
Table 2). 


Given the previous remote sensing surveys in the lower Susquehanna River vicinity, no 
additional identification (Phase I) level survey is recommended for the APE. However, as the 
project planning process moves forward, if any of the resources discussed above are to be 
impacted by the construction of the new bridge structure, additional underwater archeological 
studies focusing specifically on these identified targets are recommended in order to determine 
their condition, integrity, and eligibility for the NRHP. The location of resources identified 
within the vicinity of the APE, including MHT Quad Files #9 and #11, two historic coal wharfs, 
and site 18HA266, a submerged barge, should be relocated in order to reconfirm their boundaries 
and verify their locations outside of the APE (Figures 13 and 20; Table 2 and 3). Submerged 
cultural resources are subject to the natural effects of the environment. In particular, natural river 
phenomenon are known to have pushed sites out of the main channels and closer to shore 
(Bilicki 2003:44). 


7.3 Conclusions 


The goal of this project was to assess the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the Amtrak 
Susquehanna River Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation Project in Harford and Cecil Counties, 
Maryland in regard to its overall level of disturbance and potential to contain intact archeological 
resources. This goal was achieved through a two-fold process: 1) a thorough review of historical 
documentation to determine the types and locations of buildings, sites, and structures that were 
once present within the APE and 2) a program of field observation and limited subsurface 
investigation to determine the integrity of the soil deposits within the APE and if conditions are 
sufficient for the preservation of cultural horizons. 
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Table 4. Project Summary and Recommendations 


Study Area 


Survey Recommendations/Key Issues 


1: Havre de Grace Schools Athletic Fields 


No potential for pre-contact resources 


No additional survey recommended due to 
extensive disturbance from athletic field 
construction 


2: Town of Havre de Grace and Warren Street 
Vicinity 


Additional survey recommended for the 
following areas: 
e Vicinity of old Havre de Grace train 
station between Adams and Juniata 
Street 
e Residential yard areas south of Warren 
Street 
e Residential yard areas in the vicinity 
of Otsego Street and North Freedom 
Lane intersection 


3: Havre de Grace Waterfront 


Additional survey recommended for the 
following areas: 
e Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park 


e David Craig Park 


4: Perryville Waterfront 


Additional survey recommended for the 
following areas: 
e Strip of land located between 


electrical substation and eastern shore 
of river (see map) 
e Vicinity of Rodgers Tavern (18CE15) 


No additional work recommended for 
18CE258 
5: Perry Point VA Medical Center and | Additional survey recommended for the 


Perryville MARC Station 


following areas: 
e Residential yard areas south of Broad 
Street (see map) 


Underwater Resources 


If impacted by project, additional underwater 
survey recommended for: 
Quad Files #2, 3, 7, 10, 18, and 19If 
potentially impacted by project, verify the 
location of resources outside of the APE: 

e Quad File #11 and site 18HE266 
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The results of these two efforts have been used in this document to explain what types of 
archeological resources may be found within the APE, and to identify which sections of the APE 
possess the best potential to contain intact resources. The ability to identify these resources, 
however, is only part of the cultural resource regulatory framework that guides this portion of the 
Amtrak Susquehanna River Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation Project. Once identified, 
researchers should also provide a preliminary assessment of any given site’s condition and 
integrity in order to evaluate the resource’s overall significance and potential to be nominated to 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 


Historic resources, whether they are buildings, sites, structures, districts, or objects, are evaluated 
with reference to the four criteria established by the National Park Service. Historical resources 
that possess integrity of location, setting, design, material, workmanship, feeling, or association 
must be associated with at least one of the following four criteria in order to be considered for 
inclusion on the NRHP: 


e Criterion A - Resources that are associated with events that have made a significant 
contribution to the broad patterns of our history; or 

e Criterion B — Are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 

e Criterion C - That embody distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 
construction, or that represent the work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or 
that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or 

e Criterion D - That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in 
prehistory or history (NPS 1990). 


Most often, archeological resources are best associated with Criterion D, the potential to yield 
significant information in regard to the region’s prehistory or history. In these cases, an 
archeological site must possess a configuration of artifacts, soil strata, structural remains, or 
other cultural features that make it possible to test a hypothesis or answer a specific set of 
research questions. 


In order to provide a framework for evaluating any resources that may be identified during the 
archeological investigations for the Susquehanna River Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation 
Project, the following set of research topics and questions is provided. 


Market Participation 


Analysis of the ceramic assemblages generated from the excavations of nineteenth century 
working-class neighborhoods, in Washington, D.C. and New York City for example, have 
overturned some long-held opinions about the people that inhabited these neighborhoods and 
their participation in the local economy and society. Due to the close proximity of large market 
centers, ceramic assemblages reveal that a wide variety of vessel forms and types was available 
to all classes alike. Although the index values of the ceramics from working-class neighborhoods 
is on the low end as compared with other New York and Washington, D.C., neighborhoods, the 
overall value is equal to that of the middle class that lived in rural areas, away from the 
marketplace (Brighton 2001: 27-28). 
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Contemporary writers often have depicted the residents of these working-class urban 
neighborhoods as uneducated at best and, at worst, corrupt and devoid of sensible values. The 
ceramic assemblages collected from these urban sites seem to paint another picture. It 
demonstrates that these families placed enough value on projecting an image of domestic beauty 
and Victorian values that at least a portion of their limited income was spent on these items 
(Brighton 2001:28). 


With respect to the range of possible site types located within the APE, similar topics may be 
addressed: 


e In terms of simple market availability, is the range of ceramic types from the assemblages 
of Havre de Grace-area sites similar to those found on contemporaneous sites in some of 
the larger East Coast market centers? 

e Does the arrival of the canal or railroad to Havre de Grace change this availability of 
materials to the families that inhabited these sites? 

e Does the ceramic assemblage reflect the makeup of the family household, their food 
preferences, and/or their socio-economic status? 

e How do these assemblages compare with those excavated from other domestic sites, 
urban and rural, in the Havre de Grace vicinity? How do the families that once lived 
within the APE compare socio-economically with those who lived in other areas of the 
region? 


Diet and Foodways 


As with ceramic vessel fragments, the analysis of faunal remains from urban excavations have 
shed meaningful light on the lives of individuals and families in working-class neighborhoods. 
The results of the analysis of faunal remains recovered from kitchen middens and other refuse 
deposits show a very different reality than the picture of urban, working-class life painted by 
contemporary writers and columnists. The myth of living a valueless beggar’s existence gives 
way to the reality of families choosing between various cuts of meat or fish, in a sometimes very 
limited marketplace, while at the same time trying to maintain the specific dietary aspects of 
their particular ethnic or religious background (Milne and Crabtree 2001:31). 


Kitchen deposits dating to the early- and mid-nineteenth century in New York City seem to 
reflect a somewhat limited market where the predominant items were poor cuts of meat from 
locally raised pigs and small, locally available fish. As time progressed and food preservation, 
technology, and transportation networks improved, markets were able to offer a wider range of 
items in terms of quality and selection. This was reflected in later kitchen and refuse deposits 
from the New York City excavations. In addition, the majority of Jewish residents within these 
neighborhoods appeared to have tried their best to maintain kosher households, despite the 
limitations of the local food markets (Milne and Crabtree 2001:43-44). 
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With respect to the APE, these questions may be asked of the data: 


e Do the faunal assemblages reveal different personal taste preferences amongst the 
families that lived contemporaneously and do they reflect differing socio-economic 
status? 

e How do the remains reflect availability of foodstuffs in the marketplace of late 
nineteenth/early twentieth century Havre de Grace? How does the diet of the families that 
once inhabited these sites compare with similar working-class neighborhoods in other 
urban centers? 

e Is there any evidence for a particular ethnicity or religious belief system amongst the 
families as it is reflected in the faunal assemblage? 


Health and Medicine 


During the nineteenth century, city dwellers had to cope with increasingly crowded and 
unsanitary living conditions, as well as the effects of often difficult and debilitating jobs. For 
wealthier residents, these conditions could be lessened by their ability to afford a larger, less- 
crowded home, a healthy diet, the care of a doctor, or even a change of residence during periods 
of cold or harsh weather. For the poor and middle class, often medicine was the only way to 
combat sickness, physical pain, or the effects of a limited diet. Medicinal bottles, as well as plant 
remains that may have been used as part of an herbal remedy, have been especially helpful in 
shedding light on the overall health and attitudes towards health and sickness that were held by 
the nineteenth century residents of urban neighborhoods (Bonasera and Raymer 2001:49). 


e Where did the former residents of the project area purchase the majority of their 
medicines—a doctor, local apothecary, street vendors, or did they rely primarily on home 
or herbal remedies? 

e What common physical ailments afflicted the families that once lived in the project area? 

e Are there any differences in the treatment of sickness due to the family’s ethnicity or 
religious background? 


Settlement Patterns and Subsistence 


Within the Havre de Grace portion of the project, intact pre-contact contexts would have to be 
buried deeply to have avoided disturbance to date. In the case of the current project area, a major 
river terrace located near several confluences would have been extremely attractive to pre- 
contact peoples, as demonstrated by the numerous previously recorded pre-contact sites within 
the MHT database. The potential survival of these original ground surface sites is dubious given 
the amount and type of modern disturbances in the APE. As discussed earlier, given the overall 
lack of intense development within the Perryville portion of the project area, there does exist a 
higher potential for the survival of intact pre-contact deposits. 


Additional survey efforts, conducted as a result of this archeological assessment, may result in 
the better characterization of the pre-contact landscape, its formation processes, and micro 
environments. Although many previous survey efforts have only been successful in identifying 
non-diagnostic lithic scatters and short-term occupation procurement camps, additional field 
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investigation may yield information pertaining to how specific landforms within the APE were 
utilized throughout the pre-contact period as well as within the lower Susquehanna River region 
in general. 


Site Structure 


Finally, additional site investigations should strive to explain the structure and evolution of the 
entirety of any identified house lot. Through additional machine and hand excavation, the field 
investigations should seek to identify additional cultural features, such as cisterns, privies, 
kitchen middens or gardens, outbuildings, former additions to the primary structure, or even an 
earlier primary dwelling. 


e Based upon the types of features recorded, what sorts of occupational activities or 
functions were being conducted by family members in the yard areas? 

e Archival research has shown that some of these families were skilled laborers and 
tradesmen. Is there any evidence that these individuals were working out of their homes 
as opposed to a separate workplace? 


Unanticipated Discoveries Plan 


No archeological planning document, no matter how well conceived, can always unfailingly 
predict the location of all archeological resources within a given project area. This is especially 
true within the environments contained within the current project area where a series of localized 
events may have coalesced in the preservation of a resource within an unlikely or unexpected 
setting. 


It is with this thought in mind that the final recommendation for this technical report is for 
project designers, engineers, and researchers, in consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust, 
to establish a plan for dealing with unanticipated archeological discoveries for the Susquehanna 
River Bridge Replacement/Rehabilitation Project. At minimum, the plan should include: 


e A review of the range of site or resource types likely to be found within the project area; 

e A work plan and/or framework for evaluating any resources that are identified during the 
construction process; 

e Protocols for the notification of appropriate project personnel and timelines for fieldwork 
and reporting, and finally; 

e Identification of an expedited agency and MHT review process in order to keep 
construction delays at a minimum. 
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Analysis of Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail 
Resources with Respect to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


INTRODUCTION 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), in coordination with the Maryland Department of 
Transportation (MDOT) and the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) (collectively 
the Project Team), is performing preliminary engineering (PE) and environmental analysis, in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), for alternatives to replace the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland and provide continued rail 
connectivity along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC). Currently, only this “PE/NEPA” effort 
has received funding; no funding has been identified for final design and construction of a new 
railroad bridge(s). 


The Project Team is currently finalizing an Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to NEPA, 
which includes a coordinated process to comply with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act. The Project Team prepared the following analysis to assess whether the 
portion of the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail (Trail) within the 
architectural (above-ground) and archaeological Areas of Potential Effects (APE) is eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (see Figure 1). 


FRA has selected a Preferred Alternative (Alternative 9A). The Preferred Alternative consists of 
construction of two new bridges and the removal of the existing bridge. One new bridge would 
allow train speeds up to 90 miles per hour (mph), while the other new bridge would allow train 
speeds up to 160 mph. The existing bridge would remain in service while the first new bridge is 
under construction to maintain operations along the NEC. 


METHODOLOGY 


This analysis is based on fieldwork and historic research conducted as part of the environmental 
analyses and cultural resources investigation for the PE/NEPA Project, as well as two National 
Park Service (NPS) planning documents—the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National 
Historic Trail Final Comprehensive Management Plan (CMP) and Environmental Assessment, 
February 2011; and the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail Interpretive 
Plan, 2010. 


For the majority of the approximately six-mile length of the project corridor along the NEC, the 
boundary for the APE for architectural history runs parallel to the tracks approximately 600 feet 
to the north and south. In close proximity to the river, the APE boundary proceeds on a diagonal 
line to intersect with the river approximately one-quarter of a mile north and south of the project 
limits (see Figure 1). 


As a first step in assessing whether the portion of the Trail within the APE meets the criteria for 
inclusion in the NRHP, FRA and MDOT reviewed the extent to which the Trail portion contains 
“high potential historic sites,” defined in Chapter 2.0 of the CMP as “those historic sites related 
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to the route, or sites in close proximity thereto, which provide opportunity to interpret the 
historic significance of the Trail during the period of its major use. Criteria for consideration as 
high potential sites include: historic significance, presence of visible historic remnants, scenic 
quality, and relative freedom from intrusion” (CMP, 2011, p. 2-28). 


As identified by the NPS, the categories of high potential historic sites are listed below along 
with their relevant criteria for determining if they are eligible to be considered “high potential 
historic sites.” 


ANALYSIS 
1. SIGNIFICANT VOYAGE STOPS 


According to the CMP (CMP, 2011, p. 2-31 and p. 2-32), in order for a voyage stop to be 
designated a high potential historic site, it must meet all of the following criteria: 


e Important historic and interpretive associations, relating to one of the following themes: 
- Smith’s explorations on behalf of the Virginia Company 


- Smith’s adventure and survival and his relationships with the Chesapeake Bay tribes; or 


- Smith’s writings and maps that established his significance and spread the news of 
North America’s abundant resources 


e Scenic quality and relative freedom from intrusion. According to the CMP, “the voyage stop 
must have a setting that is generally free from intrusion by modern development and that 
offers visitors and opportunity to vicariously share the experience of John Smith and his 
crew at that site.” 


e Public access, either at the site or within a distance of approximately three miles. 


As depicted in Figures 2.2 and 2.7b of the CMP, there is one identified voyage stop within the 
Project’s APE. This voyage stop is located at Garrett Island, which lies beneath the Thomas J. 
Hatem Memorial Bridge carrying US 40 over the Susquehanna River. However, this site has not 
been categorized among the “Significant Voyage Stops that are High Potential Historic Sites” 
according to Figure 2.2 of the CMP. Although there is no explanation provided for that 
classification, it appears to be based on the site’s inability to meet the required criteria that it is 
free from modern intrusions. The presence of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, the 
Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, the City of Havre de Grace, the Town of Perryville, and 
other modern intrusions have significantly altered the setting of this voyage stop. 


2. EVOCATIVE LANDSCAPES 


As stated in the CMP (CMP, 2011, p. 2-8): “Evocative landscapes are places possessing a 
feeling that expresses the aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. This feeling 
results from the presence of physical features that, taken together, convey a landscape’s historic 
character. Within the context of planning for managing the Captain John Smith Chesapeake 
National Historic Trail (NHT), evocative landscapes are areas along the trail where the natural 
setting of the Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries remains generally free from intrusion by 
modern development—where the landscape is composed of wetland and forest vegetation, 
providing habitat for terrestrial and aquatic wildlife, and affording an opportunity for trail 
visitors to vicariously share the experience of John Smith and his crew in the 17" century.” 


The Susquehanna River is not listed in Table 2.2 of the CMP as one of the sites along the 
Voyage Routes that are highly evocative of the 17" Century. In the CMP, NPS has characterized 
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four classifications of evocative landscapes (based on their level of fragmentation by modern 
intrusion) to identify and assess evocative landscapes. These classifications include: 


e Relatively intact landscapes 

e Somewhat fragmented landscapes 
e Extensively fragmented landscapes 
e Very limited or absent landscapes 


The Project team has conducted extensive field surveys of the APE, along with a comprehensive 
review of aerials, maps, and local planning documents. Both the Harford County and the Cecil 
County portions of the APE and vicinity are extensively fragmented landscapes. According to 
the 2013 NPS document, “A Conservation Strategy for the Captain John Smith Chesapeake 
National Historic Trail,” the classification of “extensively fragmented landscapes" applies to a 
wide range of conditions along the Trail. Extensively fragmented landscapes are within a “mixed 
setting of natural, agricultural, and developed areas occurring in a patch-like pattern” and 
include evocative woodland and wetland landscapes that are between 25 and 65 percent intact. 


Both sides of the river have been developed with many modern intrusions, including but not 
limited to expansive residential, commercial, and industrial development, utility systems, and an 
extensive modern transportation system. Multiple roadway and rail bridges spanning the 
Susquehanna River are within the project’s APE and vicinity, and roadway traffic, freight rail 
traffic, intercity rail traffic, and local commuter rail traffic are all visible and audible. The 
Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge and the Millard E. Tydings Memorial Bridge respectively 
carry the US Route 40 and Interstate 95 (I-95) highway networks through Perryville and Havre 
de Grace. Two operational railroad bridges cross the Susquehanna River within the architectural 
APE—the CSX Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (which will not be affected by the Proposed 
Project) and the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, which is the subject of the current 
PE/NEPA effort. 


Within the City of Havre de Grace, the waterfront area consists of approximately three and a half 
miles of shoreline and land uses including parks and recreational areas, marinas, historic 
buildings, businesses, and residential uses. The downtown business district falls south of the 
shoreline and waterfront — within the architectural APE containing commercial/retail shops, 
restaurants, financial institutions, and mixed-use residential/commercial properties. 


The architectural APE north of the Susquehanna River includes the Town of Perryville and 
portions of Cecil County. Within this part of the architectural APE, waterfront areas along the 
Susquehanna River include the historic Rodgers Tavern, open space uses (e.g., Lower Ferry Park 
and Pier), residential uses, and institutional uses. 


There are modern intrusions on the river itself including commercial boats, private recreational 
vessels, tugboats and quarry barges, and construction barges. Visible modern transportation and 
infrastructure elements surround those who use the river within the APE. The water level 
elevation of this portion of the Susquehanna River dramatically changed (as compared to 
historical levels) due to another modern intrusion farther upstream—the construction of the 
Conowingo Dam. The dam, constructed in 1928 to supply power to the greater Philadelphia 
region, is located in an area mapped by Captain John Smith in 1608 as Smyth’s Fales. The dam 
includes a powerhouse and a spillway. Construction of the dam resulted in the creation of a 
reservoir above the dam. The reservoir flooded the original town of Conowingo, Maryland, 
which was moved approximately one mile northeast from the dam’s eastern end. 
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The river drops rapidly as it approaches its confluence with the Chesapeake Bay (167 feet over 
25 miles), creating rapids, making it an ideal location for hydroelectric turbines (MHC 2001). To 
circumvent the rapids, crews completed construction of the 30-feet wide and three-foot deep 
Conowingo Canal (Susquehanna Canal) by 1790. The Canal was never successful and was 
subsequently abandoned between 1836 and 1840 (MHC 2001; Kapsch 2004; Weigley 1982). 


The Project Team’s background research identified little information on historic depths of the 
Susquehanna River, but they likely exceeded four feet deep in spring, based on records of 
watercraft used during this period. Early settlers constructed arks for hauling goods downriver 
with a hull of four feet, and came downriver during spring flooding (MHC 2001). At least one 
ferry, named Smith’s Ferry, operated at the Town of Port Deposit, Maryland, in 1729. Boat 
traffic was also heavy enough to warrant the construction of the Concord Point Lighthouse in 
1827 (MHC 2001). A section of the original river near Bald Friar was known for its swift current 
and depth (MHC 2001). Current depths are typically 9 to 9.5 feet deep, but can spike above 14 
feet during elevated discharge (USGS 2016). 


After the construction of the dam, trade and lumber transport up and down the river ceased. This 
was an economic loss for Port Deposit. The dam also blocked herring and shad from their 
upstream spawning grounds (MCH 2001). Construction of fish lifts constructed in 1972 and 
1991 alleviated this problem. The dam helped to regulate the flow of the Susquehanna River, 
and stop the damaging effects of large ice gorges. Port Deposit recorded six ice gorges ranging 
from 20 to 30 feet high from 1857 to 1910 (MHC 2001). The lack of ice gorges, however, 
ceased the disturbance of sediment within the Susquehanna flats, deemed beneficial to water 
celery and the attraction of waterfowl such as canvasbacks (MHC 2001). This also impacted 
upstream, where the one-mile-wide, fourteen-mile-long lake currently sits. 


At the time of Captain John Smith’s arrival, the majority of the eastern seaboard was forested, 
and the majority of those forests were in mature, old-growth successional stages. While all 
native species currently found in the APE and surrounding area were likely represented at the 
time, the density and structure of the forest was likely different than what exists today. 


Species composition likely varied on the local topography of the Susquehanna River floodplain 
and surrounding land features. Waterways and wetlands would likely have contained bald 
cypress (Taxodium distichum), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), black gum (Nyssa sylvatica), 
sweetgum (Liguidambar styraciflua), and green ash (Fraxnius pennsylvanica), just as coastal 
wetlands along the bay do today. However, bald cypress-dominated wetlands are now very rare 
in Maryland, and today’s trees do not reach the large sizes present in the early 1600s (NPS 
2009). Continued disturbances to the forests since European arrival have resulted in greater 
populations of pines and maples, largely pioneer and early successional species, which would 
have had smaller populations in the pre-European settlement era (USGS 2011). 


Smith described bald cypress with 18-foot bases, and oak trees large enough to cut 60 feet from 
a single log. American elms likely were a dominate canopy species, growing as high as 90 feet; 
today, they exist as minor forest components due to harvesting and introduced Dutch Elm 
disease. Probably most iconic was the American chestnut (Castanea dentata), which are 
described as growing taller than 120 feet, with canopies of 100 feet in diameter (NPS 2009). The 
chestnut has since vanished following the chestnut blight introduced in 1904 (Merkel 1906). 


Forests along the Susquehanna River likely looked more like the Belt Woods area in terms of 
diversity and tree sizes and ages. Located in Prince George’s County, Belt Woods is a National 
Natural Landmark that hosts one of the last old-growth forests in the United States. Managed by 


January 4, 2017 4 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Maryland DNR, the site contains white oaks (Quercus alba) over 200 years old and tuliptrees 
(Liriodendron tulipifera) ranging from 120-140 years old. There are also 42 documented tree 
species, some reaching over 100 feet in height (Rucker 2001). 


In conjunction with more diversity in species and sizes, there was likely a greater diversity of 
ages within the stand. Disturbances to the Susquehanna forests were likely driven more by 
natural forces, ranging in size from a single, mature tree falling, to wind and ice storm events, to 
larger forest fires in drier areas. However, indigenous peoples would have already been 
manipulating forest stands, and the same timber and fruit trees sought after by European settlers 
were encouraged to grow in areas where indigenous settlements occurred, resulting in localized 
areas of lower species diversity (Williams 2003). 


None of the invasive plants species that exist today were likely in the forests of Captain Smith’s 
time. Most invasive species would not be introduced until later voyages and settlements on the 
eastern seaboard, some long after the Colonial period of American history. Invasive vines like 
kudzu (Pueraria montana, introduced late 1800s), Asiatic bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus, 
introduced 1860s), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica, introduced 1800s), Asiatic tear- 
thumb (Persicaria perfoliata, introduced 1930s), and multiflora rose (Rosa multiflora, 
introduced late 1700s) would not have been overtaking the forest, and no invasive trees, such as 
Bradford pear (Pyrus calleryana, introduced early 1900s), tree-of-heaven (Ailanthus altissima, 
introduced late 1700s), Princesstree (Paulownia tomentosa, introduced 1840s), and Norway 
maple (Acer platanoides, introduced 1700s) would have been competing for canopy space 
(USDA 2016). The wetter forests along the Susquehanna River were not blanketed with 
Japanese stilt-grass (Microstegium vimineum, discovered in 1919) and lesser celadine (Ficaria 
verna, discovered in 1867). 


Similarly, the wildlife inhabiting the forest that Smith observed was likely much more varied 
and abundant than it is today. The aggressive logging that occurred within the eastern United 
States not only removed the forests, but also the animal species that existed within them. This, 
combined with aggressive hunting and fur trading by increasing European populations, resulted 
in extirpations of many wildlife species. This especially includes predator species like black 
bear, wolves, bobcats, minks, and marten that have been locally or regionally extirpated from the 
landscape around the Chesapeake Bay. Notably missing today from the Forest Interior Dwelling 
Species (FIDS) are the passenger pigeons, which were historically described as darkening the 
sky, and the Carolina parakeet, both having gone extinct by the early 1900s (NPS 2009). 


Most notable now along the Susquehanna River is the development and forest loss. What was 
once dense forest has given way to agricultural and cleared lands, in addition to residential and 
commercial areas (USGS 2011). The City of Havre de Grace, the Town of Perryville, and the 
Vulcan Materials quarry did not exist during Smith’s time. Cleared areas likely corresponded to 
indigenous clearing for small agricultural activities, but the large farms present along the river 
today did not exist. Interestingly, between Captain Smith’s visit and the contemporary view of 
the Susquehanna River, there would have been a time when there was less forest than exists 
today. While the density and diversity of the Chesapeake Bay’s primeval forests will never 
return, the eastern U.S. has regained forest when compared to the extensive clearing that 
happened immediately following European arrival. In 1608, an estimated 95 percent of the Bay 
watershed was woodland; by the end of the 1800s, it was estimated at 40 percent. As of 2011, 
the estimate was at 55 percent (CBP 2016). 
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3. INDIGENOUS CULTURAL LANDSCAPES (ICL) 


As stated in the document A Conservation Strategy for the Captain John Smith Chesapeake 
National Historic Trail (January 2013, p. 3): “Indigenous cultural landscapes are landscapes that 
generally encompass cultural and natural resources that would have likely been associated with, 
and supported, the historic lifestyle and settlement patterns of American Indians and that 
exhibited their cultural or esthetic values at the time of early European contact.” 


An ICL (Late Woodland Habitation and Usage Area), possibly including Garrett Island, exists 
within the Project’s APE and vicinity, and contributes to the Trail’s interpretation. ICLs are 
evocative of the resources supporting American Indian lifeways and settlement patterns in the 
early seventeenth century and can assist in preservation efforts and interpretation. 


As described above, both the eastern and western banks of the Susquehanna River segment 
within the Project’s APE and vicinity are highly developed. Modern intrusions in the vicinity of 
the Project include: railroad and highway networks, the existing Susquehanna Rail River Bridge, 
the CSX Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge, Millard E. 
Tydings Memorial Bridge, and residential, commercial and industrial waterfront developments. 
A network of paved roads, agricultural developments and residential areas exist beyond the 
immediate intrusions. The forested and undisturbed areas along the banks of the Susquehanna 
River have been altered over time due to the modern developments and transportation networks 
spanning the APE and vicinity. Consequently, any cultural or natural resources associated with 
the historic settlement patterns of American Indians have been previously impacted by these 
modern intrusions. 


More specifically, the Susquehanna River, its marshes, and surrounding forests were integral to 
the lives of the indigenous tribes in the area. Prior to construction of the Conowingo Dam and 
clearing of extensive forests, the salinities of the upper Chesapeake Bay and mouth of the 
Susquehanna River were likely much higher than today. This is supported by the documentation 
by early Europeans of expansive oyster beds within the river (15 million square yards in 1883) 
(MHC 2001). Indigenous tribes took advantage of this abundance, and consumed large 
quantities of oysters and crabs. With the advent of the bow and arrow, indigenous peoples were 
also able to hunt abundant game, including deer, elk, wolf, bobcat, raccoon, skunk, waterfowl, 
and fish, including sturgeon and gar (MHC 2001). 


There is also evidence that indigenous people were modifying vegetative landscapes to enhance 
the growth of specific food plants, such as weeds in the goosefoot family, certain native mustard 
greens, and amaranth (MHC 2001). Another important plant was the marsh elder shrub in the 
genus Iva. These plants were used for their oily seeds that have a high nutritional content (MHC 
2001). Archaeological evidence also suggests that the native cultures consumed every available 
nut that grew within the area, including hickories, oaks, chestnut, walnut, beech, and others 
(Dent 1995). 


Human-induced changes that occurred to the landscape post-settlement are described in detail 
under Item 2 above. Many of these changes, such as the construction of the Conowingo Dam 
and clearing of primary forest, had dramatic effects on the ICL. For example, the increased 
freshwater and silt runoff following the clearing of forests resulted in a complete loss of oyster 
beds in the Susquehanna River and reductions in crab populations. Many wildlife species were 
extirpated from the area or had significant population declines. The loss of mature forest 
resources greatly reduced the availability of nut trees for food and other practical uses. 
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Consequently, any cultural or natural resources associated with the historic lifestyle and 
settlement patterns of American Indians were previously impacted by these modern intrusions. 


Garrett Island, owned by the U.S. Department of Interior, is located approximately one-third of a 
mile north of the Project, at the northern edge of the Project’s APE. Garrett Island is relatively 
undisturbed and less affected by modern development. There is presently no public access to the 
island from the mainland, except by boat. No elements of the Project would physically be 
located on the island. Therefore, the Project will not have a direct effect on possible cultural 
resources on Garret Island, including those potentially associated with the ICL. 


Visual effects of the Project on the ICL, including Garret Island, were also considered. The 
existing bridge which is the subject of the PE/NEPA effort is visible by commercial and 
recreational boaters near Garrett Island. In addition, the CSX Susquehanna River Rail Bridge for 
freight rail and Thomas J. Hatem Memorial Bridge cross the island. 


The replacement of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge with the two bridges proposed 
with the Project would somewhat alter views from the boaters’ perspective. However, because 
the alignment, height, and dimensions of the proposed bridges would not differ substantially 
from the existing bridge, the Project would not block views of Garrett Island or substantially 
alter views or context of views from near Garrett Island from boaters’ perspective as compared 
to existing conditions. Therefore, the Project will not have a significant visual effect on the 
island as a component of the ICL. 


There is very limited possibility of other ICLs within the architectural APE because of extensive 
development in both Havre de Grace and Perryville. In addition, a number of historic resources 
within the APE were identified by the Project Team as part of the NEPA review and associated 
Section 106 process for the Project. The vast majority of the architectural APE’s waterfront falls 
within a historic resource and has therefore already been thoroughly evaluated in terms of the 
Project’s potential effects on historic and visual resources. On the Havre de Grace side of the 
Susquehanna River, the only portion of the waterfront not within the Havre de Grace Historic 
District is the northernmost part where the historic canal, lock, and toll house are located. On the 
Perryville side, the entire southern portion of the architectural APE’s waterfront along the river 
has been evaluated for potential visual effects as part of either the Perry Point Veterans 
Administration Medical Center Historic District or the Perry Point Mansion House and Mill. The 
northern portion of the architectural APE’s waterfront on the Perryville side of the river consists 
of the Rodgers Tavern immediately adjacent to the location of the Project and modern 
construction to its north. 


4. HISTORIC AMERICAN INDIAN TOWN SITES 


As defined by the CMP, historic American Indian town sites (both leaders’ towns and ordinary 
towns) include but are not limited to those mapped in John Smith’s Chesapeake Voyages 1607 — 
1609, John Smith in the Chesapeake, and others, as preliminarily illustrated in Figure 2.4 of the 
CMP. Based on Figure 2.4 of the CMP and the cultural resources analyses conducted for the 
Project, there are no previously recorded American Indian towns within the Project’s APE. All 
recorded pre-contact sites within the archaeological APE consist of lithic scatter, encampments, 
and short-term procurement camps. If funding becomes available to advance the Project through 
further design and construction, Phase IB archaeological investigations will be conducted; 
however, the presence of historic American town sites is unlikely based on currently available 
information. 
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5. SIGNIFICANT 17" CENTURY AMERICAN INDIAN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SITES 


The goal of the Phase IA Archeological Assessment for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Project (McDonald et al. 2014) was to evaluate the overall level of disturbance within the APE 
as well as identify areas within the APE that have the potential to contain archeological 
resources. This goal was achieved through a two-fold process of reviewing historical 
documentation and field observations to determine the potential integrity of soil deposits and 
evaluate whether conditions are sufficient for the potential preservation of cultural deposits. 


Due to the location of the Project across a major river terrace overlooking the mouth of the 
Chesapeake Bay estuary, areas within the current APE would have been an extremely attractive 
place of settlement to pre-contact peoples. This includes the Nanticoke and Piscataway which 
were quite active in the region prior to European settlement. Additionally, the Susquehannock 
extended throughout the Chesapeake Bay area by 1634. However, due to the intensity of the 
railroad-related ground disturbing activities within the APE, the potential for intact pre-contact 
deposits is low. Particularly, within Havre de Grace, intact pre-contact contexts would most 
likely have had to have been deeply buried in order to have avoided disturbance. Given the 
lower density of settlement during the historic period on the eastern shore of the river 
(Perryville), this portion of the APE has a higher probability for intact pre-contact period sites. 
Indeed, several known sites with pre-contact components have already been identified within the 
vicinity of Perryville. As discussed in the Phase IA report, 23 pre-contact sites had been 
identified within one mile of the archaeological APE. Archaeological sites that provide 
information on more intensive occupations of the immediate area, such as encampments and 
resource procurement camps, have been found on Garrett Island, and outside of the 
archaeological APE, along the eastern shoreline of the Susquehanna River at Perry Point, and 
clustered at the mouth of Mill Creek. 


Two pre-contact encampment sites have been identified on Garrett Island. However, this 198- 
acre island is not included in the Project’s archaeological APE because no ground disturbing 
activities associated with the Project would occur on the island. A variety of pre-contact site 
types from various temporal periods have also been identified at Perry Point. 


Within the Susquehanna River, past archival research efforts and remote sensing surveys 
detailed in the Phase IA report have indicated the potential for submerged historic shipwrecks or 
other vessels as well as potential structural remains associated with the evolution of the Havre de 
Grace Waterfront. These surveys have resulted in the identification of several targets that are 
located within the archeological APE for the project. Submerged cultural resources are subject to 
the natural effects of the environment. In particular, natural river phenomena, such as currents 
and erosion, are known to push sites out of the main channels and closer to shore. The Project 
could affect submerged resources, whose precise locations are not known at this time. 


If/when this Project advances, additional archaeological investigations will be necessary to 
determine the presence and locations of any potential underwater resources, whether they would 
be impacted by Project construction, what types of resources they are, and their cultural and 
temporal associations. Based on the Phase IA Archaeological Assessment, there is a low 
potential for the underwater resources to be associated with the theme of the Trail. The resources 
are more likely associated with 19" and 20" century commercial ships and barges. 


From the Susquehanna River’s eastern shore, also known as Perry Point, to Front Street on both 
sides of the existing railroad corridor there are multiple areas of archaeological sensitivity. Like 
the river itself, the eastern shore is located within the ICL — Late Woodland Habitation and 
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Usage Area. It should be noted that the APE for this project does not encroach on any protected 
lands, as defined in the Chesapeake Bay Program in 2000, and referenced on page 15 of A 
Conservation Strategy for the Captain John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail. The 
portion of the Project located within the ICL may have a higher potential for the presence of pre- 
contact resources including petroglyphs. 


There have been previous archeological investigations in the immediate vicinity of the Project’s 
archaeological APE; however, these investigations did not include all areas that may be 
impacted by the Project. The most significant previously identified resource located within the 
limits of the archaeological APE is the archeological component of the extant Rodgers Tavern. 
The Project could potentially disturb the areas west of the railroad and adjacent to the Rodger's 
Tavern site, which has a high potential for significant archeological resources. 


From Front Street to the Project’s eastern terminus, the majority of the area has been previously 
disturbed by the construction of the intersection of the NEC with the Norfolk Southern Port 
Road rail line and its associated parking lots, supply yards, and other support facilities. 
However, west of this railroad intersection, a group of nineteenth and early twentieth century 
single and multifamily residences are present along the southern edge of Broad Street. These 
areas have the potential to contain intact yard features such as wells, privies, trash middens or 
other cultural deposits. Should it be determined through additional archaeological investigations 
and Project design that cultural deposits are present and are likely to be adversely impacted by 
the Project, mitigation measures to address the impact(s) will be developed in accordance with 
the Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) that is currently being developed for the Project. 


Areas Where Phase IB Archaeological Testing Will Be Conducted 


Prior to construction of the Project, Phase IB archaeological investigations will be completed in 
all portions of the APE that have potential for archaeological resources, as determined in the 
Phase IA Archaeological Assessment, and could be affected by the Preferred Alternative. This 
includes not only terrestrial areas with archaeological potential, but underwater locations as well. 
Areas with archaeological sensitivity within APE are reviewed below. 


e Between N. Juniata Street and N. Union Street, at the northwest corner of the intersection of 
Warren Street and N. Adams Street between the existing railroad and Warren Street. 

e Between N. Union Street and the Susquehanna Riverfront, an area sensitive for resources 
relating to waterfront development. 

e Within the Susquehanna River, given the lack of certainty regarding the locations and 
integrity of underwater archeological resources within the river portion of the APE, Phase I 
underwater archeological studies will examine a buffer zone upstream and downstream. 

e From the Susquehanna River’s eastern shore, also known as Perry Point, to Front Street, 
Phase IB investigations will be conducted for all areas of ground disturbance associated with 
the Proposed Project west of Broad Street/Avenue A. Additionally, portions of the APE 
within the construction, staging, and access areas that have not already been subjected to 
archeological investigations on the east side of the railroad within the ICL — Late Woodland 
Habitation and Usage Area will be considered archeologically sensitive for both pre-contact 
and historic resources. 
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e From Front Street to the Project’s eastern terminus, a systematic Phase IB archeological 
survey will be conducted. The Preferred Alternative changes the alignment of the wye track 
and encroaches into the archeologically sensitive areas. 

A thorough analysis of the Project’s archaeological APE has identified areas that are 

archaeologically sensitive and will be tested via a Phase IB archaeological survey should the 

Project advance toward construction and it be determined these areas could be subject to 

potential effects by the Preferred Alternative. While the ICL is a new, useful tool for assessing 

the APE and potentially significant resources, the portions of the APE contained within the ICL 
have been archaeologically evaluated, as concurred upon by Maryland Historical Trust (MHT). 

Additionally, Amtrak, as the likely project sponsor should this Project advance through further 

design and/or construction, is committed to testing any archaeologically sensitive areas as part of 

a Phase IB survey within the Preferred Alternative APE, including within the ICL as will be set 

forth in the PA. 


6. LANDSCAPE FEATURES AND CULTURAL SITES OF SIGNIFICANCE TO MODERN 
AMERICAN INDIAN TRIBES 


The CMP identifies two criteria in order for a landscape feature or cultural site to be designated 
a high potential historic site. These are: 


e Important historic and interpretive associations (to be obtained through consultation with 
Native American tribes); and 
e Scenic quality and relative freedom from intrusion (CMP, 2011, p. 2-9) 


In August 2014, FRA, as the lead federal agency for Section 106, in coordination with MDOT, 
identified and invited over 20 entities, including several non-federally recognized tribes, to 
participate in the Section 106 process for the Project. There are no federally recognized tribes in 
Maryland. None of the non-federally recognized tribes accepted FRA’s invitation to participate 
as a Section 106 consulting party. 


FRA and MDOT contacted the following tribes: Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc., Assateague 
Peoples Tribe, Nause-Waiwash Band of Indians, Inc., Piscataway Indian Nation, Piscataway- 
Conoy Tribe, Pocomoke Indian Tribe, Inc., Southeastern Cherokee Council, Inc. (Many Waters 
Band), Youghiogheny River Band of Shawnee Indians, Inc., and the Maryland Commission on 
Indian Affairs. 


The Southeastern Cherokee Council, Inc. declined to participate as a consulting party, stating it 
is not a federally recognized tribe. The Paramount Chief of the Pocomoke Indian Nation 
attended two Section 106 meetings (on March 9, 2015 and on August 18, 2015) and expressed 
interest in archeological resources in the Project area and concern with sensitive handling of 
such resources, including petroglyphs and human remains. The Project Team shared the Section 
106 meeting minutes and the Phase IA Archeological Assessment in response to the request 
from the Paramount Chief of the Pocomoke Indian Nation. 


All tribes that FRA and MDOT contacted were also invited to attend Section 106 Consulting 
Parties meetings but with the exception of the Pocomoke Indian Nation, the tribes did not 
respond or provide information regarding potential landscape features or cultural sites of 
significance within the Project APE. 


There are extensive modern intrusions within the APE that limit the possibility for the presence 
of landscape features or cultural sites of significance to American Indian tribes at present. The 
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PA that is currently being developed for the Project will include stipulations for further tribal 
outreach and consultation should future archaeological investigations or Project construction 
activities encounter resources that may be of religious and cultural significance to tribes. 


7. CROSS SITES 


As defined in the CMP, a Captain John Smith cross site is a general location in proximity to the 
trail where Smith’s maps indicate that he or others placed a brass cross, marking the limits of 
their exploration. These sites are generally known on the basis of interpretation of Smith’s maps, 
his journal writings, and scholarly research. There are no such sites in or near the Project APE 
(See Figure 2.7b of the CMP). The nearest John Smith cross site is approximately four miles 
north of the Project, on the western shore of the Lower Susquehanna. It would not be affected by 
the Project. 


8. PUBLIC ACCESS SITES 


In addition to trail-related resources (listed in 1-7 above), the CMP lists public access to water as 
important in identifying “high potential route segments” of the Trail. According to the CMP, 
access sites are places where the public can view Smith’s voyage routes from the land or gain 
physical access to the water along the voyage routes for boating, fishing, swimming or other 
recreational use. Public access sites are important to the Trail in the context of the other trail- 
related resources and not significant to the interpretation of the Trail on their own. The public 
access locations within the APE are also not individually eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. 


The Project’s APE and vicinity includes several publicly-accessible waterfront parks, as well as 
several private marinas and municipal boat ramps. There are a boat launch, kayak launch and 
fishing pier in the Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park (Park), which offers public access to the 
Susquehanna River. The Preferred Alternative includes the construction of an elevated structure 
above the Park that would require modification of the existing park infrastructure. This structure 
would prohibit public access within the Amtrak right-of-way and would require the removal of 
the boat ramp area and a portion of the pier located at the Park. The Project Team will continue 
to work with the City of Havre de Grace to ensure that a replacement for the Park’s boat launch 
is provided in a suitable location. In addition, the Perryville Community Park is also located east 
of the existing NEC along the peninsula between Mill Creek and the Susquehanna River. The 
Perryville Community Park has a kayak launch that will not be impacted by the Preferred 
Alternative. 


CONCLUSION 


To assess whether the portion of the Trail within the Project’s APE is eligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP, FRA evaluated the extent to which the APE contains any of the Trail’s eight categories 
of high potential historic sites, using the criteria defined in the CMP. The following is a 
summary of the analysis presented in this document: 


e Significant Voyage Stops. The CMP evaluated the only identified stop in the Project’s APE 
and determined it was not a high potential historic site, presumably due to the fact that the 
site does not meet the criteria for being generally free from intrusion by modern 
development. 

e Evocative Landscapes. The CMP does not list the Susquehanna River as one of the sites 
that are highly evocative of the 17" century. Based on the Project Team’s extensive field 
surveys, FRA has classified the above-ground APE as containing extensively fragmented 
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landscapes, and therefore not meeting the criteria of possessing a feeling that expresses the 
aesthetic or historic sense of a particular period of time. 

e Indigenous Cultural Landscapes (ICL). An ICL, possibly including Garrett Island, exists 
within the Project’s above-ground APE; however, the amount of modern development in 
close proximity to Garrett Island limits this resource’s ability to meet the criteria for being 
generally free from intrusion by modern development. 

e Historic American Indian Town Sites. No previously recorded Native American villages 
are documented within the limits of the Project’s archaeological APE. 

e Significant 17" Century American Indian Archaeological Sites. Although the Phase IB 
archaeological investigation for the Project has not yet been conducted, the Phase IA 
assessment indicated that due to the intensity of the railroad activities within the 
archaeological APE, the potential for intact pre-contact deposits is low. 

e Landscape Features and Cultural Sites of Significance to Modern American Indian 
Tribes. No Tribes contacted regarding the Project responded with any information regarding 
the presence of such landscape features or cultural sites. 

e Cross Sites. There are no Captain John Smith cross sites in or near the Project. 

e Public Access Sites. The Project’s APE and vicinity include several publicly-accessible 
waterfront parks, as well as several private marinas and municipal boat ramps. The presence 
of public access sites is relevant only in the context of the other seven trail-related resources 
and on its own does not make the segment of the Trail within the Project’s APE eligible for 
NRHP. 


As explained in the CMP, “a high potential route segment must have a much greater than 
average aggregation of trail-related resources within the trail corridor.” Although the CMP 
designates the Susquehanna River as a high potential route segment (see 2011, Figure 2.7b), 
based on the Project Team’s evaluation to date, the portion of the Trail within the Project’s APE 
does not contain “a much greater than average aggregation of trail-related resources” and 
therefore does not meet the criteria for inclusion in the NRHP. At this time, no funding has been 
allocated for Project construction. If/when the Project advances through further design and to 
construction, additional consideration of the Trail resources may be necessary. Such a 
reevaluation will include findings of any Phase IB archaeological investigations for the Project. 
This potential need to reconsider the NRHP eligibility of the portion of the Trail in the Project’s 
APE will be a stipulation in the PA. Such additional evaluation would also utilize any NPS 
information that may become available in the future. As a Section 106 consulting party, NPS 
will have the opportunity to review and comment on the draft PA before it is executed, as well as 
advise FRA of any new or updated information that may be relevant to an NRHP eligibility 
evaluation of the Trail. 
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PROJECT PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 


Among the 
FEDERAL RAILROAD ADMINISTRATION, 
MARYLAND STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER, 
And 
NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION, 


Regarding the 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 
BETWEEN HAVRE DE GRACE, HARFORD COUNTY, MARYLAND 
AND PERRYVILLE, CECIL COUNTY, MARYLAND 


WHEREAS, the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, located along the National 
Railroad Passenger Corporation’s (Amtrak) Northeast Corridor (NEC) between the City of Havre 
de Grace, Harford County, and the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, was constructed in 1906 and 
is nearing the end of its useful life, with existing structural and operational deficiencies that cannot 
accommodate projected regional high-speed travel requirements on the NEC; and 


WHEREAS, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) has provided funding through 
the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program to the Maryland Department of 
Transportation (MDOT) to carry out preliminary engineering (PE) and environmental assessment in 
compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. § 4321 et. seq.) (NEPA) for 
alternatives to replace the existing bridge; and 


WHEREAS, FRA is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) pursuant to NEPA 
and has coordinated the NEPA processes with consultation pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (54 U.S.C. § 306108) (NHPA), as amended, and its 
implementing regulations at 36 CFR § 800 (hereinafter collectively referred to as Section 106); and 


WHEREAS, the Preferred Alternative identified in the EA consists of demolition and 
replacement of the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and construction of two new two-track 
bridges over the Susquehanna River with a new track alignment with an embankment and retaining 
walls (hereinafter referred to as the Project) (Attachment 1); and 


WHEREAS, Amtrak, owner and operator of the NEC and the existing Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge, has acted as the Project designer responsible for carrying out the preliminary 
engineering in support of the NEPA process; and 


WHEREAS, FRA has determined that, should FRA provide financial assistance for the 
Project, it would be an undertaking pursuant to Section 106, and FRA would be responsible for 
compliance with Section 106; and 


WHEREAS, should FRA provide financial assistance for the Project (which could 
include financial assistance for further design, property acquisition, demolition, construction, and 
other related activities), FRA intends to use this Project Programmatic Agreement (PA) to satisfy its 
Section 106 responsibilities; and 


WHEREAS, FRA, in consultation with the Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer 
(MD SHPO), has defined the Project’s area of potential effects (APE) for historic architecture 
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(Attachments 2 and 3) and conducted technical studies for both historic architecture and archeology 
pursuant to Section 106 (Attachment 4); and 


WHEREAS, FRA invited parties to consult in the Section 106 process and some 
accepted, and FRA has consulted with 1) Cecil County Government; 2) City of Havre de Grace; 3) 
Friends of Concord Point Lighthouse, Inc.; 4) Harford County Government; 5) Havre de Grace 
Decoy Museum; 6) Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway; 7) National Park Service (NPS), 
Chesapeake Bay Office; 8) National Railway Historical Society, Perryville Chapter; 9) Town of 
Perryville; 10) MDOT; and 11) Maryland Transit Administration (MTA) regarding the effects of 
the Project on historic properties, and has afforded the public-at-large an opportunity to comment 
through the concurrent NEPA public involvement process; and 


WHEREAS, through consultation, FRA has identified the following thirteen (13) 
architectural historic properties in the APE that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (see Attachments 2 and 3): 


1. Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and nine undergrade bridges (collectively known as the 
“Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Overpasses”) (HA-1712) 

2. Havre de Grace Historic District (HA-1125) 

3. Perryville United Methodist Church (CE-1573) 

4. Perryville Presbyterian Church (CE-1574) 

5. Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll House 
(HA-112; HA-113) 

6. Martha Lewis (skipjack) (HA-2189) 

7. Rodgers Tavern (CE-129) 

8. Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works) (CE-112) 

9. Perry Point Mansion House and Mill (CE-146; CE-244) 

10. Perryville Railroad Station (CE-1442) 

11. Perry Point Veterans Administration (VA) Medical Center Historic District (CE-1544) 

12. Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Course Clubhouse) (CE-1566) 

13. Woodlands Farm Historic District (CE-145); and 


WHEREAS, through consultation, FRA has determined that the Project, if constructed, 
will have an adverse effect on the following four historic properties: 


1. Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and eight of the nine Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Overpasses that carry the NEC (Mill Creek Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 59.00; 
Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 59.39; Access Road Undergrade 
Bridge at Milepost 59.52; North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 60.51; 
North Stokes Street Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 60.56; Centennial Lane Undergrade 
Bridge at Milepost 60.61; North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 60.69; and 
North Juniata Street Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 60.77) (HA-1712) 

2. Havre de Grace Historic District (HA-1125) 

Rodgers Tavern (CE-129) 

4. Perryville Railroad Station, including the Station, the Perryville Railroad Station 
Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 59.39, and the Perryville Interlocking Tower (CE-1442) 


iss) 


WHEREAS, through consultation, FRA has determined that the Project is located in an 
area with the potential for the presence of both pre- and post-contact archeological resources, but 
that the identification of and effects on archeological resources cannot be fully determined based on 
the current PE design; and 
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WHEREAS, through consultation, FRA has elected to complete the final identification, 
evaluation, and effects assessment on archeological resources in phases, pursuant to 36 CFR § 
800.4(b)(2) and 800.5(a)(3), and in accordance with the ongoing consultation process specified in 
this PA pursuant to 36 CFR § 800.14(b); and 


WHEREAS, FRA has invited Amtrak, as the Project designer, and owner and operator of 
the NEC, to participate in this PA as an invited signatory with responsibilities under this PA, and 
Amtrak has accepted; and 


WHEREAS, FRA intends to invite the following four consulting parties to be concurring 
parties under this PA: MDOT, MTA, City of Havre de Grace, and Town of Perryville; 
and 


WHEREAS, MD SHPO agrees that fulfillment of the terms of this PA will satisfy the 
responsibilities of any Maryland state agency under the requirements of the Maryland Historical 
Trust Act of 1985, as amended, State Finance and Procurement Article §§ 5A-325 and 5A-326 of 
the Annotated Code of Maryland, for any components of the Project that require licensing, 
permitting, and/or funding actions from Maryland state agencies; and 


WHEREAS, in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.6(a)(1), FRA has notified the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) of its adverse effect determination and intention to enter 
into a PA with specified documentation by letter dated August 1, 2014, and the ACHP, by letter 
dated August 22, 2014, declined to participate in the consultation pursuant to 36 CFR § 
800.6(a)(1)(iii); and 


NOW, THEREFORE, FRA, MD SHPO, and Amtrak (each a signatory and together 
signatories) agree the Project will be implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in 
order to take into account the effect of the Project on historic properties. 


STIPULATIONS 


I. APPLICABILITY 
A. With the exception of the provisions regarding the identification, assessment, and 
adoption of treatment measures in Stipulations VI, VII, and VIII, this PA applies to 
FRA’s undertaking and only binds FRA if FRA provides financial assistance for 
activities necessary to advance the Project toward and/or through construction. 


B. Notwithstanding Stipulation I.A., this PA applies to all of Amtrak’s activities 
necessary to advance the Project toward and/or through construction, including, but 
not limited to, further design, acquisition of property for the Project, demolition, and 
construction that are funded with any amount of financial assistance from FRA or 
non-federal funds. Nothing herein shall be interpreted as agreement by Amtrak that 
Section 106 applies to other Amtrak projects with independent utility that use 
exclusively non-federal funds. This PA does not apply to actions or activities having 
independent utility that Amtrak may carry out, including the normal maintenance, 
upkeep, and continued safe operation of the NEC. 


C. This PA could apply should another federal agency have an undertaking as part of the 
Project; that agency may adopt this PA and agree to comply with its terms to fulfill 
its Section 106 responsibilities, as provided for in Stipulation XIV. 
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Il. 


III. 


TIMING 

Activities necessary to advance the Project toward and/or through construction may be 
phased or implemented incrementally, as appropriate, relative to the schedule(s) and 
funding availability for further design and construction. 


ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 
A. FRA, as a signatory and the lead federal agency for the NEPA work related to the 


Project, has authority to execute, amend, and/or terminate this PA. FRA will ensure 
that the identification, assessment, and adoption of treatment measures are carried out 
in accordance with the procedures established in Stipulations VI, VII, and VIII, 
regardless of whether or not FRA provides financial assistance for activities 
necessary to advance the Project toward and/or through construction. If FRA 
provides financial assistance for the Project, in addition to ensuring that the 
identification, assessment, and adoption of treatment measures are carried out in 
accordance with the procedures established in Stipulations VI, VII, and VIII, FRA 
will also ensure that all other stipulations and procedures in this PA are carried out, 
as appropriate, in accordance with the terms prescribed in this PA. If FRA provides 
financial assistance for activities necessary to advance the Project toward and/or 
through construction, FRA will continue to consult with all parties identified in the 
initial Section 106 consultation process resulting in the creation of this PA, and FRA 
will identify and invite additional consulting parties, as needed, to participate in the 
implementation of this PA. 


MD SHPO, as a signatory with responsibility for regulatory review and compliance, 
has authority to execute, amend, and/or terminate this PA and is also responsible for 
providing formal review and comment for actions requiring the same as part of 
carrying out this PA. 


Amtrak, as an invited signatory, has the same rights with regard to seeking 
amendment and/or termination of this PA as other signatories and will ensure that 
specified stipulations and procedures, for which it has assumed responsibility, are 
carried out in accordance with the terms prescribed in this PA. 


Consulting parties include certain additional individuals or organizations with a 
demonstrated interest in the Project who have already participated in, or who may 
later join in as consulting parties in the Section 106 process due to the nature of their 
legal or economic relation to the Project or affected properties, or their concern with 
the Project’s effects on historic properties. Consulting parties, who may also have 
signed this PA as a concurring party, retain their rights as consulting parties to 
participate in on-going consultation prescribed by this PA, and attain no additional 
rights relative to this PA. 


Concurring parties are consulting parties who have been invited to concur in this PA. 
Concurring parties to this PA are able to review and comment on draft documentation 
prepared pursuant to stipulations herein. 


IV. PROFESSIONAL QUALIFICATIONS AND STANDARDS 


A. Amtrak will ensure that all work carried out pursuant to this PA will be done by or 


under the direct supervision of a qualified professional in the disciplines of 


Project Programmatic Agreement DRAFT 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project February 23, 2017 
Page 5 of 25 


Archeology, Architectural History and/or Historic Architecture who meets the 
relevant standards outlined in the Secretary of the Interior’s (SOI) Professional 
Qualifications Standards for Archeology and Historic Preservation (36 CFR § 61) 
(http://www.nps.gov/history/locallaw/arch_stnds 9.htm). 


B. Implementation of the stipulations pursuant to this PA will utilize, as appropriate, the 
following regulations, policies, standards, and guidelines, or any subsequent 
replacements of or revisions to same: 


e Section 106, NHPA, as amended, and its implementing regulations (36 CFR § 
800) 

e The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties 
with Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing 
Historic Buildings (National Park Service 1995) 

e Historic American Buildings Survey Guide to Field Documentation (National Park 
Service, May 16, 2011) 

e Historic American Buildings Survey Guidelines for Historical Reports (National 
Park Service 2007) 

e Heritage Documentation Programs, HABS/HAER/HALS Photography Guidelines 
(National Park Service, November 2011, updated June 2015) 

e Standards and Guidelines for Architectural and Historical Investigations in 
Maryland (Maryland Historical Trust, 2000) 

e Guidelines for Compliance-Generated Determinations of Eligibility (DOEs) 
(Maryland Historical Trust, 2002) 

e Standards for Submission of Digital Images to the Maryland Inventory of Historic 
Properties (Maryland Historical Trust, effective January 2008, revised January 
2015) 

e = Archeology and Historic Preservation: Secretary of the Interior's Standards and 
Guidelines (48 FR 44716) 

e Section 106 Archaeology Guidance (ACHP, 2009) 

e Standards and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland 
(Maryland Historical Trust, 1994) 

e Collections and Conservation Standards, Technical Update No. 1 of the Standards 
and Guidelines for Archeological Investigations in Maryland (Maryland 
Historical Trust, Revised 2005) 

e Curation of Federally-Owned and Administered Archeological Collections (36 
CFR § 79) 

e Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of 1990 (43 CFR § 10, 
as amended) 

e Maryland Burial Law (Title 10 Subtitle 4 §§ 10-401 through 10-404 of the 
Annotated Code of Maryland) 

e Policy Statement Regarding Treatment of Burial Sites, Human Remains and 
Funerary Objects (ACHP, February 23, 2007) 


V. TREATMENT MEASURES FOR ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 
A. Amtrak, in consultation with the signatories and other consulting parties and, if using 
FRA financial assistance for activities necessary to advance the Project toward and/or 
through construction, as directed by and under the authority of FRA, will mitigate 
Project effects on architectural historic properties according to the stipulations and 
procedures outlined below. Amtrak will initiate the architectural stipulations and 
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complete the stipulations in accordance with the Project phasing and the deadlines 
established herein. 


B. Prior to initiating construction, Amtrak will complete evaluations of the following 
three National Historic Trails within the undertaking’s APE to determine if any 
segments of these trails are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP: Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National Historic Trail, Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail, 
and the Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route National Historic Trail. As 
part of the evaluation, Amtrak will consult with the respective NPS trail 
Superintendent. If Amtrak in consultation with FRA (if providing financial assistance 
for the Project), MD SHPO, and NPS identify any additional resources listed in or 
eligible for listing in the NRHP, Amtrak will follow the procedures described in 
Section VII. 


C. Design Review 
1. To the extent practicable, Amtrak will make commercially reasonable efforts to 


ensure that the design of the Project is compatible with affected historic 
properties and conforms to the guidance contained in the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties (“Standards”). For 
those components of the Project that may affect historic resources, Amtrak will 
develop design documents in consultation with MD SHPO and the concurring 
parties. MD SHPO review of design documents (plans and specifications) will 
occur at approximately 30% design and 60% design. These reviews will be 
limited to determining whether proposed designs are compatible with affected 
historic properties and in conformance with the Standards. Amtrak will submit 
design documents, with an explanation of how the proposed design conforms to 
the Standards to concurring parties and MD SHPO for review and comment. 
Amtrak, in consultation with MD SHPO and FRA (if providing financial 
assistance for the Project), will resolve any design and preservation issues 
identified by MD SHPO during the 30% design review prior to submission of 
60% design level documents. 

2. Amtrak will ensure individual historic properties and contributing elements of 
historic districts are clearly labeled on all relevant Project plan sheets. 

3. Amtrak will consult with MD SHPO and concurring parties to determine which 
aspects of the design will require additional SHPO coordination regarding 
exterior appearance. For those features for which MD SHPO or concurring 
parties request more information, Amtrak will submit to MD SHPO and the 
concurring parties additional material such as color renderings, catalog 
documentation, or material samples. 

4. Amtrak will consider design review comments provided by the signatories and 
concurring parties, but ultimately is responsible for ensuring that the structural 
and engineering design of bridges and other structures meets engineering and 
safety standards for passenger and freight railroads. 

5. To the extent practicable, Amtrak will design the proposed new bridges, 
including the bridge superstructure and piers, to reflect traditional design features 
and to preserve the existing viewshed from the Havre de Grace Historic District. 

6. Amtrak will design the alterations to the eight Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
overpasses in accordance with the Standards. The proposed treatment will 
include design of the new extensions to include a form liner that emulates the 
look, color, and texture of the bridges’ existing stone; the installation of lighting 
to improve the safety beneath the bridges, and, to the extent practicable, steps to 
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10. 


11. 


eliminate the water infiltration and mineral seepage in the existing stone material. 
Amtrak will develop an aesthetic treatment for the retaining wall that is to be 
constructed in close proximity to Rodgers Tavern. The treatment plan will 
include consideration of utilizing a stone form liner to emulate the look, color, 
and texture of the stone in the Rodgers Tavern. 

For any proposed retaining wall that has the potential to affect a historic property, 
Amtrak will design the new wall in accordance with the Standards. 

Amtrak will develop plans in accordance with the Standards in order to relocate 
the Perryville Interlocking Tower to a new location that is within the NEC right- 
of-way and is in close proximity to the Perryville Railroad Station. 

Amtrak will replace in-kind sections of the existing signature sidewalks on Union 
Avenue, Otsego Street, and Water Street in Havre de Grace damaged during 
Project construction. 

If the bridge construction staging area occurs on the publicly-owned land along 
Water Street, Union Avenue, and/or St. Johns Street in Havre de Grace, Amtrak 
will repair portions of the sites damaged during Project staging or construction, 
including, as needed, removal of hard pack stone and the replanting of lawn 
areas, the planting of trees and shoreline buffer areas, and the installation (or re- 
installation) of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park and/or David R. Craig Park 
improvements. 


D. Historic Properties Construction Protection Plan 


1. 


Amtrak will prepare and enforce a Historic Properties Construction Protection 
Plan (Protection Plan) to protect against, monitor for, and manage construction- 
related physical effects on identified historic properties. The Protection Plan will 
apply to historic properties located inside, adjacent to, or above the Project limits 
of disturbance, stockpile locations, construction staging areas, tunneling zones, 
and any other area where Project activities may take place. 

At minimum, the Protection Plan will: identify and map all historic 
properties subject to the Protection Plan; require security fencing; establish 
vibration thresholds; address potential ground displacements; provide 
monitoring; and create a publicly- accessible telephone hotline and 
emergency response procedure for reporting and addressing threats or physical 
damage to historic properties. 

Amtrak will develop and distribute the draft Protection Plan with the 90% 
Project plan sheets and specification documents to the signatories and 
concurring parties for review and comment following the steps described in 
Stipulation XI. Amtrak will deliver to the signatories and concurring parties the 
final Protection Plan with delivery of the 100% Project plan sheets and 
specification documents. 


E. Historic American Buildings Survey (HABS)/Historic American Engineering Record 


(HAER) Documentation 


1. 


Amtrak will prepare individual Level I] HABS/HAER written and photographic 
documentation for deposit with NPS and MD SHPO for the following historic 
resources: 

a) Susquehanna River Rail Bridge: Amtrak will prepare a HAER recordation of 
this historic property focusing on the bridge, which is both individually 
eligible for the NRHP and a contributing element of the Havre de Grace 
Historic District. Photographic documentation will record the complete 
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bridge structure and its swing mechanism, setting, and wider railroad 
corridor within the vicinity of the Susquehanna River. Written 
documentation will focus on the history of transportation in the region, the 
role of the Pennsylvania Railroad, and the story behind the final location, 
design, engineering, and method of construction used for building the 
existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. 

b) Eight Overpass Bridges: Amtrak will prepare HAER recordations of these 
historic resources focusing on the bridges and their settings. All eight bridges 
contribute to the significance of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge; the 
North Freedom Lane Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 60.51; North Stokes 
Street Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 60.56; Centennial Lane Undergrade 
Bridge at Milepost 60.61; and North Adams Street Undergrade Bridge at 
Milepost 60.69 contribute to the Havre de Grace Historic District; and the 
Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge at Milepost 59.39 contributes 
to the Perryville Railroad Station complex. The photographic documentation 
will record the bridges, their retaining walls, and the surrounding resources, 
including the Havre de Grace Historic District and the Perryville Station 
complex. The written documentation will address the bridges’ construction 
as part of the Pennsylvania Railroad’s early 20" century construction 
campaign; the railroad’s overall construction and evolution; the importance 
of the stone architecture construction and the relationship to locally quarried 
stone; and the importance of alleys in the physical development of Havre de 
Grace. 

c) Perryville Interlocking Tower: Amtrak will prepare a HAER recordation of 
this resource focusing on the structure and setting of the tower, including the 
Perryville Station and the Perryville Railroad Station Undergrade Bridge at 
Milepost 59.39. The written documentation will address the structure’s 
significance as part of the Pennsylvania Railroad’s early 20" century building 
campaign as well as the station complex’s architectural significance. 

2. Amtrak will consult with the NPS Northeast Region HABS/HAER office on the 
final scope, content, format, and disposition of each recordation effort. This 
includes consideration of a procedure for an interim submission of the 
photographic documentation for NPS review and approval, in order to release the 
structures for construction activities prior to completion of the remaining 
recordation package. Amtrak will prepare the photographic documentation using 
digital images consistent with Level IT HABS/HAER photography guidelines 
contained in Stipulation IV.B. 

3. Where possible, the HABS/HAER written documentation will draw upon 
original construction documents, historic photographs, and oral interviews with 
local residents or individuals possessing special knowledge. Potential 
repositories to consult for information on individual buildings, structures, and 
railroad resources include, but are not limited to, the Amtrak archive, National 
Archives, Maryland State Archives, Maryland Historical Society, Pennsylvania 
State Archives, and Hagley Archives. 

4. As relevant, the content of the HABS/HAER documentation will draw upon 
research and documentation carried out as part of the interpretive displays 
(Stipulation V.F.). 

5. Amtrak will initiate each HABS/HAER recordation when funds are committed for 
activities necessary to advance the Project toward and/or through construction that 
will affect historic properties and/or contributing elements to historic 
districts. Amtrak will complete the photographic recordation phase prior to 
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the initiation of construction activities associated with the historic property 
or contributing element to be documented. Amtrak will leave each building or 
structure and its associated parcel of land in an unaltered appearance until the 
photographic documentation phase is completed. 

6. Unless otherwise agreed to by NPS and MD SHPO, Amtrak will ensure that all 
documentation is completed and accepted by HABS/HAER prior to the 
commencement of construction and/or demolition activities associated with the 
historic property or contributing element to be documented. 

7. Unless otherwise agreed to by NPS and MD SHPO, Amtrak will provide final 
copies of each HABS/HAER recordation document to NPS and MD SHPO, and 
offer copies to FRA, the Maryland State Archives, Maryland Historical Society, 
City of Havre de Grace, the Town of Perryville, the Historical Society of Cecil 
County, the Historical Society of Harford County, the Lower Susquehanna 
Heritage Greenway, the B&O Railroad Museum, and the Pennsylvania Railroad 
Technical & Historical Society. 


F. Interpretive Displays 

1. Amtrak will prepare historic interpretive material related to the importance of the 
transportation history of Havre de Grace and Perryville, including a film that 
documents the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge in operation. In consultation with 
the signatories and the concurring parties, Amtrak will first develop a plan that 
specifies what interpretive material will be developed, what historic themes will 
be included, and where the material will be located. Possible interpretive themes 
for the displays include, but are not limited to, the area’s transportation history 
and how it affected the development of the area as a regional commercial center; 
the convergence of multiple forms of transportation, e.g., ferry, canal, rail, and 
roadway; the history of the Pennsylvania Railroad and its development of the 
NEC; the architectural and engineering importance of the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge and the associated overpass bridges; the use of locally quarried Port 
Deposit granite; and relevant themes associated with the Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National Historic Trail, the Star-Spangled Banner National Historic 
Trail, and the Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route National Historic 
Trail. 

2. To the extent practicable, the content of the interpretive displays will draw upon 
research and documentation carried out as part of the HABS/HAER recordation 
(Stipulation V.E.) and archeological studies (Stipulation VI) prescribed in this 
PA. This includes any oral interviews with local residents or individuals 
possessing special knowledge. 

3. Amtrak will submit draft and final outlines, text copy, and exhibition scripts for 
the interpretive displays to the signatories and concurring parties for review and 
comment following the steps described in Stipulation XI. 


G. Salvage Bridge Components 
1. Prior to demolition activities, Amtrak will engage a qualified professional(s) 

meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards for 
Archeology and Historic Preservation in the disciplines of Architectural History 
or Historic Architecture to examine the bridge and identify materials 
recommended for salvage. Examples of appropriate salvage materials include, 
but are not limited to: part of a deck truss, the swing span pier top with its ring 
and pinion gear assembly and turning casters, the top layer of granite from the 
circular pier, the motor and drive assembly, the control house, the dedication 
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plaque embedded in an original bridge pier near the Perryville shoreline, and 
a large dedication plaque mounted into the face of the current westerly 
abutment. 

2. Amtrak will make a reasonable and good-faith effort to ensure standard care is used 
in removing the materials identified for salvage, transporting them to storage, 
and securing them from vandalism, theft, and weather, in accordance with all 
applicable statues and regulations. If salvage items are found to possess or are 
judged likely to be contaminated by hazardous material or waste, Amtrak may 
withdraw the material without making it available for use and handle and dispose 
of the same in accordance with applicable statutes and regulations. However, 
Amtrak will not be required to affirmatively certify the condition of salvaged 
material as safe or appropriate for any particular use. 

3. Amtrak will hold the salvaged material for a period of 12 months from the time it 
is placed into storage, and make it available free of charge and during reasonable 
hours. Amtrak will not be responsible for delivering the salvaged material to a 
party that accepts ownership. At the end of the retention period, Amtrak may sell 
or dispose of the remaining unused materials in accordance with applicable 
statutes and regulations. Nothing herein shall be interpreted to require Amtrak to 
donate material owned by Amtrak in contravention to internal Amtrak policies 
and procedures relating to the donation or gifting of Amtrak property. 

4. Amtrak will provide for a means of notifying the public as to the availability of 
the salvaged material. Amtrak will provide all material for salvage on an “as-is, 
where-is” basis, and will make no warranty as to condition, suitability, 
serviceability, or degree of contamination for any intended subsequent use. 
Amtrak will prepare and deliver a written receipt specifying the terms of 
acceptance of the salvaged material to all recipients for their review and 
signature. The receipts will become a part of the official Project record. 
Recipients will be required to indemnify Amtrak and other signatories of this PA 
against any and all claims arising from the acquisition and use of received 
salvaged materials. 

5. Amtrak will consult with the signatories and concurring parties on the materials 
proposed for salvage and the provisions and procedures for notification to the 
public of the availability of salvage materials following the steps outlined in 
Stipulation XI. Amtrak will incorporate the same into its final plans and 
specifications for the removal and staging/storage of the salvaged materials. 


VI. TREATMENT MEASURES FOR ARCHEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

A. Amtrak, in consultation with the signatories and other consulting parties, will identify 
and assess Project effects on archeological historic properties according to the 
stipulations and procedures outlined below. Amtrak will initiate the archeological 
stipulations and complete the stipulations, including mitigation measures, in 
accordance with the Project phasing and the deadlines established herein. Amtrak 
will complete mitigation measures as directed by and under the authority of FRA. 
Amtrak will ensure that no ground-disturbing activities associated with the Project 
take place in areas subject to archeological investigation until the required fieldwork 
is completed and reviewed by the MD SHPO and the location is formally released for 
ground-disturbing activities to commence. 


B. Define Archeological APE 
In consultation with FRA and MD SHPO, Amtrak will define the Project APE for 
archeology (36 CFR § 800.16(d)). The archeological APE will include the Project’s 
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limits of disturbance, which consists of the area in which ground disturbance is 
expected to take place, and can include excavation sites, construction staging areas, 
material disposal sites, temporary access roads, utility and storm water management 
sites, and off-site mitigation sites. The archeological APE is subject to change as 
Project plans advance. 


C. Supplemental Phase I Survey 

1. At such time that Amtrak commences additional phases of engineering design, 
and subject to available funding, but no later than when funding is available for 
final design, Amtrak will conduct a Supplemental Phase IA archeological survey 
to update the initial Phase IA archeological survey completed in August 2014, 
and to further refine the archeological context, sensitivity, and predictive models 
for the location of potential sites within the archeological APE. 

2. Amtrak will prepare and submit a technical report containing the results of the 
Supplemental Phase IA archeological survey, together with proposed 
recommendations and required work plans for Phase IB testing surveys, if any, to 
FRA for review. Upon FRA’s approval, Amtrak will submit the Phase IA report 
to MD SHPO and other consulting parties for review and comment following the 
steps described in Stipulation XI. 

3. Amtrak will complete one or more Phase IB survey(s), as appropriate, to identify 
archeological resources. 

4. Amtrak will prepare and submit a technical report(s) containing the results of 
each Phase IB survey, together with proposed recommendations and required 
work plans for Phase II survey, if any, to FRA for review. Upon FRA’s approval, 
Amtrak will submit the Phase IB report(s) to MD SHPO and other consulting 
parties, as appropriate, for review and comment following the steps described in 
Stipulation XI. 


D. Phase II Evaluation 

1. Amtrak will complete one or more Phase II survey(s), as appropriate, to evaluate 
the NRHP eligibility of any intact archeological resources that may be affected 
by the Project. 

2. Amtrak will prepare and submit a technical report(s) containing the results of 
each Phase II survey, together with proposed NRHP eligibility recommendations, 
to FRA for review. Upon FRA’s approval, Amtrak will submit the Phase II 
report(s) to MD SHPO and other consulting parties, as requested, for review and 
comment following the steps described in Stipulation XI. The technical 
document(s) may be combined with the effects assessment as outlined in 
Stipulation VI.D.3, below. 

3. Amtrak will prepare one or more document(s) containing an assessment of 
Project effects on archeological historic properties according to the criteria of 
adverse effects (36 CFR § 800.5), and submit the document(s) to FRA for 
review. Upon FRA’s approval, Amtrak will submit the effects assessment 
document(s) to MD SHPO and other consulting parties, as appropriate, for 
review and comment following the steps described in Stipulation XI. If FRA, in 
consultation with the signatories and other consulting parties, determines that an 
archeological historic property will be adversely affected by the Project, the 
signatories and other consulting parties, as appropriate, will consult on strategies 
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the adverse effect. Examples include, but are not 
limited to, avoidance, protection, alternative mitigation, or data recovery. The 
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effects assessment may be combined with the technical report as outlined in 
Stipulation VI.D.2, above. 

4. Amtrak will memorialize the approach and treatment measures to resolve adverse 
effects to archeological historic properties in a document submitted to the 
signatories and other consulting parties, as appropriate, for review and comment 
following the steps described in Stipulation XI. 

5. Upon FRA’s approval of the approach and treatment measures memorialized in 
accordance with Section VI.D.4., above, Amtrak will carry out the approved 
approach and treatment measures. 


E. Phase HI Data Recovery 

1. Ifan adverse effect cannot be avoided or alternatively mitigated, Amtrak, in 
consultation with signatories and other consulting parties, will mitigate the 
adverse effect through a program of data recovery. 

2. Amtrak will prepare and submit one or more plan(s) for conducting Phase III 
data recoveries to the signatories and other consulting parties, as appropriate, for 
review and comment following the steps described in Stipulation XI. At a 
minimum, each data recovery plan will include: 

a) A list of research questions to be addressed, with a discussion of their 
relevance and importance; 

b) Methods to be used for fieldwork and laboratory analysis, with a justification 
of their cost-effectiveness and how they apply to the particular sites and the 
research questions; 

c) A schedule for completing field and laboratory work, and submitting draft 
and final documents for MD SHPO’s review and comment; 

d) Methods to be used in managing and curating artifacts, data, and other 
records; 

e) Procedures for evaluating and treating unanticipated discoveries consistent 
with the provisions of Stipulation VII; 

f) A procedure for documenting the completion of fieldwork and releasing sites 
for construction activities; and 

g) Provisions for disseminating the research findings to other consulting parties, 
professional peers, and the general public. 

3. Upon FRA’s approval of the approach and treatment measures memorialized in 
accordance with Section VI.E.2., above, Amtrak will execute the Phase III data 
recovery plan(s). 


F. Curation 
Amtrak will curate all materials and records resulting from archeological 
investigations conducted for the Project in accordance with 36 CFR § 79 at the 
Maryland Archeological Conservation Laboratory (MAC Lab), unless Amtrak cannot 
obtain clear title, Deed of Gift, or curation agreement for the collection. Amtrak will 
notify FRA’s Federal Preservation Officer in writing regarding any such curation 
activities. Amtrak will consult with MD SHPO and FRA regarding the appropriate 
disposition of any materials or records not proposed for curation at the MAC Lab. 


G. Protection of Archeologically-Sensitive Information 
Amtrak will submit copies of all final archeological documents stipulated in this PA 
to FRA and MD SHPO. Interim and final archeological reports and related 
documentation will be distributed to other consulting parties and qualifying agencies 
only upon request, and in redacted form, as appropriate, in order to ensure the 
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security of archeological sites. 


Vil. PROJECT CHANGES 
A. Amtrak will afford the signatories and other consulting parties the opportunity to 

review and comment on Project changes that are of a nature that could potentially 
affect historic properties. Amtrak will submit written documentation, including 
Project plan sheets or sketches showing the modification, a brief explanation why the 
change is needed, and a plan for any proposed Section 106 work, to the signatories 
and other consulting parties for review and comment following the steps described in 
Stipulation XI. 


B. Historic Architecture 


1. 


As needed, and with assistance from FRA and MD SHPO, Amtrak will refine an 
APE in consultation with the signatories and other consulting parties. Amtrak 
will conduct an architectural survey to identify historic properties listed in or 
eligible for listing in the NRHP, and prepare and submit one or more technical 
document(s) containing the results of the architectural survey, together with the 
proposed identification of historic properties and recommendations for next 
steps, if any, to FRA for review. Upon FRA’s approval, Amtrak will submit the 
document(s) to MD SHPO and other consulting parties, as appropriate, for 
review and comment following the steps described in Stipulation XI. 

Amtrak will prepare one or more document(s), containing a proposed assessment 
of Project effects on architectural historic properties according to the criteria of 
adverse effects (36 CFR § 800.5), and submit the document(s) to FRA for 
review. Upon FRA’s approval, Amtrak will submit the effects assessment 
document(s) to MD SHPO and other consulting parties, as appropriate, for 
review and comment following the steps described in Stipulation XI. If FRA, in 
consultation with the signatories and other consulting parties, determines that an 
architectural historic property will be adversely effected by the Project, then the 
signatories and other consulting parties will consult on strategies to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate the adverse effect. 

Amtrak will memorialize the approach and treatment measures to resolve adverse 
effects to architectural historic properties in one or more document(s) submitted 
to the signatories and other consulting parties, as appropriate, for review and 
comment following the steps described in Stipulation XI. 

Upon FRA’s approval of the approach and treatment measures memorialized in 
accordance with Section VII.B.3., above, Amtrak will carry out the approach and 
treatment measures. 


C. Archeology 
Project modifications with the potential to impact archeological deposits will be 
addressed pursuant to Stipulation VI. 


VIII. UNANTICIPATED DISCOVERIES 


A. Amtrak will develop an Unanticipated Discoveries Plan (UDP) to be included in 
construction and bidding documents for contractor/team use in the event of 
unanticipated discoveries. The plan will incorporate a procedure for interacting with 
the media, a chain of contact, and other relevant provisions, as needed. Amtrak will 
submit the UDP to the signatories and concurring parties for review and comment 
following the steps described in Stipulation XI. 
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IX. 


B. In the event any previously unidentified historic architectural or archeological 
resource is discovered, Amtrak will require the contractor to halt all work that may 
affect the resource. For any discovered archeological resources, Amtrak will also halt 
work in surrounding areas where additional subsurface remains can reasonably be 
expected to be present. Work in all other areas of the Project may continue. 


C. Amtrak will notify the signatories and other consulting parties, and FRA will notify 
appropriate federally recognized Native American tribes, if appropriate, within 48 
hours of the discovery (36 CFR § 800.13(b)(3)). As needed, FRA will also identify 
and invite additional consulting parties to confer on unanticipated discoveries. 


D. Amtrak, in consultation with the signatories and other consulting parties, will 
investigate the discovery site and resource(s) according to the professional standards 
and guidelines contained in Stipulation IV. Amtrak will prepare and submit a written 
document containing a proposed determination of NRHP eligibility of the resource, 
an assessment of project effects on historic properties, if appropriate, and any 
recommended treatment measures to FRA for review. Upon FRA’s approval, Amtrak 
will submit the determination of NRHP eligibility, effects assessment, and/or 
recommended treatment measures document, if appropriate, to MD SHPO and other 
consulting parties, as appropriate, for review and comment. If the potential resource 
is associated with Native American prehistory or history, FRA will provide the 
documentation to federally recognized Native American tribes within five working 
days for their review with a request for comment. The signatories, other consulting 
parties, and federally recognized Native American tribes, if participating, will 
respond with any comments within five (5) working days of receipt. 


E. Ifit is necessary to develop treatment measures in accordance with Stipulation 
VIII.D., above, Amtrak will carry out the approach and treatment measures after 
approval by FRA. 


F. Amtrak will ensure construction work within the affected area does not proceed until 
FRA, in consultation with MD SHPO and federally recognized Native American 
tribes, as appropriate, determines that either 1) the located resource is not NRHP- 
eligible or 2) the agreed upon treatment measures for historic properties have been 
implemented. 


TREATMENT OF HUMAN REMAINS 

A. If human remains are encountered during archeological investigations or 
construction, Amtrak will require the contractor to immediately halt subsurface 
disturbance in that portion of the Project area and immediately secure and protect the 
human remains and any associated funerary objects in place in such a way that 
minimizes further exposure or damage to the remains from the elements, looting, 
and/or vandalism. 


B. Amtrak will immediately notify the appropriate Police Department to determine if the 
discovery is subject to a criminal investigation by law enforcement, and notify the 
signatories within 24 hours of the initial discovery. 


C. Ifacriminal investigation is not appropriate, Amtrak will apply and implement all 
relevant laws, procedures, policies, and guidelines contained in Stipulation IV.B 
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XI. 


concerming the treatment and repatriation of burial sites, human remains, and 
funerary objects. 


In the event the human remains encountered could be of Native American origin, 
whether prehistoric or historic, FRA will immediately notify the appropriate federally 
recognized Native American tribes and the Maryland Commission on Indian Affairs 
(MCIA), and consult with them and MD SHPO to determine the treatment plan for 
the Native American human remains and any associated funerary objects. 


If the remains are not of Native American origin, Amtrak will, as appropriate, 
develop a research design/treatment plan for the appropriate treatment of the remains 
and any associated artifacts, consistent with procedures and guidelines contained in 
Stipulation IV.B. and submit the design and plan for review and comment by the 
signatories and other consulting parties following the steps described in Stipulation 
XI. 


Amtrak will ensure the contractor will not proceed with work in the affected area 
until FRA, in consultation with MD SHPO and federally recognized Native 
American tribes, as appropriate, determines the development and implementation of 
an appropriate research design/treatment plan or other recommended mitigation 
measures are completed. However, work outside the area may continue. 


EMERGENCY SITUATIONS 
A. Should an emergency situation occur that represents an imminent threat to public 


health or safety, or creates a hazardous condition and has the potential to affect 
historic properties, Amtrak will contact the appropriate Police Department, as 
needed, as soon as possible and notify the signatories and other consulting parties 
within 24 hours of the condition which created the emergency, the immediate action 
taken in response to the emergency, the effects of the response to historic properties, 
and, where appropriate, further plans to address the emergency. This will include any 
further proposals to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potential adverse effects to historic 
properties. 


The signatories and other consulting parties will have seven days to review and 
comment on the plan(s) for further action. If FRA, MD SHPO, and other consulting 
parties do not object to the plan within the review period, then Amtrak will 
implement the proposed plan(s). 


Where possible, Amtrak will ensure that emergency responses allow for future 
preservation or restoration of historic properties, take into account the SOI Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and include on-site monitoring by the 
appropriate qualified professional as contained in Stipulation IV. 


Immediate rescue and salvage operations conducted to preserve life or property are 
exempt from these and all other provisions of this PA. 


DOCUMENT REVIEW 
A. Unless otherwise stated elsewhere in this PA, the signatories, other consulting 


parties, and/or concurring parties will provide comments on the documents they 
review to either FRA or Amtrak, as appropriate, and as set forth herein. 


Project Programmatic Agreement DRAFT 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project February 23, 2017 
Page 16 of 25 


XII. 


XIII. 


XIV. 


B. The signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties will have up to 30 
calendar days from the date of receipt to review and provide written comments to 
FRA or Amtrak on documents stipulated in this PA. 


C. FRA and/or Amtrak will consider and incorporate any written comments received 
within the timeframe, as appropriate, into the documentation. 


D. If the signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties do not submit 
written comments to FRA and/or Amtrak within 30 calendar days of receipt of any 
document, it is understood the non-responding parties have no comments on the 
submittal. 


E. If the signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties object to or 
recommend extensive revisions to submissions stipulated in the PA, FRA and/or 
Amtrak will work expeditiously to respond to the recommendations and resolve 
disputes. 


F. If FRA and/or Amtrak cannot resolve the disputes, and if further consultation with 
the signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties is deemed 
unproductive by any party, the parties will adhere to the dispute resolution 
procedures detailed under Stipulation XV, below. 


G. The signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties acknowledge the 
timeframes set forth in this PA will be the maximum allowed under normal 
circumstances. In exigent circumstances (e.g., concerns over construction 
suspensions or delays), all parties agree to expedite their respective document review 
and dispute resolution obligations. 


COMMUNICATIONS 

Either paper or electronic mail (email) will serve as the official method of 
correspondence for all communications regarding this PA and its provisions. Attachment 
5 contains a list of signatories, consulting parties, and concurring parties with contact 
information. Contact information may be updated, as needed, without an amendment to 
this PA. It is the responsibility of each signatory, consulting party, and/or concurring 
party to immediately inform FRA and Amtrak of any change in name or contact 
information for any point of contact. Amtrak will forward this information to the other 
signatories and consulting parties by email. 


ANTI-DEFICIENCY ACT 

FRA’s obligations under this PA are subject to the availability of appropriated funds, and 
the stipulations of this PA are subject to the provisions of the Anti-Deficiency Act (31 
U.S.C. § 1341 et seq.). FRA will make reasonable and good faith efforts to secure the 
necessary funds to implement this PA in its entirety. If compliance with the Anti- 
Deficiency Act alters or impairs FRA’s ability to implement the stipulations of this 
agreement, or if another federal agency does not assume responsibility as lead federal 
agency, signatories will consult in accordance with the amendment or termination 
procedures found in Stipulations XVI and XVII of this PA. 


ADOPTABILITY 
In the event that another federal agency not initially a party to the PA receives an 
application for a license, permit, or funding for the Project as described in this PA, that 
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agency may fulfill its Section 106 responsibilities by stating in writing it concurs with the 
terms of this PA and notifying the signatories that it intends to do so. Such an agreement 
will be evidenced by an amendment to this PA, which must be filed with ACHP, that 
describes the roles and responsibilities of the new signatory and affirms the party’s 
concurrence with the terms of the PA. 


XV. DISPUTE RESOLUTION 
A. Inthe event any signatory, consulting party, and/or concurring party to this PA 
objects in writing to any actions proposed or the manner in which the terms of this 
PA are implemented, FRA will consult with the objecting party and other signatories, 
other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties as appropriate, within 30 calendar 
days to resolve the objection. If FRA determines that such objection cannot be 
resolved, FRA will proceed as set forth herein. 


B. FRA will forward all documentation relevant to the dispute, including FRA’s 
proposed resolution, to the ACHP within 15 calendar days of the determination and 
request that the ACHP provide FRA with its advice on the resolution of the objection 
within 30 calendar days of receiving the documentation. Concurrently, FRA will also 
provide the signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties with the 
same documentation for review and comment following the steps described in 
Stipulation XI. FRA will prepare a written response to the objection, which will 
constitute FRA’s decision regarding the objection, that takes into account any timely 
advice or comments regarding the dispute from the ACHP, signatories, other 
consulting parties, and/or concurring parties, and provide them with a copy of the 
written response. FRA will then proceed according to its decision. 


C. Ifthe ACHP does not provide its advice regarding the dispute within the thirty (30) 
calendar day time period, FRA may make a decision on the dispute and proceed 
accordingly. FRA will document its decision in a written response to the objection 
that takes into account any timely comments regarding the dispute from the 
signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties and provide the 
ACHP, signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring parties with a copy of 
such written response. 


D. Should disputes arise under exigent circumstances (e.g., concerns over construction 
suspensions or delays), all parties agree to expedite their respective document review 
and dispute resolution obligations. 


E. The signatories remain responsible for carrying out all other actions subject to the 
terms of this PA that are not the subject of the dispute. 


XVI. AMENDMENTS 
Any signatory to this PA may request that it be amended, whereupon that party will 
immediately consult with the other signatories within 30 calendar days (or another time 
period agreed to by all signatories) to consider such an amendment. FRA will be 
responsible for developing and executing any resulting amendment among the signatories 
in the same manner as the original PA. The amendment will be effective on the date FRA 
files a copy signed by all signatories with the ACHP. 


XVII. TERMINATION 
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A. If any signatory to this PA determines its terms will not or cannot be carried out, that 
party will immediately consult with the other signatories to attempt to develop an 
amendment per Stipulation XVI. If within 30 calendar days (or another time period 
agreed to by all signatories) an amendment cannot be reached, any signatory may 
terminate the PA upon written notification to the other signatories. 


B. Ifthe PA is terminated, then, prior to work continuing on the Project, FRA must 
either, 1) execute a new Memorandum of Agreement or PA (36 CFR § 800.6(c) or 
800.14(b)) or 2) request, take into account, and respond to the comments of the 
ACHP under 36 CFR § 800.7. FRA will notify the signatories and other consulting 
parties as to the course of action it will pursue. 


XVIII. MONITORING AND REPORTING 

A. Each year, following the effective date of this PA until it expires or is terminated, 
Amtrak will provide the signatories, other consulting parties, and/or concurring 
parties a summary report detailing work undertaken and any tasks completed 
pursuant to its terms. This includes activities necessary to advance the Project 
toward and/or through construction. Such a report will include any scheduling 
changes proposed, problems encountered, and disputes and their resolution in the 
signatories’ efforts to carry out the terms of this PA. 


B. Ten business days before commencing any activity necessary to advance the Project 
toward and/or through construction, Amtrak will provide FRA notice of the activity 
and any actions to be taken in accordance with this PA. 


XIX. EXECUTION AND EFFECTIVE DATE 
This PA will go into effect on the date FRA signs the document, which will be the final 
signature among all the signatories. Execution of this PA by the signatories, its 
subsequent filing with the ACHP, and implementation of its terms demonstrate FRA has 
taken into account the effect of the Project on historic properties and afforded the ACHP 
an opportunity to comment. 


XX. DURATION 
This PA will expire when all its stipulations have been completed or in 10 years from the 
effective date, whichever comes first, unless the signatories agree in writing to an 
extension using the amendment stipulation (Stipulation XVI) herein. 


SIGNATORIES 
Federal Railroad Administration 
Maryland State Historic Preservation Officer 


INVITED SIGNATORY 
National Railroad Passenger Corporation 


CONCURRING PARTIES (TO BE INVITED) 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
Maryland Transit Administration 

Town of Perryville, Maryland 

City of Havre de Grace, Maryland 
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By: Date 
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By: Date 
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By: 
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CONCURRING PARTY 


Maryland Department of Transportation 


By: Date 
[insert agency official name and title] 


DRAFT 
February 23, 2017 


Project Programmatic Agreement DRAFT 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project February 23, 2017 
Page 23 of 25 


CONCURRING PARTY 


Maryland Transit Administration 


By: Date 
[insert agency official name and title] 
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CONCURRING PARTY 


Town of Perryville 


By: Date 
[insert official name and title] 
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CONCURRING PARTY 


City of Havre de Grace 


By: Date 
[insert official name and title] 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


I. ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 


The following report has been developed to assess the potential effects on natural resources from the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project (Proposed Project). The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), project sponsor, is 
proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland 
and the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). The U.S. Secretary of Transportation selected the MDOT for an award of $22 million through a 
cooperative agreement between the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT for the preliminary engineering 
and National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) phases of the Proposed Project. The FRA is the lead federal 
agency and the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual 
and preliminary engineering designs and is acting in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located at Milepost 60 along the NEC. The Proposed Project would span 
approximately six miles, between the “Oak” Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 south of the City of Havre de Grace and the 
“Prince” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville. The 110-year-old bridge is a critical link along one 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) designated high-speed rail corridors. The NEC is the busiest 
passenger rail line in the United States. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC), 
and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. 


This document evaluates the potential effects on natural resources from Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Both 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would construct: 


e anew two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to the west of the existing 
bridge, and 

e asecond new two-track bridge along the existing alignment. 
The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up to 150 mph for 
Alternative 9B. The bridge to the west of the existing bridge would be constructed first, including the river spans, 
approach structures, railroad systems, and embankment. The use of conventional ballasted track is anticipated for the 
fixed bridge portion of the Proposed Project. Under normal operations, this bridge would be used primarily by MARC 
commuter rail and NS freight rail service. 


Once the new bridge to the west is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of service, demolished, and 
replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the center of the right-of-way of the existing bridge 
alignment. This bridge would reduce the curve in Havre de Grace and allow for either 160 mph speeds for Alternative 9A 
or 150 mph speeds for Alternative 9B. Due to the flat curvature of Alternative 9A, it would require additional property 
acquisition outside of the current Amtrak-owned right-of-way (ROW). Since the west bridge will be built first, freight, 
MARC and Amtrak operations will be maintained throughout construction of both bridges. The south wye track 
(connecting the NS Port Road to the NEC in Perryville) would be realigned to accommodate the revised configuration of 
Perry Interlocking. It is assumed that a new undergrade bridge over Broad Street would be required to support the 
realignment of the south wye track. Although Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B are based on a four-track scenario, they 
could accommodate a three-track scenario with an option of a future fourth-track expansion. 


Separate from alignment Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, the Project Team evaluated four bridge type alternatives: 
girder approach / arch main span bridge design; delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design; truss approach / 
truss main span bridge design; and the girder approach / truss main span bridge design. Additional information regarding 
the evaluated bridge types can be found in Appendix A-2, Bridge Design Selection. All impact analyses and assessments 
included in this document are based on the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. 
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A. TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 


Maryland Department __of Environment Erosion _and_ Sediment Control Regulations _(COMAR 26.17.02) 
Maryland’s Erosion Control Law and regulations specify the general provisions for program implementation; procedures 


for delegation of enforcement authority; requirements for erosion and sediment control ordinances; exemptions from plan 
approval requirements; requirements for training and certification programs; criteria for plan submittal, review, and 
approval; and procedures for inspection and enforcement. The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) has 
established minimum criteria for effective erosion and sediment control practices. The 2011 Standards and Specifications 
for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control serve as the official guide for erosion and sediment control principles, 
methodology, and practices (MDE 2014). 


Farmland Policy Protection Act (FPPA) of 1981 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981, 7 U.S.C. 4201, was enacted to minimize the loss of prime farmland 


and unique farmlands from Federal actions that convert these lands to nonagricultural land uses. Actions that result in the 
conversion of prime or unique farmland not already committed to urban development or water storage are reviewed for 
compliance with the FPPA. Compliance is coordinated with the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 


Methodology 


Maps published by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and the Maryland Geological Survey (MGS) were used 
to obtain information on the topography and geology of the study area. Information on soil types within the study area was 
obtained from the USDA NRCS in the form of County Online Soil Surveys. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
a. Topography 


The topography at the study area ranges from less than 20 feet above sea level to over 100 feet. The topography in the 
Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province (south of the study area) is fairly flat. The topography in the Piedmont 
physiographic province is generally rolling hills, rising to over 400 feet north of the study area. 


b. Geology 


The Maryland Geologic Survey defines a physiographic province as a geographic area in which the geology (including 
lithology and structure) and climate history have resulted in landforms that are distinctly different from adjacent areas. 
Harford and Cecil Counties lie within the Fall Line separating two physiographic provinces, the Piedmont and the Atlantic 
Coastal Plain. The Atlantic Coastal Plain Province is underlain by a wedge of unconsolidated sediments including gravel, 
sand, silt, and clay whereas the Piedmont is composed of hard, crystalline igneous and metamorphic rocks. The study area 
is primarily located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain, with a small portion located within the Piedmont Province. 


The study area contains two Quaternary-age deposits, the Coastal Plain deposits and upland deposits. The Coastal Plain 
deposits are fluvial and are characterized by thin (less than 98 feet thick) sequences of sand, gravel, and silty clay that 
overlies Piedmont bedrock or upper Coastal Plain marine deposits. 


According to the Geological Survey of Maryland (1968), the majority of sediments associated with Coastal Plain deposits 
present in the study area are lowland (QI) composed of gravel, sand, silt, and clay (Figure E-1). Medium- to coarse- 
grained sand and gravel up to boulder size are common near the base of the deposits. The thickness ranges from 0 to 150 
feet. These deposits have been classified by others as the Talbot and Kent Island Formations. 
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Figure E-1 
Study Area Geology Map 
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The second Quaternary deposits are the Upland Deposits (Qtu). The Upland Deposits contain gravel and sand, which is 
commonly orange-brown and locally limonite-cemented. The Upland Deposits contain minor silt and red, white, or gray 
clay. There is a lower gravel member and an upper loam member with varying thickness of 0 to 50 feet. 


There are four small portions of the study area that contain rocks from the Piedmont Province. Most of the bedrock 
deposits are composed of Port Deposit Gneiss (Pzpd). The Port Deposit Gneiss is a moderately to strongly deformed 
intrusive complex composed of gneissic biotite quartz diorite, hornblende-biotite quartz diorite, and biotite granodiorite. 
All these rocks are foliated and some are strongly sheared. There is one small area composed of metamorphosed gabbro 
and amphibolite deposits (mgb).There is a ready source of sand and gravel at the Havre de Grace Quarry (Vulcan Havre 
de Grace Quarry) located approximately 7,800 feet northwest of the bridge. 


c. Soils 


According to the USDA Web Soil Survey, there are 31 soil series and 47 mapping units within the study area. A table 
listing the characteristics of the most significant percentages of mapped soil types is shown below (Table E-1) and 
illustrated on Figure E-2. 


The Drainage Class identifies the natural drainage conditions of the soil (e.g., very poorly drained, poorly drained). Study 
area soils range from poorly drained (Leonardtown silt loam and Othello silt loam) to well drained soils (Elsinboro loam, 
Matapeake silt loam, Nassawango silt loam and Sassafras and Croom). Hydric classification indicates if a soil type meets 
the hydric criteria which USDA defines as soil formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough 
during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part. This definition includes soils that developed 
under anaerobic conditions in the upper part but no longer experience these conditions due to hydrologic alteration such as 
those hydric soils that have been artificially drained or protected (e.g., ditches or levees). Two soil mapping units in the 
study area, Elsinboro loam and Matapeake silt loam, are considered not hydric; the majority of other soils units have some 
degree of hydric classification. 


Table E-1 
Soil Characteristics 


Map Description Drainage Class Hydric Farmland Erosion Class 
Unit P (Dominant) Classification Classification 


: Somewhat poorly . . Statewide : : 
AgA Aquasco silt loam Aa Partially hydric ieaporenee Not highly erodible 
Sacig Moderately well ; ‘ Prime ‘ : 
BeA Beltsville silt loam aeancd Partially hydric pias Not highly erodible 
; : : Prime Not highly erodible - 
EsA Elsinboro loam Well drained Not hydric fsrmiland potentially highly 
Lr Leonardtown silt loam Poorly drained All hydric Not prime Not highly erodible 
MkB Matapeake silt loam Well drained Not hydric Sue wice Not highly erodible 
importance 
: Moderately well : : Prime : : 
MIA Mattapex silt loam rained Partially hydric fa and Not highly erodible 
; : : ; Prime . ; 
NsA Nassawango silt loam Well drained Partially hydric paraiaa Not highly erodible 
Ot Othello silt loam Poorly drained All hydric See wite Not highly erodible 
importance 
Sassafras and Croom soils, ; ; . : . ; 
SME (15 -25% slopes) Well drained Partially hydric Not prime Highly erodible 


E-6 


C > LOD 9A Calculation Area 


LOD 9B Calculation Area 


Cc > Disturbed Area 
>) 1,000 ft Study Area 


Legend 


Municipal Boundary 


cy Prime Farmland Soils 


- Soils of Statewide Importance 


Not prime farmland 


3 Water 


~\~— Streams 


Garrett 
Island 


Data Sources 


Soils: 
NCRS Soil Survey, Harford County, 2010 
NCRS Soil Survey, Cecil County, 2009 


Imagery: 
2015 National Agriculture 
Imagery Program (NAIP) 


Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Figure E-2 
Study Area Soils Map 
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The Erosion Class indicates the erodibility of a soil type. Only two soils that are classified as highly erodible are located 
within the study area: Sassafras and Croom soils (Cecil County) and Elsinboro loam (Harford County). 


The majority of soil types in the Cecil County portion of the study area are Urban soil. Urban soils are mapped in areas 
where either the native soil has been removed or covered with fill. The urban map unit consists of land that has been so 
altered or disturbed by urban works and structure that classifying the soil is no longer feasible. 


d. Prime Farmland Soils/Soils of Statewide Importance 


Prime Farmland Soils are defined by NRCS as “having the soil quality, growing season and moisture supply needed to 
economically produce sustained high yields of crops” (NRCS 2010). Soils of Statewide Importance are defined by NRCS 
as “having early Prime Farmland quality and that economically produce high yields of crops when treated and managed 
according to acceptable Methodology” (NRCS 2011). Figure E-2 illustrates Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide 
Importance within the study area. However, as shown in the figure, most of this land is part of the existing railroad ROW, 
and therefore is not used for agriculture. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


No effects to topography or geology in the study area are anticipated with the No Action Alternative. Changes to soils, 
erosion and sedimentation may change due to siltation and other natural processes. The No Action Alternative is used as a 
baseline scenario against which potential impacts of the Proposed Project will be measured. 


4, POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


Minimal impacts and/or changes to topography and geology are anticipated in the study area and the anticipated changes 
are similar for both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Local topography would be altered by excavation and grading that 
would be required for bridge and rail approach construction. The majority of the slopes within the vicinity of the Build 
Alternatives are classified as 0 to 15 percent slopes. Highly erodible soils and/or steep slopes associated with the 
Sassafrass and Croom Soils in Cecil County or Elsinboro loam in Harford County would not be impacted by either of the 
Build Alternatives. 


Both Build Alternatives would impact soils through earthmoving and soil storage and through potential erosion and 
subsequent sedimentation during the construction phase. Removal of existing vegetation, primarily at the termini of both 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, would result in increased exposure of soils to weather and runoff potential. Sites 
where surface water currently causes erosion, particularly along the Susquehanna River shorelines, would have a greater 
potential for erosion and sedimentation. 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would impact Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance (Table E- 
2). However, as previously noted, the majority of these soil types are located within the existing ROW. Impacts to Prime 
Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance are not subject to FPPA coordination when the land is “is within or 
committed to urban development or water storage, or land that occurs in an existing ROW purchased on or before August 
4, 1984.” Therefore, impacts were quantified to soils outside of ROW and designated as Prime Farmland and/or Soils of 
Statewide Importance. Alternative 9A would have a larger impact to Prime Farmland (1.37 acres) and Soils of Statewide 
Importance (0.62 acre). Alternative 9B would impact a smaller amount of Prime Farmland and Soils of Statewide 
Importance (0.18 acre and 0.04 acre, respectively). However, on February 8, 2016, the NRCS determined that the 
Proposed Project is not subject to the provisions of the Policy Act and therefore exempt. No further coordination is 
required. 


Please refer to Attachment A for the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (NRCS-CPA-106) for corridor type 
projects submitted to NRCS, pursuant to FPPA. 
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Table E-2 
Effects to Prime Farmland Soils & Soils of Statewide Importance 
Prime Farmland Soils of Statewide 
Soils (Acres) Importance (Acres) 
Alternative 9A__| Alternative 9B | Alternative 9A_| Alternative 9B 
Harford County 1.37 0.18 0.58 0 
Cecil County 0 0 0.04 0.04 
Total 1.37 0.18 0.62 0.04 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


For both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, several methods could be implemented to decrease erosion effects, including 
structural, vegetative and operational methods during construction. These control measures may include: 


e seeding, sodding, and stabilizing slopes as soon as possible to minimize the exposed area during construction, 

e stabilizing ditches at the tops of cuts and at the bottoms of fill slopes before excavation and formation of 
embankments, 

e using sediment traps, silt fences, slope drains, water holding areas and other control measures, and 

e using diversion dikes, mulches, netting, energy dissipaters, and other physical erosion controls on slopes where 
vegetation cannot be supported. 


A grading plan and erosion and sediment (E&S) control plan will be prepared and implemented in accordance with MDE 
regulations (see Sections D and H). The grading and E&S control plans will minimize the potential for impacts to water 
quality from erosion and sedimentation that would occur before, during, and after construction. Furthermore, temporary 
and permanent controls will be reviewed and approved by MDE prior to initiation of construction. Additionally, the 
Proposed Project must obtain a Notice of Intent under the 2014 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity designed to control pollution runoff, 
including sediment, during construction. 


B. FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 
Executive Order 11988 


Several federal regulations govern the act of fill and construction in floodplains to ensure that proper consideration is 
given to the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of adverse floodplain effects. These regulations include Executive 
Order 11988, U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5650.2, entitled the “Floodplain Management and Protection” and 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968. MDE is responsible for coordination of all state floodplain programs, and 
floodplains are also governed by local Flood Insurance Programs administered by localities and supervised by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 


Executive Order 13690 on “Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and _a Process for Further 
Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input” 


On January 30, 2015, Executive Order 13690 “Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for 
Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input” was issued. The new Executive Order amends the existing 
Executive Order 11988 on Floodplain Management and adopts a higher flood standard for future federal investments in 
projects affecting floodplains, which will be required to meet the level of resilience established in the Federal Flood Risk 
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Management Standard. According to FEMA, the Standard establishes the flood level to which new and rebuilt federally 
funded structures or facilities must be resilient. Agencies will be given the flexibility to select one of three approaches for 
establishing the flood elevation and hazard area they use in siting, design, and construction: 


e Utilizing best available, actionable data and methods that integrate current and future changes in flooding based 
on climate science; 

e Two or three feet of elevation, depending on the criticality of the building, above the 100-year, or 1%-annual- 
chance, flood elevation; or 

e 500-year, or 0.2%-annual-chance, flood elevation. 


National Flood Insurance Program 


All Maryland counties and 92 municipalities participate in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Local 
governments must adopt ordinances to manage development within 100-year floodplains to prevent increased flooding 
and minimize future flood damage. NFIP requires counties and towns to issue permits for all development in the 100-year 
floodplain. Development is broadly defined to include any man-made change to land, including grading, filling, dredging, 
extraction, storage, subdivision of land, and the construction or improvement of structures. If state and federal permits are 
required, development may not begin until all necessary permits are issued. Proposed development must not increase 
flooding or create a dangerous situation during flooding, especially on another person's property. If a structure is involved, 
it must be constructed to minimize damage during flooding. 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Maryland Wetlands Regulations 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to issue permits regulating 
the discharge of dredged or fill material into the Waters of the United States (WUS), including wetlands. Discharges 
require a permit from USACE based on regulatory guidelines developed in conjunction with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA), and will only be permitted if: the project avoided impacts to wetlands and waterways, where 
practicable; minimized potential impacts, and mitigated any remaining unavoidable impacts. Additionally, the state of 
Maryland regulates nontidal wetland resources via the Maryland Non-tidal Wetlands Protection Act and tidal wetlands via 
the Tidal Wetlands Act. Impacts to WUS, including wetlands, deemed unavoidable will also require nontidal wetland 
permits issued by MDE and a tidal wetland license issued by the Board of Public Works under these Acts. 


Methodology 


Floodplains were identified within the study area using Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) produced by FEMA. Two 
sets of floodplain maps were available for Harford County, the effective FEMA floodplain and a preliminary FEMA 
floodplain that provides proposed updates to the current effective floodplain maps. Both have been included in this 
technical report. Acreages of the 100-year and 500-year floodplain within the corridor were calculated using a geographic 
information system (GIS) overlay of the FIRM map limits. 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) Wetlands Inventory GIS layers were initially used to investigate the potential presence of 
wetlands within the study area. Where the DNR wetlands and NWI wetlands overlapped, the combined outer limits of 
each layer were used to create the wetland polygon. NRCS hydric soil layer was also used to note the potential location of 
wetlands within the study area. Estimated wetland limits within the study area were drawn using a combination of an 
inventory level field assessment in April 2014 and August 2014, agency field review in March 2015, mapped wetlands, 
and hydric soils limits. In October 2015, a wetland delineation was conducted within the proposed limits of disturbance 
for the alternatives retained for detailed study (Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B). Wetlands were identified in 
accordance with the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf 
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Coastal Plain Region, Version 2.0 (USACE 2010). This approach requires interpretation of indicators representing 
wetland hydrology, vegetation, and soils. Soils were sampled using three-inch diameter Dutch augers, and Munsell Color 
charts were used to characterize soil color (Munsell 1975). Wetland Determination Data Forms (USACE 2010) were 
completed during the field work in order to describe wetland characteristics and provide a rationale for delineation of the 
wetland boundary. Copies of each of the field marked datasheets are included in Attachment C. The wetland delineation 
was conducted within the existing Amtrak ROW and in areas except where the proposed alternatives extend beyond the 
existing ROW. All identified wetlands and waterways were flagged with pink wetland delineation tape and surveyed 
using a Trimble Global Positioning System (GPS). Stream resources within the 1,000-foot study area were identified 
using the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) from USGS, Harford and Cecil County hydrology GIS layers, and FEMA 
FIRMs. Classification of these streams was based upon the 2014 inventory level field assessment and the 2015 wetland 
and waters delineation. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
a. Floodplains 


Floodplains have been mapped within the study area along the Susquehanna River, an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, 
an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and 
Principio Creek. According to the effective FEMA floodplain maps, approximately 320 acres of FEMA designated 100- 
year floodplains occur within the 1,560-acre study area. This includes approximately 160 acres within the Susquehanna 
River. For Harford County, the total amount of effective 100-year floodplain within the study area is 220 acres. For Cecil 
County, the total amount of effective 100-year floodplain within the study area is 100 acres. The total effective 500-year 
floodplain within the study area is approximately 345 acres, including 222 acres in Harford County and 123 acres in Cecil 
County. According to the preliminary FEMA floodplain maps for Harford County, the 100-year floodplain area in 
Harford County would be reduced to 203 acres and the 500-year floodplain area reduced to 209 acres if this mapping is 
finalized in its current form. 


The preliminary FEMA floodplain mapping indicates that within the study area, two of these waterways, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run and Lily Run, also have a regulated floodway within the overall floodplain. A floodway is “the 
channel of a...watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without 
cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated height.” These floodways were designated 
through detailed hydrologic studies conducted by FEMA and are regulated by FEMA, MDE, and localities through the 
permitting process to ensure that development in the floodplain does not raise the base elevation of a designated floodway 
by more than a maximum of 1 foot or a smaller increment as determined by MDE. 


Floodplains along the Susquehanna River primarily consist of waterfront commercial properties, parkland and other 
developed properties. Floodplains within the Harford County portion of the study area are dominated by urban 
development with some isolated open space. Within the Cecil County portion of the study area, Mill Creek and Principio 
Creek floodplains largely consist of forest cover. 


According to FEMA, the majority of the study area is outside the 100- and 500-year floodplain. The 100- and 500-year 
FEMA designated floodplains located within the study area are illustrated on Figure E-3. 


b. Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. 


Across the entire study area, 22 waters of the U.S., including wetlands, were identified. The majority of the identified 
systems included nontidal forested wetlands within the floodplain of lower and upper perennial streams that drain to the 
Chesapeake Bay, Susquehanna River, or Furnace Bay. These systems included a few emergent/open water wetland 
stormwater management (SWM) ponds or drainage swales and a forested wetland ditch along the Amtrak railroad tracks, 
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which drain directly to streams or forested wetlands along the streams. Two identified forested wetlands and one emergent 
wetland appeared to be hydrologically isolated. Two systems were identified as tidal emergent or forested wetlands, one 
along the Susquehanna River and the other along the perimeter of Furnace Bay. Table E-3 provides a brief summary of 
the type and size of each wetland system identified within the Proposed Project study area. 


Wetlands are important natural resources, providing numerous values and functions to society, including fish and wildlife 
habitat, flood protection, erosion control and water quality preservation (MDE 2007). Since most of the wetlands in the 
study area are near the headwaters of their small watersheds and abut or lie adjacent to tributaries to the Susquehanna 
River, they are likely important in providing flood protection, production export, and water quality functions. Production 
Export is a wetland function that evaluates how effective a wetland is at producing food or other useful products for 
humans or other living organisms. This can include timber for wood products or decomposed organics that provide food 
for aquatic organisms. Water quality functions include short and long-term trapping of nutrients, sediments, and pollutant- 
laden water before it enters the tributaries and the Susquehanna River. Additionally, these wetlands would be expected to 
provide habitat for wildlife. The estuarine system in the eastern portion of the study area also likely provides flood 
protection to upland areas from tidal surges. The following is a brief description of wetlands and waters of the U.S., 
separated by county. 


Harford County 


In Harford County, twelve (12) potential nontidal wetlands were identified within the study area (Figure E-4). These 
include natural palustrine forested (PFO)/scrub shrub (PSS)/emergent (PEM) wetlands and manmade palustrine 
emergent/open water (POW and PUBH) wetlands. Eight (8) nontidal intermittent or perennial streams and one tidal river 
also cross the Amtrak ROW within Harford County, including: 


e anunnamed tributary to Swan Creek; 

e two unnamed tributaries to Gashey’s Creek; 

e Gashey’s Creek mainstem; 

e three unnamed tributaries to Lily Run; 

e = Lily Run; and 

e the mainstem of the Susquehanna River (tidal). 


mi} Farm) 
on 


Ne; 


Be 
42154, 


Wetland 
J | h System 3 
Wetland / .: - —  — PFO1A/C 
System 1 | ; Ces _- 
PFO1A/C 


| 
| 
} 


Unnamed 


kington|Road 


Tributany{to” ‘ 
: ee em 
Swanjéreek; i, ae : 


| oD 
I TTS Dy, 


a 


9 
ean 


4 


Wetland 
System 4 
PEM1/POWHx 


Wetland 
System 1 
PFO1A/C /PSS1A 


Legend Data Sources Susquehanna River 


DNR & NWI Wetlands Streams: br te : 
MDE, 2012 Rail Bridge Project 


© >) LOD 9A Calculation Area C.D Wetlands of Special State Concern Esturarine Intertidal Scrub-Shrub Palustrine Forested byte adi 
» 1993 . 
LOD 9B Calculation Area Inventory Level Assessment Streams* Esturarine Intertidal Unconsolidated Shore p> Palustrine Scrub-Shrub National Wetland Inventory: Figure E-4 
>) 1,000 ft Study Area Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* Palustrine Emergent Riverine National Wetland Inventory, 2011 Waters of the U.S., 
Imag ety: ; Including Wetlands Map 
2015 National Agriculture 
Imagery Program (NAIP) Page 1 of 5 


~V~ Streams 


Wetland 
System 3 


“i 
Wetland 
System 3 


Wetland 
System 4 
PEM1/POWHx 


as LOD 9A Calculation Area Cc > Wetlands of Special State Concern 


LOD 9B Calculation Area 


~V~ Streams 


Tn eee ee 
— - i 


Inventory Level Assessment Streams* 


>) 1,000 ft Study Area Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 


DNR & NWI Wetlands 


Esturarine Intertidal Scrub-Shrub 


Wetland 


Stream 
System 6 - 
| R4SB3/5 | 


Unnamed 
tae 
Viributar, ; 
| wit Ly sf » 


» 
Wetland 
System 20 
PFO1C 


Data Sources 
Streams: 
MDE, 2012 


» Palustrine Forested DNR Wetlands: 


MD DNR, 1993 


Esturarine Intertidal Unconsolidated Shore Lp Palustrine Scrub-Shrub National Wetland Inventory: 


_ Palustrine Emergent 


Riverine 


National Wetland Inventory, 2011 
Imagery: 

2015 National Agriculture 
Imagery Program (NAIP) 


; eA SLE 
Wetland |= 4 


m2 


Wetland 
System 6 
PUBHx 

=e 


= " 
| Wetland 


Wetland 
System 6 


System 6 
et R4SB3/5 
| 


Wetland 
System 19 


System 19 


2 | R4SB3/4 
<) : 
Ak PEM1C 


Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Figure E-4 
Waters of the U.S., 
Including Wetlands Map 


Page 2 0f 5 


a = ae ied . yp - wstkttio: Street 
: Saint}JUames' Terrace : J R a F “¥ 
‘7 er ) \ ~ <9) 7 ’ mee hee 


4 
€ 


Wetland 
System 8 


Wetland 


4 —) r. - ¢ 
~~ {System 19 pine eat 
Co : iy = - Srrenstreet), Cm / 

. r Pua ~ ‘ 

SS 


“Wetland ) >| Wetland 


System 6 —a_" System 18 
PFO1A/C —_ it CeiC 


if Stream 
System 6 
R4SB3/5 


. Stream 
System 19 


R2UB1 } 

—s 

\ Stream 
Wetland |\\ | system 19 


System 19 | R4SB3/4 
PFOIC | 


Wetland 
System 19 


~~. + Wetland 
2 © system 19 


. ye 
“es ae 
Sea South Washington Street 
. Wiles -") | 
‘ -. os og 


14% 


oo Susquehanna River 
DNR & NWI Wetlands Streams: usqu 


pea iene Rail Bridge Project 
> LOD 9A Calculation Area C> Wetlands of Special State Concern Esturarine Intertidal Scrub-Shrub Palustrine Forested peste ands: 
1 1993 
LOD 9B Calculation Area Inventory Level Assessment Streams* Esturarine Intertidal Unconsolidated Shore © _—Palustrine Scrub-Shrub National Wetland Inventory: Figure E-4 


>) 1,000 ft Study Area Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* Palustrine Emergent Riverine National Wetland Inventory, 2011 Waters of the U.S., 


Imagery: F 
2015 National Agriculture Inelueinis “eters Vep 


Imagery Program (NAIP) Page 3 of 5 


~V~ Streams 


System 9| 


Wetland 
System 9 
PEM1N 


a tel Do Fe 
ao oa 
" , oy hot ¢ 
OF wee 


Wetland 


Susquehanna Av 


¢ ) LOD 9A Calculation Area cw Wetlands of Special State Concern 


ae. LOD 9B Calculation Area E> Inventory Level Assessment Streams* 


>) 1,000 ft Study Area 


~V~ Streams 


Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 


sted Sum 


DNR & NWI Wetlands 


Esturarine Intertidal Scrub-Shrub 


) Esturarine Intertidal Unconsolidated Shore 


Palustrine Emergent 


Wetland 
System 12 
PFO1C 


/ 


Palustrine Forested 
Palustrine Scrub-Shrub 


Riverine 


Data Sources 
Streams: 
MDE, 2012 
DNR Wetlands: 
MD DNR, 1993 
National Wetland Inventory: 
National Wetland Inventory, 2011 
Imagery: 
2015 National Agriculture 
Imagery Program (NAIP) 


- 
s 

7.) 
¢ 
| 


ti 


pe eel ee tee) 


ope) 1OENSRE) FWEEEE 181 
“wets 1ERR*9Tl RNCEETE ERE *. 
001 (iad, SONEEEE) EEE) 
»-oGtd 1SDE0EE) 1.100005 PEE .. 


a 


xi\ade 
phi i, 


Wetland 
System 13 
PFO1E 


Unnamed, 
Tributaryxto 
MilliGreek, 


= 


Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Figure E-4 
Waters of the U.S., 
Including Wetlands Map 


Page 4 of 5 


N Woodlands Farm Ln 


Keiview) 


ke 


Unnamed, 
Tributary/to 
Principio Greek: 


— 


™Chesapea 
py uonels oidioulid 


Wetland 
System 11 
E2SS1P6 


Wetland 
System 11 


Wetland 
System 11 
E2USN6 


pel 


Stream 
Wetland 
System 16 
System 16 
POW R4SB3 


ae 4 
may 
<4 ‘ - 
— 


= 
(am 


Legend 


Data Sources 
DNR & NWI Wetlands Streams: 
MDE, 2012 
Cc) LOD 9A Calculation Area > Wetlands of Special State Concern Esturarine Intertidal Scrub-Shrub > 
LOD 9B Calculation Area Inventory Level Assessment Streams* 
>) 1,000 ft Study Area 


Susquehanna River 
___» Palustrine Forested DNR Wetlands: 
Esturarine Intertidal Unconsolidated Shore Ge Palustrine Scrub-Shrub 
Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 


Rail Bridge Project 
MD DNR, 1993 
National Wetland Inventory: 
_ Palustrine Emergent 


Figure E-4 
National Wetland Inventory, 2011 Waters of the U.S., 
Imagery: i 
2015 National Agriculture PSeaiiiereetc se ar 
Imagery Program (NAIP) 


Page 5 of 5 


~V~ Streams 


Riverine 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Table E-3 
Mapped and Delineated Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 

SDLORAt Approximate 
System Waters of the U.S. Classification’ wenland eu hence of Stream 

Number Type Wetland : 
(Linear Feet) 
(Acre) 
HARFORD COUNTY 
PFO1A/PFO1C/PSS1A : 53.7 - 

1 . ; Nontidal 
R2UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek) - 2,800 

5) PEM1/POWHx Noaidal 0.2 - 
R2UB1(Two unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek) - 2,500 
PFO1A/C 7.8 - 

3 R3UB1 (Gashey’s Creek) Nontidal - 2,275 
R2UB3 (Unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek) - 2,297 

4 PEM1/POWHx Nontidal 1.0 - 
PFO1C 4 5.4 - 

2 R2UB1/2 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) Noe : 1,953 
PFO1A/C 4.9 - 
PEM1C 0.2 - 

6 PUBHx Nontidal 0.6 - 
R3UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) - 2,659 
R4SB3/5 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) - 4,546 

7 PFO1A Nontidal 1.1 - 

8 PFO1A/PUBHx Nontidal 3.3 - 

14 Susquehanna River (R1IUBV/R1IOWV) Tidal - 2,000 
PEM1C : 0.05 - 

es R2UB1/2 (Lily Run) Noutidal : 2,893 

18 PEM1C Nontidal 0.04 - 
PFO1C 0.2 - 
PEM1C ; 0.1 - 

i R4SB3/4 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) Nontial : 725 
R2UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) - 228 

20 PFO1C Nontidal 0.9 - 
21 R4SB3 Nontidal - 4,197 
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Table E-3 (cont’d) 
Mapped and Delineated Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 


SDDLORAt Approximate 
System Waters of the U.S. Classification’ Wetland RU Length of Stream 
Number Type Wetland : 
(Acre) (Linear Feet) 
CECIL COUNTY 
PFOIR 0.9 - 

9 PEM1N Tidal 0.4 - 
PEM1/5N 0.8 - 
Ephemeral Nontidal - 128 
PFOIE : 0.9 - 

w R3UB1 (Mill Creek) Nope : 2,495 
PFOIS 2.5 - 

11 E2SS1P6 Tidal 2.3 - 
E2USN6 (Including Furnace Bay) 8.3 - 
PFO1C ‘ 0.4 - 

ne R4SB4 (unnamed tributary to Susquehanna River Nontigat - 2,500 
PFO1C 0.2 - 

13 PEM1C Nontidal 0.3 - 
R4SB3 (unnamed tributary to Mill Creek) - 1,100 

15 PEM1C Nontidal 1.1 - 

POW : 0.1 - 

as R4SB3 (unnamed tributary to Furnace Creek) enue) - 1,500 

22 PEM1C Nontidal 0.3 - 


‘PFO1A = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Temporarily Flooded 
PFOI1C = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Seasonally Flooded 
PFO1E = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Seasonally Saturated 
PFO1R = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Seasonal Tidal 

PFO1S = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Temporary Tidal 

PSS1A = Palustrine Scrub Shrub, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Temporarily Flooded 
PEM1H = Palustrine Emergent, Persistent Vegetation, Permanently Flooded 

PEMIC = Palustrine Emergent, Persistent Vegetation, Seasonally Flooded 

PEMIN = Palustrine Emergent, Persistent Vegetation, Regularly Flooded 

PUBHx = Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom, Permanently Flooded, Excavated 

E2SS1P6 = Estuarine Intertidal, Scrub Shrub, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Irregularly Tidal, Oligohaline 
E2USN6 = Estuarine Intertidal, Unconsolidated Shoreline, Regularly Flooded, Oligohaline 
R2UBI1 = Riverine lower perennial, unconsolidated bottom, cobble/gravel 

R2UB1/2 = Riverine lower perennial, unconsolidated bottom, cobble/gravel/sand 

R3UB3 = Riverine upper perennial, unconsolidated bottom, mud 

R3UBI1 = Riverine upper perennial, unconsolidated bottom, cobble/gravel 

R4SB3 = Riverine intermittent, stream bed, cobble/gravel 

R4SB3/4 = Riverine intermittent, stream bed, cobble/gravel/sand 

R4SB3/5 = Riverine intermittent, stream bed, cobble/gravel/mud 

R1UB/OWV = Riverine tidal, unconsolidated bottom/open water, permanent tidal 


Wetland 1 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The large palustrine forested/scrub shrub wetland lies 
mostly south of the NEC, south and east of Williams Drive (Figure E-4). This system is associated with the headwaters of 
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unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek and Gashey’s Creek. The USFWS/DNR mapped portions of this wetland system are 
classified as palustrine forested with a temporarily to seasonally flooded water regime (PFO1A/C) and palustrine scrub 
shrub with a temporarily flooded water regime (PSS1A). The portion of the forested wetland immediately adjacent to 
Williams Drive was dominated by red maple (Acer rubrum), sweet-gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), pin oak (Quercus 
palustris), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), and tulip tree (Liriodendron tulipifera). Understory vegetation included 
spicebush (Lindera benzoin), rambler rose (Rosa multiflora), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), poison ivy 
(Toxicodendron radicans), and grape (Vitis sp.). Surface water and saturation was visible within portions of this wetland 
system. A Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) designated Wetland of Special State Concern (WSSC) is also located 
within this system just south of the Amtrak ROW along an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek (Figure E-4). Based on 
best professional judgment, this wetland complex provides numerous functions and is of high ecological and societal 
value. Functions provided by the system include flood flow alteration, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, production export, wildlife habitat, and endangered species habitat. An unnamed, 
perennial tributary to Gashey’s Creek crosses the ROW west of the Gashey’s Creek crossing. It is classified as R2UB1. 


Wetland 2 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The wetland is a small, excavated, emergent, and open 
water pond located just south of US 40 and just east of an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek. Based on the field 
assessment, the wetland is classified as palustrine emergent/open water with a permanently flooded water regime 
(PEM1/POWHx). Vegetated portions of the wetland contained broad-leaf cat-tail (Typha latifolia). Functions provided by 
the wetland include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, and wildlife habitat. 
The system includes two unnamed, perennial tributary streams that drain south to Swan Creek. The streams are classified 
as R2UB1. 


Wetland 3 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The system includes forested wetlands that occur north and 
south of the Amtrak ROW just west of Stancil Field. This system is associated with an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s 
Creek, and based on the field assessment, is classified as PFO1A/C. Dominant canopy trees included red maple, sweet- 
gum, pin oak, and sycamore. Understory vegetation included rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, and crow garlic (Allium 
vineale). No surface hydrologic indicators were evident from the field assessment; however, it is possible that near- 
surface groundwater was present and not visible from the inventory level assessment. Functions provided by this wetland 
include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, production 
export, and wildlife habitat. This system includes the crossing of Gashey’s Creek and an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s 
Creek that lies north of the ROW and east of Gashey’s Creek. Gashey’s Creek is classified as R3UB1, while the unnamed 
tributary is classified as R2UB3. 


Wetland 4 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The wetland is an excavated SWM system adjacent to an 
industrial development located south of the Amtrak ROW and west of Old Bay Lane. The wetland is classified as 
PEM1/POWHx. The vegetated portions of the wetland contained broad-leaf cat-tail, lamp rush (Juncus effusus), and 
scattered black willow (Salix nigra) saplings. The pond was full of water during the field assessment. Functions provided 
by the wetland include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, and wildlife 
habitat. 


Wetland 5 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The wetland occurs as a linear strip located between US 40 
and the Amtrak ROW. It begins just east of where MD 7 intersects US 40 and extends east to an unnamed tributary to the 
Susquehanna River. Based on the field assessment, the wetland is classified as PFO1C. Dominant canopy trees observed 
included red maple, sweet-gum, and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). Understory vegetation included southern arrow- 
wood (Viburnum dentatum), rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, grape, and an unknown species of grass that was 
emerging within the depressional areas with saturation or shallow inundation. Functions provided by the wetland likely 
include minor flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, 
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production export, and wildlife habitat. The system includes an unnamed tributary stream that drains south across the 
ROW to Lily Run. The stream is classified as R2UB1/2. 


Wetland 6 — This wetland/stream complex was assessed at both the inventory level and through delineation. The system 
abuts the Amtrak ROW on the north side and generally lies east of Lewis Lane. The forested wetland and perennial stream 
portion of this wetland was assessed at the inventory level. An intermittent stream and emergent wetland along the 
intermittent stream were delineated in October 2015. The system includes PFO1A/C and PUBHx adjacent to an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run. Dominant canopy trees within the forested wetland included red maple, sweet-gum, and tulip tree. 
Understory vegetation included northern spicebush, rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, and poison ivy. There were no 
visible signs of hydrology observed during the inventory level assessment, but the system lies within a depression in the 
floodplain of the stream. The perennial stream lies north of the ROW; however, the intermittent stream channel drains east 
along the toe of the railroad embankment, beginning approximately 1,600 feet west of Lewis Lane. The stream discharges 
into the perennial stream within the PFO portion of the wetland. PEMIC lies within the intermittent channel and extends 
approximately 1,400 feet west of Lewis Lane. Dominant plants within the PEM wetland include broad-leaf cat-tail, rice 
cutgrass (Leersia oryzoides), and rough barnyard grass (Echinochloa muricata). Likely functions provided by the system 
include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal, retention/transformation, production 
export, and wildlife habitat. 


Wetland 7 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The potential wetland lies within the floodplain of the 
same unnamed tributary stream as Wetland 6, but lies north of US 40. Based on the inventory level field assessment, the 
wetland is classified as PFO1A. Dominant canopy trees included red maple and sweet-gum. Visible understory vegetation 
included rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, crow garlic, grape, and Asiatic bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus). Pockets 
of saturation were visible in micro depressions within the floodplain. Likely functions provided by this wetland include 
flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal, retention/transformation, production export, 
and wildlife habitat. 


Wetland 8 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. It is located along an unnamed tributary to the 
Susquehanna River on the north side of the Amtrak right-of-way between Juniata Street North and Ohio Street. The 
system includes PFO1A within the floodplain of the stream and PUBHx. During the inventory level field assessment, 
visibility of the floodplain was difficult, but the stream appeared to be six to eight feet below the elevation of the 
floodplain. Dominant canopy trees included red maple, silver maple (Acer saccharinum), and sweet-gum. The understory 
included northern spicebush, rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, English ivy (Hedera helix), and grape. As a result of the 
dense vegetation, there were no visible signs of hydrology present. The pond was mostly open water with a narrow broad- 
leaf cat-tail fringe. Likely functions provided by the system include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/ pathogen 
retention, nutrient removal, retention/transformation, production export, and wildlife habitat. 


Wetland 17 — This wetland was delineated in October 2015. The system is located within the eastern floodplain of Lily 
Run, just west of the athletic track at Havre de Grace Middle School, and south of the Amtrak ROW. The system is 
classified PEM1C. The wetland appeared to be hydrologically supported by surface runoff from a culvert that discharges 
water from the athletic fields to the floodplain. At the time of the delineation in October 2015, soils were saturated 
throughout the wetland area. A few planted and natural trees were situated at the perimeter of the wetland, including bald 
cypress (Taxodium distichum) and black willow. However, the majority of the wetland was comprised of herbaceous 
plants, including rice cutgrass and planted harlequin blueflag (Iris versicolor). Likely functions provided by the system 
include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, and minor 
wildlife habitat. The system includes Lily Run, which is a second order stream that flows north through the ROW to a 
culvert that carries the flow to the Susquehanna River. The stream is classified as R2UB1/2. 
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Wetland 18 — This wetland was delineated in October 2015. The wetland is located within the Amtrak ROW, south of the 
railroad tracks west of the Lily Run crossing. It lies within a swale at the toe of the railroad embankment. The system is 
classified as PEM1C. The wetland appeared to be hydrologically supported by a perched, seasonal water table. During the 
October 2015 delineation, the hydrologic indicator was met by oxidized rhizospheres along living roots, active crayfish 
burrows, drainage patterns, and Facultative (FAC)-neutral test.' Dominant vegetation within the swale was common reed 
(Phragmites australis). Likely functions provided by the system include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention and nutrient 
removal/retention/transformation. 


Wetland 19 — This wetland was delineated in October 2015. The wetland lies within the Amtrak ROW south of the tracks 
and east of Lewis Lane. The system is comprised of swales along the toe of the railroad fill slope and floodplain wetlands 
adjacent to unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. The wetlands are classified as PFO1C and PEMI1C. The forested wetland 
within the floodplain of an intermittent stream was hydrologically supported by near-surface groundwater, while PEM 
within a swale upslope of the stream had only secondary hydrologic indicators, including crayfish burrows, surface soil 
cracks, drainage patterns, and FAC-neutral test. Vegetation within PFO was dominated in the canopy by red maple, in the 
shrub layer by black elder (Sambucus nigra), in the herbaceous layer by common reed and rice cutgrass, and in the vine 
layer by fox grape (Vitis labrusca). PEM was dominated by rough barnyard grass (Echinochloa muricata) and fall panic 
grass (Panicum dichotomiflorum). Likely functions provided by the system include flood flow alteration, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, and minor wildlife habitat. 


Wetland 20 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The system lies on the south side of the railroad tracks 
opposite Wetland 5. It is classified as PFO1C. Wetland hydrology included shallow inundation and surface soil saturation. 
Dominant canopy vegetation included red maple and sweet-gum. Common understory vegetation included white grass 
(Leersia virginica), Japanese stilt grass (Microstegium vimineum), and, in more open areas, reed canary grass (Phalaris 
arundinacea). Likely functions provided by the system include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen 
retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, and minor wildlife habitat. 


Waters of the U.S. 21 — This relatively permanent waterway was delineated in October 2015. Relatively Permanent 
Waters is a category of Waters of the US as defined by the USACE and resulting from the 2006 Supreme Court case 
(Rapanos) to clarify Clean Water Act protections. The stream flows onto the ROW from Wetland 5 north of the railroad 
tracks, and extends west along the toe of slope of the tracks for approximately 1,400 feet to a culvert. It flows through the 
culvert, under the tracks, and continues west along the tracks out of the limits of disturbance to Gashey’s Creek. The 
intermittent stream is classified as R4SB3. There is very little in-stream habitat available, as the channel is mostly a 
shallow run within the Amtrak ROW. However, small fish and frogs were observed within the stream. 


Streams - With the exception of Gashey’s Creek and the Susquehanna River, all perennial streams were identified as 
lower perennial and had a cobble/gravel, sand, or mud substrate. These stream channels ranged in width from three to 40 
(Gashey’s Creek) feet, and the streams were down-cut between four and 12 feet below the elevation of the floodplain. The 
easternmost tributary to Gashey’s Creek, between US 40 and the Amtrak ROW, had a mud bottom substrate and was less 
down-cut than the other lower perennial streams. Bank height was less than two feet. The intermittent streams that flowed 


' The FAC-neutral test is performed by compiling a list of dominant plant species across all strata in the community, and dropping 
from the list any species with a Facultative indicator status (i.e., FAC). The FAC-neutral test is met if more than 50 percent of the 
remaining dominant species are rated Facultative Wetland (FACW) and/or Obligate (OBL). This indicator can be used in 
communities that contain no FAC dominants. If there are an equal number of dominants that are OBL and FACW verses Facultative 
Upland (FACU) and Upland (UPL), or if all dominants are FAC, non-dominant species should be considered (USACE 2011). 
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along the base of the railroad tracks were very shallow and were manipulated to maintain flow. Where these streams flow 
through the more developed areas or along the tracks, habitat complexity is relatively low, as the channels have been 
straightened to accommodate placement within culverts or bridges. For the streams draining to Swan Creek, habitat 
complexity is likely higher within the undeveloped forested sections. The Susquehanna River at the Amtrak crossing is 
classified as riverine tidal and is about 3,400 feet wide. 


Cecil County 


In Cecil County, two tidal wetland systems and six potential nontidal wetland systems were identified within the Proposed 
Project study area (Figure E-4). Mill Creek is the only perennial stream that crosses the study area in Cecil County. There 
are also three intermittent streams that flow parallel to the tracks on the south side and one ephemeral channel that drains 
into Wetland 9. Ephemeral channels contain a defined, natural bed and bank, and convey surface water to relatively 
permanent waters following precipitation or snow melt events. 


Wetland 9 — This tidal wetland system lies along the east side of the Susquehanna River in Perryville just north of the 
Amtrak ROW. According to the USFWS/DNR wetland mapping, the system is classified as palustrine scrub shrub and 
estuarine intertidal emergent with a seasonal tidal water regime and a mesohaline salinity range. Based on the wetland 
delineation in October 2015, the emergent wetland appears to be PEM1N and PEM1/5N. The forested portion of the 
wetland occurs on the periphery of the tidal emergent wetland and is dominated by black willow, ash-leaf maple (Acer 
negundo), and silver maple trees. This area was classified as PFO1R. The emergent portion of the wetland is dominated 
by common reed, Canadian clearweed (Pilea pumila), and marsh primrose-willow (Ludwigia palustris), and floating 
primrose-willow (Ludwigia peploides). Considerable trash has accumulated within the wetland, lowering its overall 
quality. Likely functions provided by the system include  sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient 
removal/retention/transformation, production export, and sediment/shoreline stabilization. A two-foot wide ephemeral 
channel drains runoff from an adjacent substation to the tidal wetland. 


Wetland 10 — This potential wetland is located within the floodplain of Mill Creek just upstream of the Amtrak right-of- 
way (ROW) and was assessed at the inventory level. The area was not mapped as wetland by the USFWS or DNR, but 
during the inventory level assessment, a portion of the floodplain at the toe of the east facing slope contained standing 
water and skunk cabbage (Symplocarpus foetidus), an OBL wetland plant. Canopy vegetation included red maple, sweet- 
gum, and sycamore. Based on these visible characteristics, this wetland portion is classified as PFO1E. The remainder of 
the floodplain was comprised of a mix of wetland and upland vegetation and no visible signs of hydrology. Likely 
functions provided by the relatively small wetland include groundwater recharge/discharge, flood flow alteration, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, and nutrient removal/retention/transformation. Mill Creek is classified as lower 
perennial with a cobble/gravel bottom substrate. The stream channel width is about 
15 feet and the channel depth averages about three feet. Habitat complexity between MD 7 and Amtrak appeared good, 
with numerous riffle/pool complexes and in-stream habitat. 


Wetland 11 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. According to the NWI wetland mapping, a fringe of 
palustrine forested seasonally tidal wetland (PFO1S) borders the large estuarine system associated with Furnace Bay. A 
portion of the estuarine system is classified as scrub shrub wetland (E2SS1P6). The remainder of the system is classified 
as unconsolidated shoreline (E2USN6). Likely functions provided by wetlands along the periphery of Furnace Bay 
include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, production export, and 
sediment/shoreline stabilization. 


Wetland 12 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The depressional wetland system is located between 
Avenue G and the Amtrak paved access road south of the railroad tracks, and just west of Mill Creek. The wetland is 
classified as PFO1C. Dominant trees within the wetland include red maple, sweet-gum, and pin oak. Rambler rose was the 
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dominant understory plant. Standing water was present within the depression and stained leaves were also observed. An 
intermittent stream channel drains excess water from this depression through a shallow channel that runs parallel to the 
Maintenance-of-Way access road on the south side. The two-foot-wide by a 0.5-feet-deep channel is classified as R4SB4. 
It extends west to the Amtrak substation. Shallow flow was observed during the field assessment. Likely functions 
provided by the system include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, and 
possibly production export. 


Wetland 13 — This wetland and stream system was assessed at the inventory level. The system is an incised ditch that 
occurs along the south side of the railroad tracks, between the tracks and the access road to the Amtrak Maintenance-of- 
Way facility. It extends approximately 3,000 feet and discharges into Mill Creek. From the confluence with Mill Creek to 
approximately 1,100 feet east, the system was determined to be an intermittent stream only. This stream was classified as 
R4SB3. The stream channel was about five feet wide and one foot deep with several inches of flowing water at the time of 
the field assessment. Fish were observed in the stream. Upslope of the intermittent stream, the channel was comprised of 
emergent and forested wetlands. The westernmost 950 feet or so of the wetland is classified as palustrine emergent with 
persistent vegetation and a seasonally flooded water regime (PEM1C). This portion of the wetland had been recently 
managed by the removal of woody vegetation from the side slopes. Emergent vegetation within the wetland was 
predominately comprised of unknown grasses. The easternmost approximately 900 feet of the wetland is classified as 
PFOI1C. The bottom of the ditch lies six to eight feet below the ground elevation, and likely receives some groundwater 
input at least early in the growing season. It also serves to divert surface runoff to Mill Creek. Damp to shallowly 
inundated soils were present during the site visit. Dominant woody vegetation included red maple and sweet-gum. Likely 
functions provided by the system include groundwater recharge/discharge, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient 
removal/retention/transformation, and production export. 


Wetland 15 — This wetland was delineated in October 2015. The system is associated with a drainage ditch east of the 
Perryville Station that runs along the south side of the railroad tracks and north of Broad Street. The wetland is classified 
as PEMIC. The system drains west along the toe of the railroad embankment to a culvert beneath Broad Street. It was 
unclear where the water drains downstream of Broad Street, as it appeared to pool within a riprap lined swale. Hydrology 
of this system appears to be shallow groundwater, as a water table was present within 10 inches of the soil surface. The 
vegetated portion on the north side of Broad Street contained common reed, broad-leaf cat-tail, wand panic grass 
(Panicum virgatum), and rice cutgrass. Shallow surface water or saturation to the surface was present throughout the 
system at the time of the wetland delineation in October 2015. Mucky modified mineral soils meeting the redox dark 
surface wetland indicator were observed during the October 2015 delineation. Likely functions provided by the system 
include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention and nutrient removal/retention/transformation. 


Wetland 16 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The system is composed of an excavated impoundment 
with an intermittent stream that drains excess water from the impoundment to Principio Creek. The system starts adjacent 
to the Prince Interlocking on the south side of the gravel access road, just east of the cart path crossing for the Furnace 
Bay Golf Course. The pond is classified as POW. At the time of the field assessment the pond was filled to capacity and 
water was observed flowing through the intermittent channel at the eastern end. The pond did not appear to contain a 
vegetated wetland fringe. The intermittent channel is classified as R4SB3. The channel varied in size from three feet wide 
and a half foot deep at the upstream end and eight feet wide and three feet deep at the downstream end. Functions likely 
provided by the system include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention. 


Wetland 22 — This wetland was assessed in the inventory level assessment. The wetland is located within a drainage ditch 
along the north side of the Amtrak ROW at the end of McLhinney Street. The wetland drains northwest to a culvert. 
Saturated soils were present within the swale. Common vegetation included red maple and sweet-gum. Functions likely 
provided by the system include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, and flood flow alteration. 
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Summary 


The total area of the potential wetlands identified within the Harford County portion of the study area is 77.3 acres of 
PFO/PSS/PUBHx and 2.2 acres of PEM/POW/PUBH«x. The total area of potential wetlands identified within the Cecil 
County portion of the study area is 2.3 acres of estuarine intertidal with scrub shrub (E2SS), 8.3 acres of estuarine 
intertidal with an unconsolidated bottom (E2US), 4.9 acres of PFO, 2.9 acres of PEM, and 0.1 acre of POW. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Without the Proposed Project, existing floodplains and wetlands/waters of the U.S. will remain as described in Affected 
Environment above. The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project will be measured. 


4. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
a. Floodplains 


Both Build Alternatives will occur within regulated floodplains. As noted above, Harford County has a preliminary 
FEMA floodplain map that is proposed to replace the effective FEMA floodplain map. Portions of each build alternative 
occurring within the effective and preliminary 100-year and 500-year floodplains are included in Table E-4. These values 
represent Proposed Project footprint encroachments within the floodplain only and do not reflect actual fill volumes. 
Project alternatives are not configured in such a manner that major longitudinal floodplain encroachments (encroachment 
that parallels the stream channel) would occur. The majority of floodplain encroachments would be from transverse 
crossings for each of the alternatives (encroachment that crosses the valley width of floodplains). 


Any construction within the 100-year floodplain would require a Waterway Construction Permit from the MDE. Based on 
the current design of the two Build Alternatives and current guidelines, an increase in the base flood elevation (greater 
than one foot) in the floodways is not anticipated. However, the Proposed Project will require additional fill in both of 
these floodways. The new crossings of the Susquehanna River will occur in the same location as the existing crossing and 
on the upstream side of the existing crossing, with the bridge piers aligned with the stream to minimize any change in the 
flow characteristics. The new bridge may have a slightly higher water velocity owing to the closer spacing of more bridge 
piers. The closer spacing of the bridge piers of 30 to 90 feet over 3,200 feet of the river will only result in a very slight 
change in velocity and therefore would not produce a significant impact to the hydrologic properties of the river upstream 
or downstream. More detailed hydrologic and hydraulic studies will be undertaken later in design, allowing for more 
precise floodplain impacts and scour analyses at that time. 


Table E-4 

Floodplain Encroachments and Impacts to Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands 

Resource Type Resource Category Alternative 9A | Alternative 9B 
Effective FEMA 100-Year 2.72 2.15 
Floodplains (acres) 500-Year 4.83 4.24 
Preliminary FEMA 100-Year 3.09 2.63 
Floodplain (acres)* 500-Year 3.16 2.69 
Tidal 0.06 0.06 
Wetlands (sce) Nontidal 0.83 0.71 
Suede inent feat Relatively Permanent Waterways 3,190 2,943 

Ephemeral 19 19 

Tidal 0.27 0.27 
Wetland Buffers (acres) NGnEdaT 716 172 
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Susquehanna Riverbed 
(acres) 
*Preliminary FEMA floodplain information available for Harford County only 


Girder Approach/Arch Main Span Bridge 0.37 0.37 


In addition, as the Proposed Project moves into the design phase, regulatory guidance issued regarding Executive Order 
13690 and/or revisions to Executive Order 11988 will be reviewed and incorporated into the overall design of the 
Proposed Project (e.g., design standards and specifications for culvert design, bridge and approach heights, etc.), as 
applicable. 


b. Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. 


The two Build Alternatives will have relatively minor effects on wetlands and somewhat greater effects on streams. 
Overall, the proposed new alignments will occur within and immediately adjacent to the existing rail alignment where 
wetlands and streams that are potentially affected by the Proposed Project have been historically altered to a considerable 
degree for the construction and maintenance of the rail existing alignment. Potential effects to tidal and nontidal wetland 
buffers take into consideration the existing land use within the buffers. For example, areas of existing impervious 
surfaces, such as pavement or buildings, were not included in the buffer impact totals. 


Alternative 9A 


Alternative 9A would result in direct impacts to tidal and nontidal wetland resources along the Amtrak ROW (Table E-4). 
Nontidal wetland impacts in Cecil County would occur within Wetland 15 that lies between the existing railroad tracks 
and the access road to the Perryville Maintenance Facility, just east of the Perryville Station (Table E-5). The only tidal 
wetland in the study area, Wetland 9, would also be slightly impacted (0.06 acre) by the construction of the west bridge 
over the Susquehanna River. In Harford County, nontidal wetland impacts would occur within Wetlands 5 and 6 on the 
north side of the ROW east and west of Lewis Lane and within Wetlands 18 and 19 on the south side of the ROW east of 
Lewis Lane. 


Alternative 9A would also cross four perennial nontidal streams and three intermittent nontidal streams, resulting in minor 
impacts to these waterways (Table E-5). The total stream impact includes 251 linear feet of impact to replace existing 
culverts and 2,939 linear feet of impact for new crossings. This also includes approximately 613 linear feet of intermittent 
stream that currently flows within a maintained ditch along the base of the existing track fill slope in an area where no 
track bed widening is being proposed. An additional 19 linear feet of ephemeral channel will also be impacted on the 
Cecil County portion adjacent to the tidal wetland along the Susquehanna River. The crossing impacts to Lily Run and 
two unnamed tributaries of Lily Run in Harford County and Mill Creek in Cecil County would result from the extension 
of culverts to accommodate the new tracks. For the Mill Creek crossing, the existing stone masonry arch culvert will be 
extended to the south by attaching a culvert extension. A similar culvert extension design is proposed for the south side of 
the existing stone masonry culvert of the Lily Run crossing. Smaller concrete culverts would need to be extended for the 
two unnamed tributaries to Lily Run. The intermittent stream that drains west along the existing tracks from Wetland 5 
may be shifted slightly north to accommodate a shift in the track bed, if needed. The intermittent stream on the south side 
of the existing tracks that flows east from east of Lewis Lane would likely need to be placed in a culvert, as new ROW 
will be needed from Havre de Grace Middle School/High School to accommodate the track shift in that location, thus 
likely precluding a shift in the stream channel farther to the south. 
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Table E-5 
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Effects by System and Habitat Classification 
Potential Wetland (Ac) and Stream 
ce Waters of the U.S. Classification rane (Lf) Impacts 
Alternative 9A | Alternative 9B 
5 PFO1C Nontidal 0.06 0.06 
PEM1C 
6 R4SB3/5 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Nontidal 0.28 0.28 
Run) 1,717 1,717 
PFO1R Tidal 0.06 0.06 
9 PEM1N 0.01 0.01 
Ephemeral Nontidal 19 19 
10 R3UB1 Nontidal 83 83 
14 Susquehanna River (RIUBV/R1IOWV) Tidal 0.37 0.37 
15 PEM1C Nontidal 0.20 0.20 
17 R2UB1/2 (Lily Run) Nontidal 84 11 
18 PEM1C Nontidal 0.04 0.03 
PFO1C 
PEM1C 0.19 0.11 
19 R4SB3/4 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Nontidal 0.06 0.03 
Run) 286 169 
R2UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) 84 28 
21 R4SB3 Nontidal 936 935 


The girder approach / arch main span bridge design would include 37 in-water piers (with a pier diameter of 5.67 feet for 
all piers except 13 and 14 at 6.67 feet). Eight of the piers, five along the Cecil County shoreline and three along the 
Harford County shoreline, will be encased in permanent cofferdams. The remaining piers will be encased in permanent 
caissons. Permanent pier impacts to the riverbed of the Susquehanna River are included in Table E-4. Potential impacts to 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) within the Susquehanna River are discussed in Section D, “Aquatic Resources.” 


Alternative 9B 


Alternative 9B follows the same alignment as Alternative 9A in Cecil County, but has a slightly reduced footprint relative 
to Alternative 9A within Harford County, resulting from slightly lower design speeds. As a result, overall wetland and 
stream impacts are slightly less for Alternative 9B (Table E-5). Wetland buffer impacts are also slightly lower overall for 
Alternative 9B (Table E-5). Alternative 9B would cross the same streams as Alternative 9A, but total stream impacts 
would be slightly less (Table E-5) resulting from a narrower crossing of Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. 
Bridge pier impacts within the Susquehanna River would be the same for Alternative 9B as for Alternative 9A. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 
a. Floodplains 


Efforts to minimize impacts to 100-year and 500-year floodplains are ongoing, and will continue throughout the Proposed 
Project planning and design process. Longitudinal crossings have been avoided where possible to reduce the potential for 
greater floodplain fill, and resulting reductions in flood conveyance and floodplain storage. Any construction within the 
100-year floodplain would require a Waterway Construction Permit from MDE. To ensure that floodwater impacts due to 
rail construction are minimized, drainage structures are required to maintain the current flow regime and prevent 
associated flooding (COMAR 26.17.04). This is being investigated for the proposed Lily Run crossing where a new 
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bottomless culvert may be installed to increase the hydraulic capacity, resulting in desirable flood relief for the area of 
Havre de Grace upstream of the rail project. Other minimization and mitigation efforts that may be investigated in later 
planning and design phases for impacted 100-year and 500-year floodplains could also include: 


e Bridge spans over the 100-year and 500-year floodplain; 
e Reducing encroachments by using 2:1 minimum slopes for rail berms, and 
e Building retaining walls where practicable. 


As part of the MDE Waterways Construction Permit application process, hydrologic and hydraulic studies will be 
performed for the selected alternative to determine the effects of the proposed track bed fill on floodplain elevations 
during the design and permitting phase. 


b. Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. 


Unavoidable impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. will require federal and state permit authorizations. A 
Section 404 permit from the USACE is required for the discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands. The Proposed Project will require a Section 404 Individual Permit, as it will result in greater than 
2,000 linear feet of stream impact. A USACE Section 10 permit will also be required for construction of bridge structures 
over the navigable waters of the Susquehanna River. A U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) permit under Section 9 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act will also be required for construction of a new bridge over a navigable waterway. Impacts to waters of 
the U.S., including wetlands also require a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from MDE. In addition, MDE requires 
a Nontidal Wetland and Waterways permit for impacts to nontidal wetlands and streams, including a 25-foot buffer 
surrounding the wetland; a Waterway Construction Permit for work in streams and floodplains; and a Tidal Wetland 
License issued by the Board of Public Works for impacts to tidal wetlands and waters associated with the Susquehanna 
River. 


The two alternatives retained for detailed study were selected in part because of their reduced impacts to 
wetlands/waterways and other natural resources, as compared to the conceptual alternatives considered. These alternatives 
lie closer to the existing track ROW and generally involve replacement of the existing track with the new eastbound and 
westbound tracks. These two alternatives would have some direct impacts on both nontidal and tidal wetland resources 
and their corresponding buffers. Both alternatives would also have impacts to streams from culvert extensions, possible 
relocations, and piping, and would have permanent impacts to the riverbed of the Susquehanna River from bridge pier 
installation. 


The Project Team has incorporated avoidance and minimization measures with respect to wetland impacts, in part by 
optimizing the use of the existing rail ROW. The Project Team will continue to explore minimization measure during final 
design (e.g., considering steeper slopes and/or additional retaining walls). Construction of the culvert extensions, or 
replacements as needed, will include the minimum extent necessary to provide support for the additional rail tracks. Also, 
these necessary extensions or replacements will use bottomless culverts to provide for a more natural stream bed through 
the culvert. 


Impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, from the Build Alternatives would total less than an acre of wetlands 
and more than 3,000 linear feet of streams. After all practicable measures have been taken to avoid and minimize impacts 
to aquatic resources, unavoidable impacts may require mitigation in the form of creation, enhancement, or preservation to 
replace the loss of wetland, stream, and/or other aquatic resource (e.g., SAV) functions. 


Compensatory mitigation must be evaluated in accordance with state and federal regulations and guidance. Compensatory 
mitigation focuses on the replacement of the functions provided by an aquatic resource or wetland, in addition to the 
acreage affected. Traditionally, mitigation requirements under Section 404 and COMAR are determined by the ratio of 
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wetland acres replaced to wetland acres lost. Emergent wetlands are often mitigated on a 1:1 replacement basis, while 
forested and scrub-shrub wetlands are mitigated on a 2:1 basis. Tidal wetland compensation follows similar ratios, except 
emergent tidal wetlands are also replaced at a 2:1 ratio. However, these ratios can provide only a preliminary estimate of 
required mitigation, as functional replacement is the guiding mitigation principal, and ratios may be adjusted at the 
discretion of the USACE or MDE depending on the practicability and functional effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. 
The agencies also typically require compensatory stream mitigation projects to replace stream functions when feasible. In 
addition to stream channel improvements, mitigation measures for waterway impacts consider the size, stream order, and 
location of the stream to determine appropriate stream mitigation. Other mitigation measures, such as removal of fish 
blockages, riparian buffer enhancements, and water quality improvements, may also be used at the agencies’ discretion. 
Table E-6 summarizes the wetland and stream impacts and estimated minimum mitigation required to offset those 
impacts. 


Table E-6 
Wetland and Stream Impacts and Estimated Minimum Required Mitigation 
Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 
Resource Impact | Replacement | Mitigation | Impact | Replacement | Mitigation 
(Ac/Lf) Ratio (Ac/Lf) (Ac/Lf) Ratio (Ac/Lf) 
Nontidal Forest (acre) 0.25 2:1 0.5 0.17 2:1 0.34 
Neutge bineteet 0.58 1:1 0.58 0.54 1:1 0.54 
(acre) 
Tidal Forest (acre) 0.05 2:1 0.1 0.05 2:1 0.1 
Tidal Emergent (acre) 0.01 2:1 0.02 0.01 2:1 0.02 
Intermittent and 
Perennial Streams 3,190 1:1 3,190 2,943 1:1 2,943 
(linear feet) 


Few onsite mitigation options are likely available to compensate for unavoidable nontidal wetland impacts given the 
linear nature of the Amtrak ROW. Even so, opportunities will be investigated during Proposed Project design, including 
within nontidal Wetland 13 in Cecil County that will not be impacted, but is a disturbed ditch wetland that may be 
enhanced. If Alternative 9A is selected, wetland creation may also be possible within the expanded ROW adjacent to 
Havre de Grace Middle School. For the tidal wetland impacts along the Cecil County shoreline, mitigation could occur in 
the form of control of existing, invasive common reed and establishment of native, tidal wetland species. The area of 
degraded tidal wetland is approximately two acres in size, more than sufficient size to accommodate the higher 
enhancement ratio of at least 4:1. Other potential onsite mitigation options will also be investigated as the Proposed 
Project advances through later design phases. If further onsite mitigation is not an option, compensation could be sought 
through the purchase of credits at an approved mitigation bank or through permittee sponsored mitigation at an approved 
offsite location. 


Based on the currently identified stream impacts, the Proposed Project would be expected to provide stream restoration 
totaling at least 3,190 linear feet for Alternative 9A and 2,943 linear feet for Alternative 9B. However, of these stream 
impacts, over 2,500 linear feet of impact is to previously disturbed headwater streams running parallel to the existing track 
that had been relocated during construction of the original rail track. These stream reaches are currently linear ditches with 
mostly rock ballast or sand substrates and little habitat structure. To mitigate for these stream impacts resulting from track 
widening, the reaches would be relocated to the new track toe of slope. As part of this relocation, opportunities for in- 
stream habitat and water quality improvements will be investigated. Further mitigation options will be determined as the 
Proposed Project moves forward in design. 
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To address the potential need for off-site mitigation, a preliminary level desktop mitigation site search was conducted 
within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds, as Proposed Project impacts will occur within those 
two watersheds. All nontidal wetland impacts will occur within the Lower Susquehanna River watershed so the site search 
for nontidal wetlands was conducted only within that watershed. Site search criteria included non-forested sites located 
within topographic depressions or floodplains with areas of mapped hydric soils providing at least an acre of created 
wetland. The site search also targeted potential tidal wetland creation or restoration sites and hardened shoreline areas 
where more natural shoreline protection measures might allow for creation or enhancement of aquatic habitat. For stream 
mitigation, riparian areas within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds were investigated for their 
restoration potential, including stream channel stabilization, fish blockage removal, in-stream habitat improvements, 
riparian buffer enhancements, and water quality improvements. 


The results of the preliminary desktop site search identified 27 potential nontidal wetland creation sites totaling 
approximately 123 acres; 10 in Harford County (43 acres) and 17 in Cecil County (80 acres). Twenty-six (26) stream 
restoration sites were identified, including nine (9) in the Swan Creek watershed and 17 in the Lower Susquehanna River 
watershed. Fifteen (15) of the sites had potential fish blockage removal opportunities and two (2) sites also had wetland 
creation potential. A map of the potential wetland and stream mitigation sites and a summary of the site search process are 
described in more detail in Attachment D. For those potential mitigation sites visible from publicly accessible locations, a 
windshield survey was completed in March 2016 to confirm landscape position and existing conditions within the 
potential site. Based on the windshield surveys, one new potential wetland creation site was added, but the number of 
potential nontidal wetland creation sites to carry forward was reduced to eight. For potential stream restoration sites, one 
site was extended and the overall number of potential stream sites to carry forward was reduced to 17. Information on 
potential wetland and stream sites recommended for more detailed on-site investigations are shown in Tables E-7 and E- 
8, respectively. Sites were eliminated for various reasons, including changed site conditions, steep topography, presence 
of utilities, etc. Additionally, an offsite potential tidal wetland enhancement area was identified along the Susquehanna 
River in Harford County. During the subsequent final design and permitting phase, these potential sites will be explored in 
more detail, and property access notification letters will be sent seeking permission to conduct more detailed on-site 
investigations. 


Any mitigation measures employed due to unavoidable Proposed Project impacts to Waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands, will follow the Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 325 and 40 
CFR Part 230), and Maryland state compensatory mitigation guidelines, as well as other practicable recommendations 
from federal and state resource agencies. Mitigation options under both the Federal Rule and state mitigation guidelines 
could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee-responsible mitigation using a watershed approach in 
that order of preference. 
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Table E-7 


Potential Nontidal Wetland Mitigation Sites: Post Windshield Site Search 


SITE 
ID 


COUNTY 


CURRENT 
LAND USE 


APPROXIMATE 
SIZE (AC) 


HYDRIC 
SOILS 


(Y/N) 


STATUS/COMMENTS 


Cecil 


Agricultural 
Field 


N 


Low lying ag field abuts emergent marsh 
with thin strip of young trees (willow, 
sweetgum, planted leyland cypress); 3-4' 
cut could yield about 5 Ac wetland. 


Cecil 


Agricultural 
Field 


Low lying field lies adjacent to Coudon 
Creek and potentially created wetland on 
Perryville Elementary School property. 
Site not accessible, but might be worth 
further investigation. 


Harford 


Scrubby / 
Mowed Field 


Site mostly existing shrubby wetland. 
Small (<0.5Ac), low lying field adjacent 
to common reed wetland with creation 
potential and enhancement of common 
reed. Lies adjacent to Proposed Project. 
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Harford 


Pasture 


Site not completely visible from road, but 
part of a large abandoned agricultural 
area with many small streams/ditches 
draining through; some portions likely 
existing wetlands. Site appears relatively 
flat, but according to contours, has over 
10 feet of elevation change. Potential 
stream restoration opportunities. More 
investigations warranted. 
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Harford 


Harford 


Pasture 


Agricultural 
Field 


Part of large abandoned agricultural area 
on the south side of a gravel driveway 
from Site 22. Land form appears 
relatively flat, but contours suggest as 
much as a 20' elevation difference within 
the site. Existing wetland mapped 
adjacent to site. Potential stream 
restoration opportunities. More 
investigations warranted. 

Relatively flat field adjacent to forested 
floodplain of small stream. Wet patches 
observed in field; portion of field mapped 
hydric soils. Possibly suitable to create 2 
Ac wetlands. 
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W-28 


Cecil 


Cecil 


Agricultural 
Field 


Maintained 
ROW 


1.5 


Small (1 Ac.), gently sloping area 
mapped as hydric soil adjacent to forested 
floodplain along stream. 

Linear uplands within transmission ROW 
would require less than 3' of cut. Within 
transmission ROW so only PSS possible; 
may restrict access to towers. No more 
than 2 Ac of creation. 
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Table E-8 


Potential Stream Mitigation Sites: Post Windshield Site Search 


SITE 
ID 


COUNTY 


WATER- 
SHED 


APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(LF) 


FISH 
BLOCK- 
AGES 


RIPARIAN 
ZONE 


(Y/N) 


STATUS/COMMENTS 


No obvious blockages; some 


Lower aaa minor erosion on bends; right 
S-2 Harford | Susquehanna 607 Yes apa , bank with scattered planted trees 
River areca and lawn, more plantings 
maintained P A 
possible, but no restoration. 
Forested Not accessible, but scored low 
between for water quality by MBSS. 
ae de nen Creeks ens ne agricultural | Potential instream habitat 
fields improvements. 
Site not visible, but potentially 
one contains an old culverted road 
S-6 Cecil Susquehanna 545 Yes Forested : , 
Rive crossing that could be a fish 
blockage. 
Fish blockage on upstream side 
of primary channel culvert at 
Jackson Station Rd where 
Lower Forested, vertical wooden slats have been 
5-8 Cecil Susquehanna 830 Yes residential | installed. Secondary channel 
River property culvert beneath Jackson Station 
Rd mostly filled with sediment. 
No other stream habitat 
improvements necessary. 
Forested, 
abuts Impoundment not visible, but 
ne Beno Sw snCIee’ Cae ae residential | likely functions as fish blockage. 
properties 
Lower Paraceai Not visible, as site lies within 
S-10 Cecil Susquehanna 474 Yes large, fenced Bainbridge 
‘ scrub-shrub 
River Development Corp property. 
ower No visible, but several small 
S-12 Harford | Susquehanna 755 Yes Forest/ scrub- | streams flow through large 
: shrub abandoned farm site; most of 
River : 
streams without forest cover. 
Between Superior and Erie Sts, 
Partial recent clearing of vegetation on 
Lower rataaer| right bank, left bank mowed 
S-13 Harford | Susquehanna 2,168 Yes igs aaneal lawn with large planted trees. 
River : Between Erie St and US 40 
properties 


gabion baskets on right bank 
with minor fish blockage. 
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Table E-8 (cont’d) 


Potential Stream Mitigation Sites: Post Windshield Site Search 
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FISH 
APPROX. 
SITE WATER- BLOCK- RIPARIAN 
ID COUNTY SHED Bee AGES ZONE STATUS/COMMENTS 
(Y/N) —— 
Concrete apron on downstream 
side of Chapel Road culvert that 
S-14 Harford Swan Creek 266 Yes Forested acts as fish blockage. Large 
debris jam 200' farther 
downstream. 
At Hopewell Road crossing, 
stream appears stable with 
S-15 Harford Swan Creek 1,314 No Forested a Sa er i 
poor habitat index, possible 
instream improvements. 
Lower Reach not fully visible from 
S-19 Cecil Susquehanna 464 Yes Forested road; instream habitat 
River improvements possible. 
Most of reach not visible from 
Frenchtown Rd; reach just 
Hower ith high gradient and 
5-20 Cecil Susquehanna 1,550 Yes Forested sero eee 
River ! oulder substrate. Possible 
instream habitat improvements 
elsewhere within the reach. 
Partially Not visible, but left bank not 
S-22 Harford Swan Creek 718 No forested; possible planting and/or 
forested 
instream habitat enhancements. 
Lower Forested and | Not visible from driveway; flows 
S-23 Cecil Susquehanna 595 No agricultural | through agricultural area with 
River fields thin forest buffer. 
Flows through old field managed 
Heese) for wild turkey by National Wild 
5-24 Harford Swan Creek 1,480 No Turkey Federation. Stream banks 
scrub-shrub F2b% : : : 
3' high with minor erosion. Most 
of reach not accessible. 
Portions of Lily Run through 
school property lacking forest 
cover. Other portions of reach 
Lower Maintained | are currently piped. If Amtrak 
S-26 Harford Susquehanna 2,384 No school takes school ROW for new track, 
River property could investigate opening piped 
sections and doing other 
instream habitat improvements 
and tree plantings. 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


No matter what form of compensatory mitigation is adopted, the mitigation plan must follow the same 12 fundamental 
components that are required for permit issuance. These components include: 


Objectives 

Site selection criteria 

Site protection instruments (e.g., conservation easements) 
Baseline information (for impact and compensation sites) 
Credit determination methodology 

Mitigation work plan 

Maintenance plan 

Ecological performance standards 

Monitoring requirements 

Long-term management plan 

Adaptive management plan 

Financial assurances 


C. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 
1, REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


Regulatory Context 


Maryland Reforestation Law & Maryland Forest Conservation Act 


The Maryland Reforestation Law establishes a program to produce a no-net-loss impact to wooded acres resulting from 
State funded transportation projects. The Maryland Forest Conservation Act regulates any activity requiring an application 
for a subdivision, grading permit, or sediment erosion control permit on areas 40,000 square feet or greater. 


Nongame Endangered Species Conservation Act 


The Nongame Endangered Species Conservation Act regulates activities that impact the habitats of plants and animals 
listed on the Maryland Threatened and Endangered Species list. Any constructing agency (federal, state, local or private) 
is required to cooperate and consult with DNR regarding: the presence of listed species within a project area; field 
verification of habitat and/or populations of listed species, and avoidance and minimization efforts as appropriate. 


Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) (COMAR 27.01.09.04C(2) (b)(iv) 


FIDS are regulated as a protected resource within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Critical Area). Regulated FIDS 
habitat includes documented FIDS breeding areas within existing riparian forests that are at least 300 feet in width and 
that occur adjacent to streams, wetlands, or the Bay shoreline, and other forest areas used as breeding areas by forest 
interior dwelling birds (for example, relatively mature forested areas within the Critical Area of 100 acres or more, or 
forest connected with these areas). 


Methodology 


Forest boundaries were identified using the most recent publically available aerial imagery and vegetation GIS layers 
from both counties. For the desktop review, forest resources were assessed on a broad scale using the Vegetation Map of 
Maryland (Brush et al. 1976). Forest interior habitat was identified using guidelines from A Guide to the Conservation of 
Forest Interior Dwelling Birds in the Critical Area (Jones et al. 2000). Based on this guidance, FIDS habitat exists where 
riparian forests average a minimum of 300 feet in total width and occur in blocks of at least 50 acres. FIDS habitat is also 
present where forests occur in blocks of at least 50 contiguous acres with 10 or more acres of forest interior (defined as 
the area of the forest minus a 300-foot wide edge). Areas meeting these definitions were mapped within the Proposed 


E-28 


Appendix E: Natural Environmental Technical Report 


Project study area. For the inventory level assessment, forest resources were characterized, including the size class and 
dominant species of trees, understory conditions, and degree of disturbance. 


Information on terrestrial wildlife was obtained using data available through DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) 
online resources, the 2° Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Maryland and District of Columbia (Ellison 2010), and 
preliminary data of the Maryland Amphibian and Reptile Atlas (MARA) project (MARA Database Online Resource 
2010). Wildlife observed during the field inventory were recorded and listed below in tables of potential and observed 
species within the study area. 


To assess potential terrestrial rare, threatened, or endangered (RTE) species, Proposed Project review letters, dated 
January 13, 2014, were sent to the DNR-WHS, DNR Integrated Policy Review Unit, and the USFWS. Mapped DNR 
Sensitive Species Project Review Areas (SSPRA) were also reviewed to determine areas supporting or providing habitat 
buffers for RTE species within the study area. The lists of current and historic RTE species of Harford and Cecil Counties 
(DNR 2010) were also reviewed to determine which species could potentially occur within the study area. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
a. Forest Resources 


A majority of the forest resources within the study area consist of smaller patches of deciduous forest that lie between the 
Amtrak ROW and residential or commercial properties. Therefore, these forests are not likely of high quality. One of the 
exceptions is a large forested area in the southern portion of the study area in Harford County. This area is associated with 
unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek and Gashey’s Creek and the largest wetland crossed by the Proposed Project, which 
contains a WSSC. The interior of this forested area may also be considered regulated FIDS habitat, as it is a part of a large 
(>500 acres) contiguous forest that lies within the Critical Area. 


All forests in Harford County are classified within the Tulip Poplar Association according to Brush et al. 1976 (Figure E- 
5). Characteristic species in this forest association include, tulip tree, red maple, flowering dogwood (Cornus 
florida), Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia), black gum (Nyssa sylvatica), and white oak (Quercus alba). The 
results of the inventory level field assessment were generally consistent with the mapped association according to Brush et 
al. The primary differences occurred within forested wetland areas. As noted in the “Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.” 
section, forested wetlands were dominated by red maple and sweet-gum trees with scattered tulip tree, pin oak, and 
sycamore. Upland forest stands within the Harford County portion of the study area occur within relatively small, isolated 
patches, often along streams, and are characterized by varying degrees of disturbance. Other upland forest stands were 
linear strips of trees that border roadways, property boundaries, and the railroad ROW. The majority of these stands were 
early to mid-successional in seral stage, and contained canopy species, including tuliptree, white oak, red maple, sweet- 
gum, ash (Fraxinus sp.), American beech (Fagus grandifolia), and black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia). The average size 
of canopy trees was generally greater than four inches for red maple and sweet-gum and larger than eight inches for 
tuliptree. The understory was generally dense with either shrubs or vines or a combination of both. Common species 
included rambler rose, bush honeysuckle (Lonicera sp.), Japanese honeysuckle, and grape. One mature forest stand was 
identified on the south side of the Amtrak ROW between two industrial warehouse buildings west of Old Bay Lane. This 
stand was comprised of mature oaks (primarily white oak) and tuliptree in the 10 to 20-inch diameter size range. Slightly 
smaller red maple and sweet-gum were also common in the canopy. The understory was sparse, with scattered American 
beech and American hornbeam (Carpinus caroliniana). 


Cecil County has fewer forest resources within the study area than Harford County (Figure E-5). Most of the forests in 
the study area have also been classified by Brush et al. within the Tulip Poplar Association. However, the floodplain of 
Mill Creek has been classified by Brush et al. within the Sycamore-Green Ash-Box Elder-Silver Maple Association. 
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Characteristic species in this forest association include sycamore, green ash, box elder (Acer negundo), silver maple, red 
maple, Virginia creeper, white oak, flowering dogwood, and grape. Results of the inventory level field assessment in 
Cecil County were generally consistent with the mapped forest associations according to Brush et al. Most of the forested 
areas in Cecil County are smaller rows of deciduous trees bordering the Amtrak ROW and roads within the study area. 
The canopy species composition of these generally small, disturbed upland stands includes tuliptree, red maple, and 
sweet-gum. The understory is characterized by dense vines and shrubs, including rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, 
Asiatic bittersweet, and grape. The forest stand associated with Mill Creek was characterized by relatively mature upland 
and wetland cover types. Common canopy trees included tuliptree, sweet-gum, and sycamore in the 10 to 30-inch 
diameter size class and red maple in the four to ten-inch diameter size class. Common understory species included black 
cherry (Prunus serotina), American beech, American holly (Ilex opaca), rambler rose, bush honeysuckle, and Japanese 
honeysuckle. At the extreme eastern end of the study area, forest stands lie on the north and south sides of the Amtrak 
ROW just east of the Furnace Bay Golf Course. 


While a formal specimen tree survey has not been conducted, trees with diameters of 30 inches or greater were observed 
as individual trees along the shoreline of the Susquehanna River just south of the Amtrak ROW adjacent to Avenue A. On 
the grounds of the Rodgers Tavern, two trees appeared to be greater than 30 inches in diameter, including a sycamore and 
willow oak (Quercus phellos). Within the floodplain of Mill Creek between MD 7 and the Amtrak ROW, several trees 
(sweet-gum, sycamore) appeared to have diameters equal to or greater than 30 inches. 


b. Wildlife 


The majority of the study area is characterized by urban, suburban, commercial, and agricultural land uses with few 
natural habitat areas remaining. Forests in the study area are generally fragmented by development and/or past and present 
agricultural use. Terrestrial habitat within the study area consists mostly of smaller patches of low quality deciduous forest 
that lie between the Amtrak ROW and residential or commercial properties. However, there are also several deciduous 
forests present within the study area along stream corridors. The remainder of the terrestrial habitat in the study area 
consists of commercial/residential properties with scattered trees and landscaping, undeveloped meadows, agricultural 
fields, and residential yards. Aquatic wildlife habitat within the study area consists of the Susquehanna River, Furnace 
Bay, numerous wetlands, and several perennial and intermittent streams. 


Preliminary data from the MARA indicate that 30 species of reptiles and amphibians have been documented within 
portions of the Aberdeen and Havre de Grace USGS quadrangles that are crossed by the study area Table E-9 lists 
Herpetofauna documented near the study area. 


Table E-9 
Herpetofauna Documented Near the Study Area 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


AMPHI 


BIANS 


REPTILES 


Acris crepitans 
Ambystoma maculatum 
Anaxyrus fowleri 


Eastern cricket frog 
Spotted salamander 
Fowler’s toad 


Chelydra serpentine 
Chrysemys picta 
Clemmys guttata 


Eastern snapping turtle 
Painted turtle 
Spotted turtle 


Eurycea bislineata 


Eurycea longicauda 
longicauda 


Hyla versicolor 


Northern two-lined 
salamander 


Long-tailed salamander 


Gray treefrog 


Coluber constrictor constrictor 


Diadophis punctatus 


Kinosternon subrubrum 
subrubrum 


Northern black racer 
Ring-necked snake 


Eastern mud turtle 
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Table E-9 (cont’d) 
Herpetofauna Documented Near the Study Area 


Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name Common Name 
AMPHIBIANS REPTILES 
Lithobates clamitans E325 
Northern green frog Nerodia sipedon sipedon Northern watersnake 
melanota 
Lithobates palustris Pickerel frog Plestiodon fasciatus Common five-lined skink 
East dbacked i Itis traingul 
Plethodon cinereus rage Sasa ae Cnc Eastern milksnake 
salamander Triangulum 
Pseudacris crucifer Spring peeper* Pantherophis alleghaniensis Eastern ratsnake 
North d-bellied 
Pseudemys rubriventris a eres Storeria dekayi dekayi Northern brownsnake 
Rana catesbeiana American bullfrog Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis Eastern gartersnake 
Trachemys scripta elegans Red-eared slider 


Eastern smooth 
earthsnake 
Source: Maryland Amphibian and Reptile Atlas 2010-2014, Natural History Society of Maryland, Interim results used 
with permission) 

* Observed during the inventory level field assessment. 


Virginia valeriae valeriae 


The 2™ Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Maryland and the District of Columbia (Ellison 2010) indicates that 120 species of 
breeding birds have been documented within portions of the Aberdeen and Havre de Grace USGS quadrangles crossed by 
the study area (Table E-10). 


Table E-10 
Breeding birds documented near the study area 
Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name Common Name 
Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk* Melanerpes carolinus Red-bellied woodpecker* 
Actitis macularius Spotted sandpiper MOPS Red-headed woodpecker 
erythrocephalus 
Agelaius phoeniceus Red-winged blackbird* Meleagris gallopavo Wild turkey 
Aix sponsa Wood duck* Melospiza melodia Song sparrow* 
Anas discors Blue-winged teal Mimus polyglottos Northern mockingbird* 
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard* Mniotilta varia Black-and-white warbler 
Anas rubripes American blackdDuck Molothrus ater Brown-headed cowbird* 
Antrostomus carolinensis Chuck-will's-widow Myiarchus crinitus Great crested flycatcher 
Antrostomus vociferous Whip-poor-will Nyctanassa violacea evo ye cowned 
night-heron 
Archilochus colubris Sa ae Nycticorax nycticorax ae” 
Ardea alba Great egret Pandion haliaetus Osprey* 
Ardea herodias Great blue heron* Parkesia motacilla Louisiana waterthrush 
Baeolophus bicolor Tufted titmouse* Passer domesticus House sparrow* 
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Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Table E-10 (cont’d) 


Breeding birds documented near the study area 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Bombycilla cedrorum 


Botaurus lentiginosus 


Cedar waxwing 


American bittern 


Passerculus 
sandwichensis 
Passerina caerulea 


Savannah sparrow 


Blue Grosbeak 


Branta canadensis 


Canada goose* 


Passerina cyanea 


Indigo bunting 


Bubo virginianus 


Great horned owl 


Phalacrocorax auritus 


Double-crested cormorant* 


Buteo jamaicensis 


Red-tailed hawk 


Phasianus colchicus 


Ring-necked pheasant 


Buteo lineatus 


Red-shouldered hawk 


Picoides pubescens 


Downy woodpecker* 


Butorides virescens 


Green heron 


Pipilo erythrophthalmus 


Eastern towhee* 


Cardinalis cardinalis 


Northern cardinal* 


Piranga olivacea 


Scarlet tanager 


Cathartes aura Turkey vulture* Podilymbus podiceps Pied-billed grebe 
Catharus fuscescens Veery Poecile carolinensis Carolina chickadee* 
Chaetura pelagica Chimney swift Polioptila caerulea Blue-gray gnatcatcher 
Charadrius vociferous Killdeer* Porzana carolina Sora 

Circus cyaneus Northern harrier Progne subis Purple martin 
Cistothorus palustris Marsh wren Protonotaria citrea Prothonotary warbler 
Coccyzus americanus Yellow-billed cuckoo Quiscalus quiscula Common grackle* 
Colaptes auratus Northern flicker* Rallus elegans King rail 


Colinus virginianus Northern bobwhite Riparia riparia Bank swallow 
Columba livia Rock pigeon* Sayornis phoebe Eastern phoebe* 
Contopus virens Eastern wood-pewee Scolopax minor American woodcock 
Coragyps atratus Black vulture* Seiurus aurocapilla Ovenbird 

Corvus brachyrhynchos American crow* Setophaga americana Northern parula 
Corvus ossifragus Fish crow* Setophaga citrina Hooded warbler 
Cyanocitta cristata Blue jay* Setophaga discolor Prairie warbler 
Cygnus olor Mute swan Setophaga petechia Yellow warbler 


Dryocopus pileatus 
Empidonax virescens 


Pileated woodpecker 
Acadian flycatcher 


Setophaga ruticilla 
Sitta carolinensis 


American redstart 
White-breasted nuthatch* 


Eremophila alpestris 


Horned lark 


Spinus tristis 


American goldfinch* 


Falco peregriuns 


Peregrine falcon 


Spizella passerina 


Chipping sparrow* 


Geothlypis formosa 


Kentucky warbler 


Stelgidopteryx 
serripennis 


Northern rough-winged 
swallow* 


Geothlypis trichas 


Common yellowthroat 


Setophaga pinus 


Pine warbler 


Haemorphous mexicanus House finch* Sternula antillarum Least tern 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle Strix varia Barred owl 
Helmitheros vermivorum Worm-eating warbler Sturnella magna Eastern meadowlark 
Hylocichla mustelina Wood thrush Sturnus vulgaris European starling* 


Icteria virens 


Yellow-breasted chat 


Tachycineta bicolor 


Tree swallow* 


Icterus galbula 


Icterus spurius 


Baltimore oriole 


Orchard oriole 


Thryothorus 
ludovicianus 
Toxostoma rufum 


Carolina wren* 


Brown Thrasher 


Ixobrychus exilis Least bittern Troglodytes aedon House wren 
Larus argentatus Herring gull* Turdus migratorius American robin* 
Larus delawarensis Ring-billed gull* Tyrannus tyrannus Eastern kingbird 


Larus marinus 


Great Black-backed gull* 


Vireo gilvus 


Warbling vireo 


Lophodytes cucullatus 


Hooded merganser 


Vireo griseus 


White-eyed Vvireo 
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Table E-10 (cont’d) 


Breeding birds documented near the study area 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Megaceryle alcyon 


Belted kingfisher 


Vireo olivaceus 


Red-eyed vireo 


Megascops asio 


Eastern screech-owl 


Zenaida macroura 


Mourning dove* 


Source: 2nd Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Maryland and the District of Columbia 
*Observed during the inventory level field assessment. 


Similar statewide distributional data are lacking for mammals. However, the study area provides habitat for numerous 


mammals that are adapted to urban/suburban environments, as well as more natural areas. Table E-11 includes a list of 
mammal species that could potentially inhabit the study area (DNR-WHS website accessed November 20, 2014). 


Table E-11 


Mammals potentially occurring near the study area 


Scientific Name 
Blarina brevicauda 


Common Name 
Northern short-tailed shrew 


Scientific Name 
Nycticeius humeralis 


Common Name 
Evening bat 


Canis latrans 


Coyote 


Odocoileus virginianus 


White-tailed deer* 


Castor canadensis 


American beaver* 


Ondatra zibethicus 


Muskrat 


Condylura cristata parva 
Cryptotis parva 


Southeastern star-nosed mole 
Least shrew 


Oryzomys palustris 
Peromyscus leucopus 


Marsh rice rat 


White-footed deer mouse 


Didelphis virginiana 


Virginia opossum 


Peromyscus 
maniculatus 


Deer mouse 


Eptesicus fuscus 


Big brown bat 


Pipistrellus subflavus 


Eastern pipistrelle 


Glaucomys volans Southern flying squirrel Procyon lotor Raccoon* 
Lasionycteris noctivagans Silver-haired bat Rattus norvegicus Norway rat 
Lasiurus borealis Eastern red bat Rattus rattus Black rat 


Lasiurus cinereus 


Lutra canadensis 


Hoary bat 


Northern river otter 


Reithrodontomys 
humulis 
Scalopus aquaticus 


Eastern harvest mouse 


Eastern mole 


Marmota monax Woodchuck* Sciurus carolinensis Eastern gray squirrel* 

Mephitis mephitis Striped skunk Sciurus niger Eastern fox squirrel 

Microtus pennsylvanicus Meadow vole Sorex hoyi winnemana Southern pygmy shrew 

Microtus pinetorum Woodland vole Sylvilagus floridanus Eastern cottontail* 

Mus musculus House mouse Synaptomys cooperi Southern bog lemming 

Mustela vison Mink secu Red squirrel 
hudsonicus 

Myocastor coypus Nutria Co”, a Gray fox 
cinereoargenteus 

Myotis lucifugus Little brown myotis Vulpes vulpes Red fox 


Myotis septentrionalis 


Northern long-eared bat! 


Zapus hudsonius 


Meadow jumping mouse 


Napaeozapus insignis 


Woodland jumping mouse 


*Observed (directly or indirectly — tracks) during the inventory level field assessment. 


" Federally Endangered 


The smaller, disturbed forest habitats within the study area would be expected to support disturbance tolerant wildlife and 
edge adapted species. These habitats could support herpetofauna species such as eastern toads (Anaxyrus spp.), common 
five-lined skink (Plestiodon fasciatus), eastern redbacked salamander (Plethodon cinereus), northern black racer, 
(Coluber constrictor constrictor), eastem ratsnake (Pantherophis alleghaniensis), eastern garter snake (Thamnophis 
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sirtalis sirtalis), and the eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina), among other species. Mammals such as mice 
(Peromyscus spp.), voles (Microtus spp.), the eastern mole (Scalopus aquaticus), bats (Myotis spp.), squirrels (Sciurus 
spp. and Tamiasciurus hudsonicus), foxes (Urocyon cinereoargenteus and Vulpes vulpes), raccoon (Procyon lotor), 
woodchuck (Marmota monax), and white tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), among other species, likely inhabit 
terrestrial areas within the study area. More urban environments such as Havre de Grace may also support species such as 
the Norway rat (Rattus norvegicus) and the black rat (Rattus rattus). Bird species likely to occur within the smaller, more 
disturbed forests with abundant edge habitat would be common species such as red-bellied woodpecker (Melanerpes 
carolinus), downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), eastern wood-pewee (Contopus virens), American crow (Corvus 
brachyrhynchos), blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata), Carolina chickadee (Poecile carolinensis), tufted titmouse (Baeolophus 
bicolor), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), Carolina wren (Thryothorus ludovicianus), American robin (Turdus 
migratorius), and northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis). With the exception of the eastern wood-pewee, all of these 
bird species were observed during the inventory level field assessment in early April 2014 (See Table E-10). 


One large, contiguous forest habitat is located within the study area and occurs southeast of the Amtrak ROW at the 
southwestern end of the study area. This forest may support a specialized group of birds of FIDS. Table E-12 lists the 
FIDS potentially occurring within the Critical Area. According to the breeding birds listed in Table E-12, 20 of the 25 
FIDS have been documented within breeding bird atlas blocks near the study area. It is likely that at least some of these 
species would be found within the forest interior habitat mapped within the study area. 


Table E-12 
List of Maryland’s FIDS 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Buteo lineatus 


Red-shouldered hawk' 


Buteo platypterus 


Broad-winged hawk" 


Strix varia 


Barred owl! 


Caprimulgus vociferous 


Whip-poor-will 


Picoides villosus 


Hairy woodpecker 


Dryocopus pileatus 
Empidonax virescens 


Pileated woodpecker 
Acadian flycatcher 


Certhia Americana 


Brown creeper" 


Catharus fuscescens 


Veery 


Hylocichla mustelina 
Vireo flavifrons 


Wood thrush 
Yellow-throated vireo 


Vireo olivaceus 


Red-eyed vireo 


Setophaga americana 


Northern parula 


Setophaga virens waynei 
Setophaga cerulea 


Black-throated green warbler’ 
Cerulean warbler’ 


Mniotilta varia 


Black-and-white warbler! 


Setophaga ruticilla 


American redstart’ 


Protonotaria citrea 
Helmitheros vermivorum 


Prothonotary warbler 
Worm-eating warbler’ 


Limnothlypis swainsonii 


Swainson’s warbler’ 


Seiurus aurocapillus 


Ovenbird 


Parkesia motacilla 


Louisiana waterthrush’ 


Setophaga citrina 


Hooded warbler’ 


Geothlypis formosa 


Kentucky warbler’ 


Piranga olivacea 


Scarlet tanager 


"Highly area-sensitive species most vulnerable to forest loss, fragmentation, and overall habitat degradation. 
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*State-listed as Endangered. 
Wetlands and vernal pools within the study area could support herpetofauna species such as the eastern cricket frog (Acris 


crepitans), spring peeper (Pseudacris crucifer), American bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), northern green frog (Lithobates 
clamitans melanota), pickerel frog (L. palustris), wood frog (L. sylvaticus), painted turtle (Chrysemys picta), snapping 
turtle (Chelydra serpentina), northern watersnake (Nerodia sipedon sipedon), and spotted salamander (Ambystoma 
maculatum), among other species. The spring peeper was observed during the early spring inventory level field 
assessment (See Table E-9). Smaller streams could support the northern two-lined salamander (Eurycea bislineata) and 
the long-tailed salamander (E. longicauda longicauda). Larger waterbodies within the study area, such as the 
Susquehanna River, are also habitat for species such as the northern map turtle (Graptemys geographica), red-bellied 
cooter (Pseudemys rubriventris), American beaver (Castor canadensis), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), and the northern 
river otter (Lutra canadensis). The northern map turtle is a state-endangered aquatic turtle discussed in Section D. Bird 
species using forested wetlands would include those listed above, including some FIDS. Within tidal marsh and riverine 
habitats along the Susquehanna River, birds, such as geese, ducks, egrets, herons, rails, and red-winged blackbird 
(Agelaius phoeniceus) would be expected. In addition, many species of waterfowl, gulls and terns, and raptors, such as the 
osprey (Pandion haliaetus) and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), forage in and rest on the Susquehanna River 
during different seasons. 


c. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Terrestrial Species 
Listed Species 


On April 2, 2015, USFWS listed the northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis septentrionalis) as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The NLEB spends winter months hibernating in caves and mines (hibernacula) that have 
constant temperatures, high humidity, and no air currents. During the summer months, NLEB roost undermeath bark, in 
cavities or in crevices of trees. Breeding begins in late summer or early fall. A response from USFWS dated January 15, 
2016 indicated that the NLEB is a threatened species that has the potential to occur within the boundary of the Proposed 
Project, but is not likely to be adversely affected by the Proposed Project. 


In response to a December 13, 2013 letter requesting information on RTE species in the Proposed Project study area, 
DNR issued a letter dated March 20, 2014 and an updated response in September 1, 2015 (Refer to Attachment E) that 
identified potential RTE species or species of statewide importance that could occur within the study area. The letter 
identified the presence of a WSSC located within the Swan Creek drainage just south of the Amtrak ROW at the western 
end of the study area. The presence within the study area of historic waterfowl concentration and staging areas within the 
Susquehanna River was also referenced in the March 2014 DNR letter (see below). At the eastern end of the study area, 
DNR identified the presence of a known site within the Furnace Bay wetlands that supports a population of state-listed 
endangered water horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Both plant species are found in 
aquatic habitats. No other state-listed species were documented by the DNR as potentially occurring within the study area. 
A response letter was submitted to DNR on April 7, 2016 regarding all potentially occurring resources within the study 
area (Attachment E). On May 9, 2016, DNR issued a subsequent letter elaborating on the aforementioned resources and 
listing additional concerns with the state-listed endangered northern map turtle (Graptemys geographica) and Forest 
Interior Dwelling Bird Species (FIDS). A follow-up response letter was submitted to DNR on June 14, 2016 providing 
additional information on further coordination on these resources and documenting that the listed plant species are outside 
of the project limit of disturbance and will receive additional protection by the project strictly adhering to best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control. 


Waterfowl Concentrations & Colonial Waterbird Colonies 
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The Critical Area law has identified types of natural resources that should be protected from excessive development along 
the Chesapeake Bay and its tidal tributaries. These habitat protection areas include significant plant and wildlife habitat, 
including colonial water bird nesting areas and aquatic areas of historic waterfowl concentration. The intent of the CBCA 
law is to protect these sensitive areas from water-dependent development activities, such as docks, piers, bulkheads, etc. 


According to the Maryland Environmental Resources and Land Information Network (MERLIN) online mapping tool, 
two waterfowl areas occur within the study area, one in the Susquehanna River crossed by the existing Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge and the other within Furnace Bay at the extreme eastern end of the study area. These are historic waterfowl 
staging areas and wintering sites for waterfowl, such as diving ducks, swans, and geese that forage on fish and shellfish 
near the mouth of the Susquehanna River and within Furnace Bay. Prior to the 1960s, the expansive SAV beds at the 
mouth of the Susquehanna River supported hundreds of thousands of these waterfowl (USFWS 2013). The rich SAV 
growth began declining in the 1960s as increased development in the watershed above the Conowingo Dam led to poorer 
water quality and quantity. Remaining SAV beds were destroyed by Hurricane Agnes in 1972. Since then, SAV have 
begun to rebound, providing increasing habitat for wintering waterfowl. The boundary of the waterfowl area within the 
Susquehanna River lies primarily within Cecil County, from the US 40 Bridge to the mouth of the river. The Furnace Bay 
waterfowl area lies outside of the Proposed Project limits of disturbance. 


Colonial water bird colonies are nesting colonies for colonial water bird species, such as herons and egrets. No colonial 
water bird nesting areas occur within the study area. The closest colonial water bird nesting site occurs along the Cecil 
County shoreline of the Susquehanna River near the Conowingo Dam. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Without the Proposed Project, terrestrial resources are expected to remain the same as described in Affected Environment. 
The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential Proposed Project impacts will be 
measured. 


4. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
a. Forest Resources 


Forest resources are protected in Maryland under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act for any activity requiring 
application for a subdivision, grading permit, or sediment and erosion control plan that will disturb at least 40,000 square 
feet of area. Before a sediment and erosion control permit is issued for a project, the Maryland Forest Conservation Act 
requires that a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and a Forest Conservation Plan (FCP) be submitted and approved by the 
DNR, Forestry Division. A more detailed forest assessment, including preparation of a FSD and FCP, would need to be 
completed for the Proposed Project during final design and permitting. 


The two Build Alternatives will have minor impacts to forest resources, primarily to narrow forest strips immediately 
adjacent to the existing tracks. The largest, contiguous forest resources occur at the far western end of the Proposed 
Project study area. The Build Alternatives all terminate over a mile east of this forested area thus avoiding any impact to 
these resources. 


Alternative 9A 


Alternative 9A would have the greatest forest impacts of the two Build Alternatives. Impacts would occur to forested 
habitat between the existing tracks and the Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. This forest is relatively narrow 
and disturbed. Forest impacts from Alternative 9A would total approximately 2.92 acres. 


Alternative 9B 
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Alternative 9B would also impact the same forested habitat adjacent to Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. 
However, the Proposed Project footprint for Alternative 9B is narrower than that of Alternative 9A, resulting in a potential 
impact of approximately 2.08 acres. 


b. Wildlife 


Few wildlife impacts are anticipated from construction of the either of the two Build Alternatives, as both alternatives will 
be constructed immediately adjacent to and within the same alignment as the existing tracks. As noted in “Forest 
Resources,” impacts to forest will occur only adjacent to the Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. This forest is 
relatively thin and disturbed and likely only supports common residential species of wildlife, primarily birds and a few 
species of small mammals. However, mammals and birds would be displaced by the clearing of forest habitat. The habitat 
may also support a few common species of amphibians and reptiles that could also be impacted or displaced. 


c. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Terrestrial Species 


NLEB roost during the summer months in forested areas; therefore, Alternative 9A has a higher potential for impacts to 
NLEB habitat. However, the majority of forest impact occurs in relatively narrow and disturbed areas immediately 
adjacent to the existing tracks/ROW. In a letter dated January 15, 2016 (Refer to Attachment E), the USFWS indicated 
that because of the relatively small forest impacts and the absence of documented NLEB within the area, the Proposed 
Project is “not likely to adversely affect” the species. The letter further indicated that for these reasons, there would be no 
time of year restrictions on forest clearing related to the NLEB. The letter also stated that other than transient species, no 
other federally proposed or listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur within the Proposed Project area. 


Neither of the Build Alternatives will impact areas known to support terrestrial state listed threatened or endangered 
species or areas that are designated as a WSSC. The WSSCG, and associated state listed species, lies more than a mile west 
of the termination of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Two state-endangered plants, water horsetail (Equisetum 
fluviatile) and vetchling (Lathyrus palustris), are aquatic plants that lie within tidal marsh wetlands of Furnace Bay 
directly south of the eastern end of the project area. While these plants would not be directly impacted by the Proposed 
Project, DNR has recommended that, to avoid indirect impacts to the plants, the project strictly adhere to best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control. As very little natural habitat lies within the limits of disturbance 
for the two Build Alternatives, it is unlikely that state or federally listed terrestrial species would occur within the 
Proposed Project area. 


An historic waterfowl staging area occurs within the Proposed Project footprint of the two Build Alternatives in the 
Susquehanna River along the Cecil County side. This area is known to support winter concentrations of ducks and geese 
that forage on fish, invertebrates, and submerged aquatic vegetation. Waterfowl will not be permanently impacted by 
either bridge alternative, but may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. DNR has indicated that 
further coordination will be required, as the project progresses into later phases of design, regarding any potential 
disturbances along the shoreline and adjacent open waters, and appropriate protection measures. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 
a. Forest Resources 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B lie immediately adjacent to the existing track alignment, resulting in only minor 
forest impacts on the south side of the existing alignment near Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. This forest is 
relatively narrow and disturbed. Avoidance of a much larger forest tract farther to the west was accomplished by reducing 
the scope of the Proposed Project to tie back into the existing tracks prior the start of the large forest tract. Incorporation 
of tree protection measures during the development of FCP will be coordinated, reviewed, and approved by DNR. 
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Where unavoidable forest impacts occur, Amtrak will offset those impacts by planting trees in cleared areas 
(reforestation) and/or in areas not previously forested (afforestation). During the final design and permitting stage, Amtrak 
will develop and implement a DNR-approved FCP that prescribes the reforestation and afforestation acreage, mitigation 
site selection process, planting requirements and specifications, and monitoring plan. 


Goals of the FCP are to: maintain forest at or above the break-even point, protecting all priority forests, specimen trees, 
and sensitive areas on-site where possible; minimize impacts to other on-site vegetated areas to the greatest extent 
practicable; and define mitigation areas for unavoidable impacts to forest resources and specimen trees. Priority forests are 
those that include wetlands, streams, 100-year floodplains, endangered species, and specimen trees. 


Forest mitigation must comply with Forest Conservation Act requirements for linear transportation projects. Based on 
afforestation and reforestation rules under this law, preliminary calculations of required mitigation for effects including 
forested and non-forested areas would total approximately 5.0 acres of tree planting for Alternative 9A and 3.4 acres of 
tree planting for Alternative 9B. This meets the requirements of the State Forest Conservation Technical Manual as 
defined in the Forests Section, Section III. 


D. AQUATIC RESOURCES 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


Regulatory Context 
Clean Water Act (33 USC §§ 1251-1387) 


The objective of the Clean Water Act, also known as the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, is to restore and maintain 
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the waters of the United States. It regulates point sources of water 
pollution, such as discharges of municipal sewage, industrial wastewater, and stormwater runoff; the discharge of dredged 
or fill material into navigable waters and other waters; and non-point source pollution (e.g., runoff from streets, 
construction sites, etc.) that enter water bodies from sources other than the end of a pipe. Applicants for discharges to 
navigable waters in Maryland must obtain a Water Quality Certification from MDE. 


Safe Drinking Water Act (42 USC 8§§ 330f-300j 


The Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 1986 requires each state to develop Wellhead Protection Programs. The 
EPA approved Maryland’s Wellhead Protection Program in June of 1991. Maryland’s program provides technical 
assistance, information, and funding to local governments, to help them protect their water supplies. Wellhead Protection 
is a strategy designed to protect public drinking water supplies by managing the land surface around a well where 
activities might affect the quality of the water. 


Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 


Section 7 of the ESA protects listed species, assists with species recovery, and protects lands that provide critical habitat 
for federally-listed endangered and threatened species. Section 7 requires that federal agencies consult with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for marine and anadromous species, or the USFWS for freshwater species and wildlife, 
on any federal action that has the potential to affect listed species or critical habitats. 


Executive Order 13508 on Chesapeake Bay Protection and Restoration 


The purpose of the Executive Order, signed on May 12, 2009, is to “protect and restore the health, heritage, natural 
resources, and social and economic value of the nation’s largest estuarine ecosystem and the natural sustainability of its 
watershed.” Under the Executive Order, multiple federal agencies were required to make recommendations concerning 
water quality, agricultural conservation practices, SWM practices, impacts of climate change, public access, and 
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environmental research. These recommendations were integrated into a coordinated strategy for restoration and 
protection, which was presented on May 12, 2010. The strategy launches major environmental initiatives, establishes two- 
year milestones for water quality and other action items, and sets specific and measurable restoration and water quality 
goals with the help and partnership of local communities. 


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) (Annotated Code of Maryland, Environment Article, 


Environment Article, Title 9, Subtitle 3, and implementing regulations in COMAR 26.08.04). 


State Environment Article, Title 9, Subtitle 3 authorizes the MDE to develop comprehensive programs and plans for the 
prevention, control, and abatement of pollution of the waters of the State and to issue, modify, or revoke orders and 
permits that prohibit discharges of pollutants into Maryland waters, in accordance with Section 402 of the federal Clean 
Water Act. The MDE regulates discharges to Maryland State waters under COMAR 26.08.04. Activities requiring a 
NPDES permit include point source discharges of wastewater, discharge of stormwater runoff, thermal discharges, and 
construction activities that disturb one or more acres. 


Methodology 
Existing conditions for aquatic resources were summarized using the following: 


e Published literature, including information obtained from governmental and non-governmental agencies, such as 
DNR, Maryland Department of Planning, and MDE. 


e Data mapping tools provided by state agencies, including tools for watershed boundaries and health; designated 
use classes for surface waters; water quality assessments; river bathymetry; and stream health data including fish 
and benthic sampling results. 


e DNR’s response to a request for information on fisheries data, including rare, threatened, or endangered species in 
the study area. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The study area for aquatic resources comprises the Lower Susquehanna River from the head of tide north of Port Deposit 
to the confluence with the Upper Bay, and the Upper Bay down to the Elk River at Turkey Point to include the shallow 
Susquehanna Flats area where much of the larger grained sediment discharged by the Susquehanna River is deposited 
(Figure E-6) (STAC 2000). The study area also includes the following streams: an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, an 
unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and 
Principio Creek. 


a. Hydrology 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge crosses the Lower Susquehanna River’, just north of its confluence with the 
Chesapeake Bay (Figure E-6), the largest estuary in the United States. Estuaries are partially enclosed bodies of water 
where fresh water from rivers and streams mix with salt water from the ocean. The main portion of the Chesapeake Bay 
extends approximately 186 miles from the Atlantic Ocean up to the Susquehanna River, varying in width from about 3.4 
miles near Aberdeen, Maryland, to 35 miles near the mouth of the Potomac River (USEPA 2010). 


The Susquehanna River supplies most of the freshwater (about 60 percent) to the Bay, with the remainder primarily 
supplied by the Potomac, Rappahannock, York, and James Rivers (Cerco et al. 2013). Much of the freshwater inputs to 
the Bay occur during winter and spring, with occasional large discharges in late summer during tropical storm events 


* The Lower Susquehanna River is an approximately 10-mile length of the river in Cecil and Harford Counties, Maryland, that extends from 
Conowingo Dam to the Upper Chesapeake Bay 
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(Cerco and Noel 2013). Flow within the Lower Susquehanna River is affected by natural flow of the river and operation 
of the Safe Harbor Corporation’s Safe Harbor Dam located upriver from the Conowingo Dam. The Conowingo Project 
has limited active storage available due to reservoir size and a relatively small allowable variation in headwater level. 
Additionally, the Conowingo Project must also maintain certain minimum flows downstream of the dam: 3,500 cubic feet 
per second (cfs) or natural river flow in March; 10,000 cfs or natural river flow, whichever is less in April; 7,500 cfs or 
natural river flow in May; 5,000 cfs or natural river flow, whichever is less from June 1 through September 14; 3,500 cfs 
or natural river flow, whichever is less from September 15 to November 30; and 3,500 cfs intermittent from December 1 
through February 28 (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011a). Mean Susquehanna River flow recorded at Conowingo 
(USGS gage 01578310) located just downstream of the Conowingo Dam was about 41,233 cfs for the period between 
January 1, 2008 and November 11, 2013. The average flow at Havre de Grace is 40,100 cfs (SRBC 2013). According to 
USGS, the mean river discharge is 65,700 cubic feet per second (cfs) averaged over 46 years of records at the Conowingo 
Dam, 9.9 miles upstream from the mouth. Minimum discharge was 10,700 cfs in 1993 and the maximum was 330,000 cfs 
in 1975 (USGS 2014). 


The Chesapeake Bay is partially mixed, freshwater from the tributaries flows downstream toward the Atlantic Ocean and 
saltier water from the Atlantic Ocean flows upstream along the bottom. Wind and other climatic events can disrupt this 
pattern (Cerco et al. 2013; USEPA 2004) and during storm events, with large discharges of freshwater all water depths 
within the Upper Bay flow south (STAC 2000). The mean tide range in the Bay decreases from about 2.5 feet at the 
mouth to less than 1.3 feet in the Upper Bay (Cerco et al. 2013). The Lower Susquehanna is tidal up to the northern end of 
Robert Island to the north of Port Deposit, where Deer Creek discharges to the river on the western bank (Gomez and 
Sullivan Engineers, P.C. 2011). Salinity within the Bay ranges from marine levels at the mouth to freshwater in the Upper 
Bay in the vicinity of the Susquehanna River (Cerco et al. 2013, Chesapeake Bay Program 2016). 


Within the study area, the tide ranges from 0.2 feet at Mean Low Water (MLW) to 2.1 feet at Mean High Water (MHW) 
at Havre de Grace. The Susquehanna River is tidal at Havre de Grace with a mean semi-diurnal variation of 2.1 feet and 
approximately 2.5 feet during spring neap tides. The Susquehanna River empties into the head of Chesapeake Bay from 
northwestward. The entrance is between Concord Point and Perry Point, one mile east-northeastward. 


Bathymetry of Susquehanna River 


A review of the NOAA Nautical Chart: Head of the Chesapeake Bay (NOAA Chart 12274) was conducted to determine 
approximate bathymetry for the Susquehanna River within the vicinity of the study area. The Upper Bay in the 
Susquehanna Flats (shallow waters at the mouth of the Susquehanna River) region is shallow, ranging from about 0.5 feet 
to 10 feet at Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW). Deeper channels exist along the borders of this shallow region, ranging in 
depth from 16 to 35 feet at MLLW on the west side and from 15 to 30 feet at MLLW on the east side. At Turkey Point, 
south of the Susquehanna Flats, depths range from three feet at MLLW in the shallows near the banks to about 22 feet in 
the deeper channel (NOAA Chart 12274). 


In the vicinity of the existing bridge on the Lower Susquehanna River, depths at MLLW in the deeper channel range from 
about 19 feet on the west bank of the deeper channel to about 51 feet at MLLW on the east bank where the Susquehanna 
River flows to the east of Garrett Island. Shallow waters on either bank range in depth from about three feet to five feet at 
MLLW. Where the Susquehanna River discharges to the Upper Bay, water depths are up to approximately 42 feet at 
MLLW, and decrease rapidly to the shallow depths of the Susquehanna Flats area of the Upper Bay (NOAA Chart 
12274). 


Maryland’s Tier II High Quality Waters 


Maryland’s Antidegradation Policy under COMAR 26.08.02.04 was implemented due to required water quality standards 
under the Clean Water Act. The Antidegradation Policy requires the State of Maryland to identify Tier II Waters where 
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water quality is better than the minimum requirements and where water quality should be maintained. The Proposed 
Project area is located along the southern edge of the Mill Creek 1 and Principio Creek 3 Tier II Catchments in Cecil 
County. The MDE regulates activities with potential discharges or impacts to water quality within Tier II catchments. 


b. Groundwater 


The groundwater system is controlled by the thickness of the residual weathered bedrock (saprolite) and the degree of 
fracturing in the bedrock. The saprolite is usually thickest on hilltops and slopes and thinnest in valleys. The saprolite is 
relatively porous and permeable, and acts as a source of recharge to the bedrock below. Where the saprolite is saturated, 
groundwater occupies the spaces between unconsolidated soil particles and rock fragments and is under unconfined 
conditions. The flow water table water-bearing zone generally mimics the land surface contours. 


In contrast, groundwater in the bedrock is only in secondary porosity caused by stresses and weak spots. The number and 
size of the voids determine the secondary porosity of the bedrock; the degree to which the openings are interconnected 
determines its secondary permeability, and hence groundwater yield. Groundwater in bedrock is commonly under 
confined conditions due to the essentially impermeable bedrock on the sides of the voids. However, because there are no 
well-defined, continuous confining beds and because the degree of hydraulic connection between the saprolite and the 
secondary openings in the underlying bedrock is generally high, the entire groundwater flow system may be considered 
one complex unconfined aquifer. 


The flow system is recharged by precipitation that infiltrates the saprolite and percolates to the water table unit. 
Frequently, this groundwater is of poor quality and low yield. The bedrock, on the other hand, has very low primary 
porosity and is less permeable than the saprolite. The number, size, and interconnection of the secondary openings differ 
with depth below land surface and with topographic setting. Secondary porosity and permeability decrease with depth 
owing to the increase in pressure and the decrease in weathering and solution. Also, secondary porosity and permeability 
are relatively low under hilltops and relatively high under draws and valleys. 


Groundwater is utilized in Cecil County by public and private water systems and private on-lot wells. The latter includes 
industrial, commercial, institutional, agricultural enterprises, and individual domestic wells. The depth of the weathering 
and topography are such that there appears to be little potential for a well of more than 25 gallons per minute (gpm) within 
the vicinity of the study area. 


In Harford County, the City of Havre de Grace owns and operates a surface water treatment plant for which the source is 
the Susquehanna River. Havre de Grace maintains its own water distribution system. Only a small portion of residents 
utilize private groundwater wells since the reported low well yields (average reported well yields of 10 to 15 gpm with 
higher yields of about 50 gpm in draws and valleys) are not sufficient for consideration as a major groundwater source. 


Wellhead Protection Areas 


A wellhead protection area (WHPA) is a designated area, either surface or subsurface, that is regulated to prevent 
contamination of a well or well-field supplying a public water system. Designation of WHPA has been established under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act and is implemented through the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE). Existing 
and potential sources of contamination are identified for each WHPA which may include: underground storage tanks, 
sources of discharge to septic systems, agricultural operations, solid waste disposal facilities, and abandoned wells. 
Limited data is available regarding existing wellhead protection areas within the vicinity of the study area. However, 
several Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) reports have been prepared for communities in both Harford and 
Cecil Counties. The intent of the SWAP reports are to document to delineate the area that contributes to the water source, 
identify potential sources of contamination and susceptibility of the water supply to contamination. SWAP reports 
completed within the vicinity of the study area include: 
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Swan Harbor Dell Mobile Home Community, Harford County (2003) 
Havre De Grace, Harford County (2003) 

Chestnut Estates Mobile Home Park, Cecil County (2003) 

Perryville, Cecil County (2003) 


c. Water Quality 


Water quality of the Chesapeake Bay is poor—high nutrient concentrations (i.e., nitrogen and phosphorus) promote algal 
blooms that die and sink to the bottom of the Bay and consume oxygen, leading to zones of low oxygen (hypoxic) where 
fish and shellfish cannot survive. High concentrations of suspended sediment and algal blooms limit the penetration of 
light into the water important to the growth and survival of SAV and other aquatic biota. Because of these high nutrient 
and suspended sediment concentrations, the waters of the mainstem and tidal tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay are 
considered impaired for aquatic life resources (USEPA 2010). This impairment has persisted despite extensive restoration 
efforts implemented within the Bay over the last 25 years, prompting the USEPA to establish the Chesapeake Bay Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) on December 29, 2010. 


The Chesapeake Bay TMDL establishes a comprehensive “pollution diet” for the Bay with respect to nitrogen, 
phosphorus, and sediment to improve water quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. The TMDL is required under the 
Clean Water Act and responds to consent decrees in Virginia and the District of Columbia from the late 1990s. It is also 
the principal component of a federal strategy to meet Executive Order 13508. It sets watershed limits of 185.9 million 
pounds of nitrogen, 12.5 million pounds of phosphorus, and 6.45 billion pounds of sediment per year. The pollution limits 
are further divided by jurisdiction and major river basin based on modeling, extensive monitoring data, peer-reviewed 
science, and close interaction with jurisdiction partners (USEPA 2010). 


The MDE classifies the Lower Susquehanna River and Upper Chesapeake Bay within the study area as Use Class II-P for 
tidal freshwater estuaries. Individual designated uses within the Use Class II-P grouping for the study area include: growth 
and propagation of fish, other aquatic life and wildlife, water contact sports, leisure activities involving direct contact with 
surface water, fishing, agricultural and industrial water supply, seasonal migratory fish spawning and nursery use, 
seasonal shallow-water SAV use, open-water fish and shellfish use, and public water supply. 


Tidal tributary reaches of the Lower Susquehanna River within the aquatic resources study area are classified as Use II 
streams, with sub-designations within the segment for migratory fish spawning and nursery use, shallow water submerged 
aquatic vegetation, and open water fish and shellfish use.” 


The Proposed Project study area crosses an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, 
Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed tributary to Lily Run, and Lily Run on the western shore of the Susquehanna, and Mill 
Creek and Principio Creek on the eastern shore. All of these tributaries, except Principio Creek, are nontidal and classified 
as Use I streams, for water contact recreation and protection of aquatic life. There are no Maryland Biological Stream 
Survey (MBSS) sites in the unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, but volunteer monitoring data shows the benthic Index of 


- According to DNR (October 22, 2014 correspondence), several very small tributaries to the Susquehanna River on the Cecil County side have been 
classified as Use Class III and have been documented to support wild trout, either consistently or occasionally. Two new Use Class III designations 
include Happy Valley Branch and its tributaries and an unnamed tributary to the Susquehanna River crossing Frenchtown Road in Cecil County. 
These tributaries discharge to the portion of the Lower Susquehanna River within the aquatic resources study area but are not crossed by the rail 
corridor. 
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Biotic Integrity (IBI) is “Fair.” Similarly, in the unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek there are no MBSS sites, but 
volunteer monitoring data shows the benthic IBI is “Poor.” According to MBSS data, fish and benthic IBIs for Gashey’s 
Creek within the rail corridor are both defined as “Poor.” Habitat quality including instream habitat, epifaunal substrate, 
and pool quality are Optimal, and velocity/depth diversity and riffle quality are Suboptimal. Within the unnamed tributary 
to Lily Run there are no MBSS sites, though volunteer monitoring shows the benthic IBI is “Poor” (labeled as Lillie [sic] 
Run in volunteer data). No MBSS or volunteer monitoring sites are located in Lily Run near the rail corridor. There are no 
MBSS sites in Mill Creek near the rail corridor on the eastern shore of the Susquehanna, but volunteer monitoring data 
shows that the benthic IBI is “Fair.” Principio Creek is tidal within the rail corridor, and its tributaries near the site are 
classified as Use II streams (natural trout waters). Principio Creek has “Good” IBIs for both fish and benthic 
invertebrates; instream habitat, epifaunal substrate, velocity/depth diversity, pool quality, and riffle quality are all defined 
as Optimal according to MBSS data. 


The 8-digit Lower Susquehanna River Watershed is listed on the 2012 303(d) list as impaired for total nitrogen, total 
phosphorus, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in fish tissue (MDE 2012). A draft TMDL for PCBs is currently under 
development to support the “fishing” designated use of the Lower Susquehanna River, which is protective of human 
health related to the consumption of fish (MDE 2013). The Lower Susquehanna River was listed in 1996 by MDE as 
impaired by cadmium. However, this impairment listing was removed in 2009 after further studies indicated that cadmium 
levels within the Lower Susquehanna River segment remained below water quality criteria. 


The Susquehanna River is used as a public water supply source by the City of Havre de Grace and Town of Perryville. 
The City of Havre de Grace water treatment plant also supplies drinking water to Harford County. Municipal wastewater 
treatment plants (WWTP) discharging to the Lower Susquehanna and the Upper Bay include the Aberdeen Advanced 
WWTP (NPDES MD0021563), Aberdeen Proving Ground (NPDES MD0021237), the Havre de Grace WWTP (NPDES 
MD0021750), and the Perryville WWTP (NPDES MD0020613) (MDE 2010). 


The 8-digit Conowingo Dam/Susquehanna River Watershed was listed on the 2010 303(d) list as impaired by nutrients 
and sediment, both originally designated in 1996. The nutrient impairment was further refined on Maryland’s 2008 list to 
indicate that phosphorus was the specific nutrient for which the listing was made. After further studies, MDE’s water 
quality analysis indicated that the impairments for both phosphorus and sediment should be removed. The USEPA agreed 
in letters dated May 18, 2012. Therefore, there are currently no TMDL impairments for the Conowingo 
Dam/Susquehanna River Watershed. 


The Upper Chesapeake Bay is listed as impaired for total nitrogen and total phosphorus. USEPA also considers Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS) to be an “unlisted impairment” for this region of the Bay, meaning that a TMDL is required for 
the parameter, but it is not listed as an official impairment in the current 303(d) list. The 2010 Chesapeake Bay TMDL 
allocates a total nitrogen load of 1,466,462 lbs/yr, a total phosphorus load of 70,734 lbs/yr, and a TSS load of 70,310,967 
Ibs/yr for the portion of the Upper Bay within the study area (MDE 2010). 


The Chesapeake Bay scientific and management community, which includes a number of public and private institutions, 
produces an annual assessment (or report card) each spring of the Bay’s ecosystem health. The report card combines 
multiple water quality and habitat indicators into a single score for 15 regions of the Bay; scores are presented in numeric 
and narrative formats. Indicators include: chlorophyll-a, SAV, dissolved oxygen (DO), Benthic Index of Biological 
Integrity, water clarity, total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and Bay Health Index. Chlorophyll-a is used as a measure of 
phytoplankton biomass, excess levels of which can lead to reduced water clarity and DO levels. Aquatic grasses and 
Benthic Index of Biological Integrity give a picture of available habitat conditions. Water clarity, DO, total nitrogen, and 
total phosphorus are important water quality parameters that affect the quality of aquatic life. The Bay Health Index is an 
average of the other seven indicators. In 2015, the Upper Bay received scores of 58 percent for total nitrogen (“C”), 23 
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percent for water clarity (“D”), 35 percent for chlorophyll-a (“D”), 39 percent for aquatic grasses (“D”), 61 percent for 
benthic habitat (“B”), 70 percent for total phosphorus (“B”), and 88 percent for DO (“A”). The overall Bay Health score 
in 2015 for all regions of the Bay combined was 53 percent, or a C, which was improved from 50 in 2014. 


DNR conducts regular water quality monitoring of tidal tributaries and the mainstem of the Chesapeake Bay. Sampling 
for various forms of the nutrient elements (e.g., nitrogen, phosphorus, carbon), the photosynthetic pigment chlorophyll a, 
silicon, suspended solids, and water clarity and/or turbidity, in addition to water temperature, conductivity, salinity, DO, 
and pH, began in June 1984. Sampling at each station was conducted biweekly during spring, summer, and fall months, 
and monthly during the winter. Table E-13 summaries water quality monitoring data for water temperature, DO, and 
chlorophyll-a, three parameters important to survival of aquatic life, and parameters related to the Chesapeake Bay TMDL 
(Total Nitrogen [TN], Total Phosphorous [TP], and TSS) for one DNR sampling stations on the Lower Susquehanna 
River (CB1.0 at Conowingo Dam), two Chesapeake Bay mainstem sampling locations within the study area (CB1.1 at the 
mouth of the Susquehanna River, midchannel, and CB2.1 at Elk Neck State Park, just southeast of the Susquehanna Flats) 
(see Figure E-6) for a five year period (August 5, 2008 through July 31, 2013). Sampling of surface and bottom waters 
was conducted at Stations CB1.1 and CB2.1. Only sampling of the surface was conducted at the Conowingo Dam station, 
CB1.0. 


Figures E-7 through E-10 show the seasonal variation of DO, total suspended solids, and total nitrogen and phosphorous 
from 2008 through 2013. Measurements taken on September 7 and 8, 2011 were excluded from analysis; these data were 
collected immediately following flooding from Tropical Storm Lee and are not representative of typical conditions. DO 
concentrations were always above the criteria, were fairly similar at surface, mid, and bottom depths for the Upper Bay 
stations, peaked in late winter to early spring and were lowest during the summer, typically in August (Figure E-7). 


TSS (Figure E-8) concentrations at Conowingo Dam (CB1.0) fluctuated over the course of the time period, with the 
highest discharges typically in the spring and fall. The Upper Bay station at the mouth of the Susquehanna River (CB1.1) 
showed greater fluctuation in TSS concentration than the Conowingo Dam Station, but surface and bottom concentrations 
were fairly similar and peak concentrations generally occurred in the spring and fall. The Upper Bay station at the 
southern end of the study area, CB2.1, showed the greatest fluctuation, with substantially higher bottom than surface 
concentrations. 


This station is located within the area of the Chesapeake Bay Estuarine Turbidity Maximum (ETM), generally located 
between Turkey Point and Tolchester, Maryland, which likely contributes to the higher TSS concentrations. ETM traps 
particles of intermediate settling speeds—larger particles from the Susquehanna River settle out in the Susquehanna Flats 
before reaching the ETM, smaller slow settling particles are carried through the ETM toward the Atlantic Ocean (STAC 
2000). 


Excess nutrients, especially nitrogen and phosphorus, can lead to eutrophication and excess growth of plant matter. When 
these plants decompose, the decomposition process depletes the water of available oxygen, which can lead to hypoxic 
(low DO) or anoxic (lack of DO) conditions and result in a loss of aquatic life. National criteria have not been established 
for total nitrogen or phosphorus; however, USEPA has recommended a desired goal of 0.1 mg/L for total phosphorus and 
0.38 mg/L for total nitrogen (USEPA 2013). 


Maryland has not set water quality standards for either nitrogen or phosphorus in either dissolved or particulate forms, but 
reduction of these nutrients has been a major focus of the Chesapeake Bay TMDL efforts. Surface and bottom values were 
fairly similar for both total nitrogen and total phosphorus at the Upper Bay stations, with peak concentrations usually 
occurring in the fall and early spring (Figures E-9 and E-10). The highest concentration of total nitrogen was 2.3 mg/L 
and occurred at Station CB1.0. The highest concentration of total phosphorus was 0.12 mg/L and occurred at Station 
CB2.1. Nutrient loads from the Susquehanna River are the major source of nutrients to the mainstem of the Bay, with the 
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Dissolved Oxygen 
2008 through 2013 
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largest contributions occurring during times of largest flows (Cerco and Noel 2013). 


Table E-13 

Water Quality Measurements for Stations in the Lower Susquehanna River 

and Upper Chesapeake Bay, August 2008 — July 2013 
Station CB1.0 Station CB1.1 (Mouth of Station CB2.1 (Chesapeake 
(Conowingo Dam) Susquehanna River) Bay at Elk Neck State Park) 


Use 
: Class 
Max | Avg Min | Max | Avg ILP 
iteri Criteria 


A | 15.0 | | 2 | 30.2 | 18.0 | 
= hed e298 |[et85| 


a 
| 6.6 | 14.4| 9.7 | 
| - | 5 [65 | 144] 96 | 5 | 5.1 | 
| - | | 64 | 143] 95 | 
Te 
ae 


Position 
Parameter in Water 
Column | Min 


0. 


N 


Water Surface 
temperature (°C) |} Bottom 


= 


i ice) 
ul a 
ice) i 


co) 
N 


Surface 


Dissolved 


Pil InN |W 
BIR LOO 
BIR LOM 

_ 


z 
ial 


oxygen (mg/L) 


= 
aS 
ies) 
ico) 
ul 


Botto 


Chlorophyll-a | Surface 
(micrograms/L) | Bottom 


jee) 
ul 


| 09 | 27.3| 8.5 | 
aed | 0.8 | 27.8 | 7.3 | 


ea Bee Pree ree Ee 
zea 


oa Pees Ria ee Pee Ei 
ee | 0.9 | | 0.6 | 
Ne Loe = 
Lae | 0.8 | 2. 
sage Oot ; 
fet alee 0.01 | 0.10 
Total dissolved | Surface 


0.006] 0. 0.005] 0.039| 0.013 
phosphorus 
(inigi.} Bottom - 0.004] 0.035] 0.012 0.006] 0.044 | 0.021 


Notes: | Avg=average NC — denotes no criteria for that parameter 

* Measurements taken on September 7 and 8, 2011 were excluded from analysis; these data were collected immediately following 
flooding from Tropical Storm Lee and are not representative of typical conditions. 

** Because multiple subcategories, each with their own criteria, apply to the CB1.1 and CB2.1 stations, the most protective criteria 
would be enforced. These stations are subject to additional DO criteria based on the use class subcategories. For 
Migratory Spawning & Nursery Use, DO must be greater than or equal to 5 mg/L as an instantaneous minimum and 
must have a 7-day average of at least 6 mg/L between February 1st and May 31st. For both Shallow Water SAV Use 
and Open Water Fish & Shellfish Use, DO must be at least 5.5 mg/L as a 30-day average, at least 4 mg/L as a 7-day 
average, and at least 3.2 mg/L as an instantaneous minimum. 

*** Tn lieu of national criteria, which have not yet been established for total nitrogen or total phosphorus, USEPA has 
recommended a desired goal of 0.38 mg/L for TN and 0.1 mg/L for TP. 

TN comprises all forms of nitrogen in a waterbody, including both dissolved and particulate forms. TDN comprises the forms of 
nitrogen that will pass through a filter, including ammonia, nitrate, and nitrite. TP comprises both soluble and insoluble 
forms of phosphorus in a sample, including orthophosphate, condensed phosphate, and organic phosphate. TDP is a 
measurement of organic and inorganic phosphorus that will pass through a filter. 

Sources: Chesapeake Bay Program Water Quality Database 
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d. Sediment Quality & Contaminants 


The Lower Susquehanna River bottom within the study area comprises boulders and imbedded rock covered with silt that 
is deposited in this section due to the drop in current associated with the widening and deepening of the river in this 
section (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011a). 


Sediment grain size characteristics demonstrate a distinct gradient from fine to coarse grained particles from north to 
south in the deeper portions of the Bay mainstem; in the tributaries, sediments tend to be muddier upstream and coarser 
near the mouths of the rivers (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007). However, in the marginal shallow areas of the bay (depths 
less than 11 feet), mechanical energy tends to be higher and sediments are generally sand-sized (STAC 2000). The 
sediments in the Upper Bay comprise fine grain sediments of the Susquehanna Flats with between 0 and 20 percent silt 
and clay, and finer grained sediments toward the southern end of the study area with between 20 and 80 percent silt and 
clay (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007; STAC 2000). 


The rate of sediment deposition throughout much of the bay is less than about 0.06 inches/year. Deeper channel regions 
show higher rates of accumulation, approaching about 0.2 inches/year in the middle and lower portions of the estuary. In 
the Upper Bay, however, rates of sediment accumulation are influenced by the large sediment loads supplied by the 
Susquehanna River. Between 1980 and 2000, the mean annual discharge of sediment from the Susquehanna River was 
1.31 million metric tons per year (Mt/y), with a median annual discharge of 0.95 Mt/y (STAC 2000). Sediment 
accumulation in the Upper Bay reaches an average of about 2 to 3 inches/year, with significantly higher rates, up to 7 
inches/year, in deeper maintained shipping channels (STAC 2000). In general, sediment accumulation rates in the upper 
Bay are 2 to 10 times higher than sedimentation rates in the middle and lower Bay, and sediment that accumulates in the 
Upper Bay tends to remain settled for longer than it would in other areas farther downstream (Hartwell and Hameedi 
2007). Almost all of the sediment delivered by the Susquehanna River is deposited north of Baltimore, with higher rates 
of accumulation of finer materials in the deeper channels. 


Contaminants enter the Bay via atmospheric deposition, dissolved and particulate runoff from the watershed, or direct 
discharge, and sediments tend to accumulate most toxic contaminants (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007). Depositional areas in 
the Susquehanna Flats region and the upper portions of the deep trough of the mainstem, two areas where sedimentation 
rates are high and sediments are fine grained, have higher concentrations of contaminants (e.g., Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons [PAHs], PCBs, dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane [DDT], pesticides and metals) than the middle and lower 
Bay (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007). In a 2006 sediment quality study, there was no toxicity contributing to mortality or 
reduced rates of reproduction for benthic organisms in samples taken in the Lower Susquehanna River (MDE 2008). 


e. Aquatic Biota 


Phytoplankton & Zooplankton 


Phytoplankton are microscopic plants whose movements within the system are largely governed by prevailing tides and 
currents. Several species can reach larger sizes as chains or in colonial forms. Light penetration, turbidity and nutrient 
concentrations are important factors in determining phytoplankton productivity and biomass. Phytoplankton are most 
abundant within the Chesapeake Bay during spring, as a result of the high level of nutrients washed into the Bay from 
snow melt and rain. In 2012, Cyclotella spp, and Synechococcus spp., were the most abundant phytoplankton throughout 
much of the year, along with unidentified flagellates, particularly in the spring at Station CB2.1 located at the southern 
end of the study area. Cyclotella, Diatoma, Melosira, Cyanobium, Kirchneriella, and unidentified flagellates were the 
most abundant phytoplankton within the Upper Bay in 2010 and 2011 (DNR 2012). 


Zooplankton are an integral component of aquatic food webs—they are primary grazers on phytoplankton and detritus 
material, and are themselves used by organisms of higher trophic levels as food. Cladocerans (Bosmina longirostris, 
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Diaphanosoma leuchtenbergianus, Moina micrura), cyclopoid Copepods (Cyclops bicuspidatus, Mesocyclops edax, 
Cyclops vernalis), and calanoid Copepods (Eurytemora affinis) are the most abundant zooplankton within the freshwater 
portions of the Chesapeake Bay. Cladocerans are the most numerically abundant in the warmer months and the calanoid 
copepod Eurytemora affinis is usually the most numerically abundant zooplankton in the winter months (DNR 2014b). 


Benthic Macroinvertebrates 


Tidal-fresh and transitional habitats tend to be the most productive regions in estuarine systems. In the Lower 
Susquehanna River Basin, dominant benthic macroinvertebrate species typically include mayflies (Ephemerellidae), non- 
biting midges (Cricotopus spp. and Orthocladius spp.), blackflies (Simuliidae), and caddisflies (Cheumatopsyche spp.). 
The most common taxa found by the Maryland Biological Stream Survey was a burrowing mayfly, which occurred in 86 
percent of samples taken throughout the basin, followed by non-biting midges at 78 percent (Millard et al. 1999). Other 
macroinvertebrates collected within the Lower Susquehanna River include the primitive flatworm (Dugesia spp.), and 
oligochaete worms (Nais spp.) (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2012). At the mouth of the Susquehanna River, benthic 
macroinvertebrates are found at extremely low numbers possibly due to low residence time resulting from high river flow 
(Versar and CES 1995). Polychaete and oligochaete worms are the dominant macroinvertebrates in terms of abundance 
and number of taxa within the Susquehanna Flats portion of the study area, followed by clams, snails, and amphipods 
(Hartwell and Hameedi 2007; Holland et al. 1989). Within the Susquehanna Flats, the most abundant benthic invertebrates 
sampled between 2009 and 2013 belonged to the Gammaridae and Tubificidae families. Gammarus daiberi was the most 
common species collected, comprising about 36 percent of the total (CBP 2014). Freshwater mussel species may occur in 
the study area; new field data are being developed, and further coordination with DNR would determine which species 
occur in the area. 


Maryland Stream Waders data show that mayflies (32 percent) and midges (Chironomidae; 32 percent) are the most 
common macroinvertebrates in Mill Creek near its confluence with the Bay on the eastern shore of the Susquehanna. 
Blackflies and stoneflies (Acroneuria spp. and Strophopteryx spp.) were also found, each comprising about 5 percent of 
samples. Caddisflies (20.5 percent) were the most common macroinvertebrates found in MBSS samples from Principio 
Creek, followed by midges (Orthocladius spp. and Hydrobaenus spp.; 16.9 percent total) and stoneflies (9 percent total). 
Blackflies and mayflies were found in smaller numbers, comprising about 7.1 percent and 3.6 percent of samples, 
respectively. Benthic IBI data were not provided for Gashey’s Creek, on the western shore of the Susquehanna. 


Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) 


SAV, also referred to as bay grasses, are submerged plants that grow in the shallow waters of the Chesapeake Bay and its 
tributaries. SAV is of critical importance to the health of the estuary, providing food and shelter for waterfowl, fish, 
shellfish and invertebrates, by addition oxygen to the water, and by their capacity to trap sediments, absorb nutrients, and 
reduce erosion (USEPA 2004). SAV have high light requirements and are adversely affected by suspended sediment, due 
to surface deposits of sediment on leaves and by the attenuation of light that occurs with increased turbidity. Suspended 
sediments have the greatest potential to adversely affect SAV during the growing period (March to November), and have 
less potential to adversely affect them outside this period when light requirements are low due to decreased metabolic 
rates (STAC 2000). More than 20 species of bay grasses grow in the Bay and its tributaries, with more diversity in less 
saline areas. Widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima), Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), sago pondweed 
(Stuckenia pectinata), redhead grass (Potamogeton perfoliatus), Curly pondweed (Potamogeton crispus), Slender 
pondweed (Potamogeton pusillus), horned pondweed (Zannichellia palustris), wild celery (Vallisneria americana), 
common elodea (Elodea canadensis), coontail (Ceratophyllum demersum), hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), water stargrass 
(Heteranthera dubia), southern naiad (Najas guadalupensis), brittle waternymph (Najas minor), slender waternymph 
(Najas gracillima), and at least one other species of Najas sp. are the SAV species present within the Upper and Middle 
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Bay (VIMS 2013). Eurasian watermilfoil, wild celery, hydrilla, coontail, water stargrass and brittle waternymph are the 
SAV most commonly found within the Susquehanna Flats (Orth et al. 2010 in URS and Gomez and Sullivan 2012). 
Eurasian watermilfoil and hydrilla were the two SAV species found within the Susquehanna River in the northern portion 
of the study area around Robert, Wood, and Spencer Islands (URS and Gomez and Sullivan 2012). 


Presence and density of SAV vary from year to year and are mapped annually within the Chesapeake Bay (VIMS 2013). 
Figure E-11 presents the distribution of SAV within the study area in 2009, 2012, and 2013. Over a five-year period 
(2009 to 2013), the location of the SAV beds in the Lower Susquehanna River portion of the study area have remained 
relatively consistent, except for a decrease in coverage in 2011 and 2012. Again with the exception of 2011 and 2012, 
SAV density within the beds has also remained consistent. Bed densities were generally dense (70 to 100 percent 
coverage) from 2009 through 2010, and decreased to very sparse (0 to 10 percent), sparse (10 to 40 percent) and moderate 
(40 to 70 percent) density classes in 2011 and 2012. Within the Upper Bay/Susquehanna Flats portion of the study area, 
SAV beds have shown a similar decrease in areal extent and density with the majority of the Susquehanna Flats bed 
remaining at dense cover where present. The changes in SAV beds in 2011 reflect the effects of Hurricane Irene in August 
and Tropical Storm Lee in September that resulted in high turbidity and deposition of large amounts of sediment in the 
system (VIMS 2013). Projected SAV coverage in 2014 is similar to that of 2013. However, the unconfirmed 2014 SAV 
results indicate that no SAV occurred under the existing Amtrak bridge on the Cecil County side and SAV occurred both 
upstream and downstream of the Amtrak bridge on the Harford County side. 


Oyster Beds 


The region of the Chesapeake Bay near the mouth of the Susquehanna River, and the Upper Chesapeake Bay in general, 
does not contain suitable habitat for eastern oysters (Crassostrea virginica). Both the current and historic northern ranges 
for eastern oysters are well downstream of the study area. Salinity, DO, and depth conditions in the Upper Bay are not 
suitable for oysters in wet, dry, or normal hydrological years (USACE 2012). There are no oyster beds present within the 
study area. 

Fish 

The tidal fluctuations, presence of SAV beds, range of water depths and variety of bottom habitats within the Lower 
Susquehanna and Upper Chesapeake Bay create spatially and temporally dynamic abiotic conditions, which influence the 
species composition and relative abundance of fishes within the study area (Nordlie 2006; Lefcheck et al. 2014). A 
number of semi-anadromous and anadromous species have been documented as spawning near and/or migrating through 
the study area, including: yellow perch (Perca flavescens), white perch (Morone americana), blueback herring (Alosa 
aestivalis), alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus), and American shad (Alosa sapidissima). Game fish known to occur in the 
mainstem of the Susquehanna River include striped bass (Morone saxatilis), walleye (Sander vitreus), largemouth bass 
(Micropterus salmoides), smallmouth bass (M. dolomieu) and catfish species (Siluriformes) (DNR 2014c). Table E-14 
lists the fish taxa known to occur within the study area. 
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Table E-14 
Fish of the Lower Susquehanna River and Susquehanna Flats 

Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name 
Alewife Alosa pseudoharengus Inland silverside Menidia beryllina 
American eel Anguilla rostrata Inshore lizardfish Synodus foetens 
American shad Alosa sapidissima Killifish Fundulus spp. 
Atlantic croaker Micropogonias undulatus Largemouth bass Micropterus salmoides 
Atlantic menhaden Brevoortia tyrannus Northern pipefish Syngnathus fuscus 
Atlantic silverside Menidia menidia Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus 
Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus Redear sunfish Lepomis microlophus 
Bay anchovy Anchoa mitchilli Shorthead redhorse Moxostoma macrolepidotum 
Black crappie Pomoxis nigromaculatus Shortnose sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum 
Black drum Pogonias cromis Smallmouth bass Micropterus dolomieu 
Blueback herring Alosa aestivalis Spot Leiostomus xanthurus 
Bluefish Pomatomus saltatrix Spottail shiner Notropis hudsonius 
Bluegill Lepomis macrochirus Striped anchovy Anchoa hepsetus 
Bluespotted sunfish Enneacanthus gloriosus Striped bass Morone saxatilis 
Brown bullhead Ameiurus nebulosus Summer flounder Paralichthys dentatus 
Chain pickerel Esox niger Tessellated darter Etheostoma olmstedi 
Channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus Walleye Sander vitreus 
Common carp Cyprinus carpio White catfish Ictalurus catus 
Eastern silvery minnow Hybognathus regius White perch Morone americana 
Golden shiner Notemigonus crysoleucas Winter flounder Pacey ac HTOneRES 

americanus 

Hickory shad Alosa mediocris Yellow perch Perca flavescens 
Hogchoker Trinectes maculatus 


Source: NOAA Maryland Environmental Sensitivity Index Maps 115 and 123 (NOAA 2007) 


A large body of data on the fishes of the Lower Susquehanna River is available from decades of electrofishing, fish 
ladder, gill net, and creel surveys conducted in association with the operation of Conowingo Hydroelectric Project. While 
the relative abundance of different fish species has fluctuated over time, the most abundant species are generally gizzard 
shad (Dorosoma cepedianum), American shad (Alosa sapidissima), blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis), American eel 
(Anguilla rostrata), white perch (Morone americana), channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), banded killifish (Fundulus 
diaphanus), sunfish (Lepomis spp.), largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), and yellow perch. Common carp (Cyprinus 
carpio), quillback (Carpiodes cyprinus), comely shiner (Notropis amoenus), walleye, smallmouth bass, alewife (Alosa 
pseudoharengus), sea lamprey (Petromyzon marinus), and striped bass also occur within this portion of the river (NAI and 
Gomez and Sullivan 2012a). Comely shiner is a state-threatened species, but was not specifically referenced as a species 
of concern on the Proposed Project by the DNR-WHS. Gizzard shad, a pollution tolerant species, has become increasingly 
abundant in the Lower Susquehanna River since the 1970’s while other species, such as white crappie (Pomoxis 
annularis) and blueback herring, have declined (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2012a). The abundance of diadromous 
species (fish that migrate between fresh and salt waters, e.g., American shad, blueback herring, striped bass, alewife) 
reflects the importance of the Lower Susquehanna River, the Chesapeake Bay and other Bay tributaries as important 
spawning and nursery habitat. 


Special attention has been given to the management of American eel in recent years due to their ecological and economic 
importance and their declining population numbers, although they are not protected under the Endangered Species Act. 
American eels migrate upstream through the Upper Chesapeake Bay region to smaller streams where they grow to adult 
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sizes. They then migrate downstream on spawning runs as adults to the Sargasso Sea region of the Atlantic Ocean. Some 
eels may reside in the study area long-term (DNR 2014c). 


Since the construction of the Conowingo Dam in the 1920s, the Lower Susquehanna River has not supported large runs of 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) or shortnose sturgeon (A. brevirostrum). Recent observations of these federally 
endangered species in the Susquehanna River are similarly scant and limited to just a few individuals in as many years 
(NMFS 1998; NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon are discussed in further detail below, 
under “Threatened and Endangered Species.” 


The nontidal and tidal tributaries to the Susquehanna River support a number of fish species found in brackish or 
freshwater habitats. American eel (50 percent of samples), blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus; 20.5 percent), bluegill 
(Lepomis macrochirus; 15.9 percent), creek chub (Semotilus atromaculatus; 6.8 percent), green sunfish (Lepomis 
cyanellus; 4.5 percent), and tessellated darter (Etheostoma olmstedi; 2.3 percent) dominated MBSS samples collected in 
Gashey’s Creek. Common shiner (Luxilus cornutus; 28.2 percent), rosyside dace (Clinostomus funduloides; 14.1 percent), 
tessellated darter (13.3 percent), blacknose dace (12 percent), American eel (9 percent), and white sucker (Catostomus 
commersonii; 8.8 percent) dominated the MBSS samples collected in Principio Creek. Cutlip minnow (Exoglossum 
maxillingua), creek chub, swallowtail shiner (Notropis procne), northern hogsucker (Hypentelium nigricans), river chub 
(Nocomis micropogon), margined madtom (Noturus insignis), pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), satinfin shiner 
(Cyprinella analostana), redbreast sunfish (Lepomis auritus), and rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) were found in 
smaller numbers within Principio Creek. 


Invasive Species 


Some of the aquatic invasive species currently known to occur in the Lower Susquehanna River Basin include zebra 
mussels (Dreissena polymorpha), quagga mussels (Dreissena bugensis), Asian clam (Corbicula fluminea), purple 
loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), water chestnut (Eleocharis dulcis), rusty crayfish (Orconectes rusticus), and flathead 
catfish (Pylodictis olivaris). Zebra mussels had spread to the Lower Susquehanna River by 2008 (SRBC 2013). 


f. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Aquatic Species/Section 7 
Consultation 


Federally Listed Species 


An on-line Proposed Project review with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicated that there are no federally 
listed species within the study area, but critical habitat is present for the federally-endangered Maryland darter 
(Etheostoma sellare). However, Maryland darter has not been found within the study area since 1965, and occurs only in 
Deer Creek (DNR 2016). The Project Team sent a letter requesting information on threatened and endangered species to 
NMES on February 14, 2014. In a response dated March 5, 2014, NMFS identified the Atlantic sturgeon from the Gulf of 
Maine Distinct Population Segment (DPS) and the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) as threatened species that may 
be found within the Chesapeake Bay and mouth of the Susquehanna River and shortnose sturgeon, Atlantic sturgeon 
(New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic DPS), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempi), 
green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), and leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) as endangered species that may occur 
within that area. NMFS noted that “in Maryland waters of the Chesapeake Bay, sea turtles are most often documented in 
marine and estuarine waters and are not likely to be present in upper reaches of major tributaries because of salinity and 
prey availability requirements.” The study area is located in tidal fresh waters above the estuarine mixing zone where 
salinities in this area of the Susquehanna Flats and lower Susquehanna River are less than 0.5 parts per thousand year 
round (Chesapeake Bay Program, 2016). According to Endangered Species Maps provided as Section 7 guidance by 
NMEFS (2016), none of the sea turtle species are expected to occur in the Chesapeake Bay north of Baltimore, which 
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includes the study area in the lower Susquehanna River. While sea turtles are expected to be present in the Chesapeake 
Bay between April 1 and November 30, there are no confirmed sitings of live sea turtles north of Baltimore. The 
occasional reported strandings of dead turtles are believed to have been swept north by winds or currents (Aberdeen 
Proving Ground 1998). 


The southern portion of the study area in the vicinity of Turkey Point is designated as providing essential fish habitat 
(EFH) for adult and juvenile stages of windowpane flounder (Scophthalmus aquosus) (Chang et al. 1999). No other EFH 
has been designated for the study area. The study area is also an important migration area for diadromous fish species 
such as American shad, alewife, blueback herring, striped bass, hickory shad, gizzard shad, and American eel. 


Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to consult on any action that may affect a 
federally listed endangered or threatened species. Initial stages of this process typically begin with a request to the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for information on listed species 
in the vicinity of the Proposed Project area. This stage may be followed by formal or informal consultation with NMFS or 
USFWS depending on the degree of potential impacts to listed species as determined by the federal sponsor. 
Alternatively, if the federal sponsor concludes that the Proposed Project will have “no effect” on listed species, 
consultation with NMFS or USFWS is not initiated. In the event that consultation is necessary, the federal sponsor 
evaluates the potential effects of the Proposed Project on listed species, makes a determination, and requests concurrence 
from NMFS or USFWS. 


FRA, as the lead agency of the Proposed Project, initiated informal consultation with NMFS regarding federally listed 
species on May 10, 2016 (Attachment E). Coordination is ongoing. If NMFS concurs with FRA’s determination, Section 
7 consultation will be concluded. 


Shortnose Sturgeon 


Shortnose sturgeon is a federally and state-listed endangered species. Shortnose sturgeon are found along the Atlantic 
coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers such as the Hudson, Delaware, and Susquehanna (Chesapeake Bay). 
It is considered "amphidromous" — that is, like anadromous species it spawns in freshwater but regularly enters saltwater. 
In general, adult shortnose sturgeon occur primarily in either brackish estuarine waters or, more rarely, higher salinity 
coastal waters, while juveniles tend to remain in the estuary. There are currently 19 riverine populations of shortnose 
sturgeon recognized by NMFS; however, there does not appear to be a spawning population in the Susquehanna River, 
only migrants from the Delaware River (Wirgin et al. 2009). 


Shortnose sturgeon may occur in the study area year round (NOAA 2007), but are most likely to occur there between 
January and April based on previous observations (NOAA 2007). Between 1996 and 2008, the USFWS sturgeon reward 
program captured shortnose sturgeon in the vicinity of the southern portion of the study area in the upper Bay, between 
Kent Island and the mouth of the Susquehanna River (NMFS 2014). Although they have been reported in the study area, 
they are thought to be uncommon. For this reason, little is known about the abundance, local home range, or habitat use 
by shortnose sturgeon in the study area and in the Chesapeake Bay in general (Welsh et al. 2002). Historically, shortnose 
sturgeon have been observed in the Susquehanna River and in the Susquehanna Flats area of northern Chesapeake Bay 
just downstream of the river mouth (Dadswell et al. 1984; SRAFRC 2010). More recently, between 1992 and 2004, 
approximately twenty shortnose sturgeon were reported within the tidal portion of the Susquehanna River and on the 
Susquehanna Flats; however, there have been no reports of shortnose sturgeon in this area since 2004 (NMFS 1998; NAI 
and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). Monitoring for acoustic-tagged sturgeon in the tidal Susquehanna River between March 
and November 2010 failed to detect any shortnose sturgeon (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). Shortnose sturgeon are 
more likely to occur 9 to 22 miles downstream of the study area and closer to the freshwater-saltwater interface where 
primary productivity is high (Crance 1986; Sanford et al. 2001). Shortnose sturgeon tracking in another tributary of the 
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Chesapeake Bay indicated that the sturgeon were predominantly located over mud substrates and were in areas 
characterized by prolific SAV and algae blooms (NMFS 2014). 


In preparation for spawning, shortnose sturgeon in many rivers migrate in the fall to overwintering areas located in the 
furthest upstream areas of rivers and in close proximity to spawning grounds (Crance 1986; Kynard et al. 2012 Life 
History and Behaviour of Sturgeon). Spawning occurs the following spring, usually during April and May. Because of the 
presence of dams on many historical spawning rivers, shortnose sturgeon have been observed to spawn in the area just 
downstream of dams (Kynard et al. 2012; NMFS 2014). The eight shortnose sturgeon reported prior to 2004 occurred in 
the tidal Susquehanna River just downstream of the Conowingo Dam during winter and spring (January to April). 
Because adult shortnose sturgeon are known to overwinter just downstream of the spawning grounds, the presence of 
these fish during the winter and early spring months suggests the presence of overwintering and/or spawning habitat in the 
river. Spawning habitat is commonly located in waters ranging from 3 to 16 feet deep, with relatively strong currents (1 to 
4 feet per second (fps)) and daily mean temperatures of 44 to 58° F, and over substrates composed of coarse gravel or 
cobble (Crance 1986; NMFS 2014). Suitable spawning area between the Conowingo Dam and I-95 is relatively limited 
(approximately 19 percent of the available habitat; NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2012b). Moreover, the availability of 
suitable larval and juvenile habitat in this area is even more limited (1.2 to 2.1 percent). Critical habitat has not been 
designated for shortnose sturgeon; therefore, the Proposed Project will not impact critical habitat for this species. 


Atlantic Sturgeon 


Atlantic sturgeon is a federally-listed threatened and endangered“ species that occurs along the Atlantic coast of North 
America in estuaries and large rivers such as the Hudson, Delaware, and Susquehanna (Chesapeake Bay). Similar to the 
shortnose sturgeon, the Atlantic sturgeon is also typically anadromous, sharing much of its range within rivers with the 
shortnose sturgeon. Of the two species, Atlantic sturgeon can grow considerably larger, is more oceanic, and does not 
typically migrate as far upstream to spawn. Although Atlantic sturgeon are expected to occur at least intermittently in the 
study area, it has not been found there in exceptionally high abundance (USFWS 2007 Atlantic sturgeon reward program). 
In the Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic sturgeon are more commonly associated with deep-water areas (typically 16 to 164 feet) 
of the estuary and its tidal tributaries and have been most frequently reported from the mainstem of the estuary (USFWS 
2007; NMFS 2014). Critical habitat has not been designated for Atlantic sturgeon; however NMFS issued a proposed 
critical habitat in June 2016 with a final designation scheduled for summer 2017. At that time, potential impacts for 
Atlantic sturgeon will be re-evaluated. 


Atlantic sturgeon may occur in the study area year round as juveniles and sub-adults (NOAA 2007). Sub-adults are most 
likely to occur in the study area between spring and fall, spending the colder months in the Atlantic Ocean (Bain 1997). 
Individuals from any DPS may occur throughout the Chesapeake Bay, provided suitable habitat is present, and 
distribution is strongly associated with prey availability (NMFS 2014). Although they have been reported in the study 
area, these fish are thought to have migrated from the Delaware or Hudson River populations and occur relatively 
infrequently. For this reason, little is known about the abundance, local home range, or habitat use by Atlantic sturgeon in 
the study area. While Atlantic sturgeon were historically once abundant in the Susquehanna River and in the Susquehanna 
Flats area of northern Chesapeake Bay just downstream of the river mouth (SRAFRC 2010), only four Atlantic sturgeon 
have been collected in the Susquehanna Flats area during a 19-year monitoring program conducted by the USFWS; these 
sturgeon were collected between 1996 and 1999 (= NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). Collections were far more 
common in the mainstem of the estuary downstream of the Susquehanna River. Monitoring for acoustic-tagged sturgeon 


4 On April 6, 2012, Atlantic sturgeon was designated as federally threatened (Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment) or endangered (New York 
Bight, Chesapeake, Carolina, and South Atlantic DPS). Atlantic sturgeon from each of these DPSs may occur in the study area. 
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in the tidal Susquehanna River between March and November 2010 failed to detect any tagged Atlantic sturgeon (NAI 
and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). 


The Chesapeake Bay DPS spawns in the James River in Virginia (NMFS 2014). There is not a spawning population in the 
Susquehanna River due to the presence of the Conowingo Dam (SRAFRC 2010); therefore, Atlantic sturgeon eggs, 
larvae, and early juveniles are not expected to occur in the study area. Adult sturgeon spend most of their time in the 
Atlantic Ocean, returning to the estuary in the spring and early summer to spawn. Older juveniles that have emigrated 
from the estuary (i.e., subadults) are thought to mimic the migratory patterns of the adults as they return to coastal rivers 
and bays during the spring and summer months, and probably use the estuary to forage. 


Sea Turtles 


Several species of sea turtles, including loggerhead, green, Kemp’s ridley, and leatherback, are known to be present in the 
Chesapeake Bay and off the Atlantic coast of Maryland. Leatherback sea turtles are present off the Maryland coast but are 
predominantly pelagic and not expected to occur in the study area. Loggerhead and Kemp’s ridley are the two most 
common sea turtle species in the estuary (VIMS 2016, DGIF 2016) and are not expected to occur in the Chesapeake Bay 
north of Baltimore where salinities are typically less than 5 ppt (CBP 2016, NMFS 2016). Green sea turtles are less 
common and are present primarily during late summer and early fall (VIMS 2016). In general, sea turtles are present in 
the Chesapeake Bay between April 1 and November 30 when water temperatures are relatively warm. Satellite tracking 
studies of sea turtles has found that foraging sea turtles mainly occurred in areas where the water depth was between 
approximately 16 and 49 feet. This depth was interpreted not to be as much an upper physiological depth limit for turtles, 
as a natural limiting depth where light and food are most suitable for foraging turtles. In Maryland waters of the 
Chesapeake Bay, sea turtles are most often documented in marine and estuarine waters and are not likely to be present in 
upper reaches of major tributaries because of salinity tolerance and prey availability requirements. Given the tidal 
freshwater conditions (< 0.5 ppt) conditions on the Susquehanna Flats and lower Susquehanna River (CBP 2016), sea 
turtles are not expected to occur in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. This is consistent with Section 7 guidance (NMFS 
2016) that indicates the northern extent of sea turtle distribution in the Chesapeake Bay is Baltimore, which is downstream 
of the study area. 


Critical habitat has not been designated for sea turtles in the vicinity of the Proposed Project area; therefore, Proposed 
Project activities will not affect critical habitat for sea turtles. 


State Listed Species 


The Project Team also sent a letter to DNR’s Integrated Policy Review Unit on February 14, 2014. In a response dated 
October 22, 2014, DNR identified American eel as an important fishery within the study area, as discussed previously, 
and the presence of shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon was noted within the study area. Both sturgeon are protected species, 
and are under specific management requirements and the subject of research and conservation efforts undertaken by 
NMFS, USFWS, and with cooperation from DNR. DNR also identified the presence of freshwater mussels within the 
study area, some of which are state-listed as threatened or endangered. As discussed previously, DNR Wildlife and 
Heritage Service is the state lead for state-listed freshwater mussel species. As there is a potential for these species to be 
found within the study area, further coordination will be necessary on the potential mussel presence and Best Management 
Practices for their protection in later phases of design. 


Logperch 


Logperch (Percina caprodes) is state-listed in Maryland as threatened and is considered imperiled or critically imperiled 
due to its rarity. This freshwater perch in the family Percidae is most commonly found in riverine habitats characterized 
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by coarse sand and gravel substrates with or without aquatic vegetation. This species can be found in swift currents or 
slow-moving lotic habitats. 


Adult logperch may occur year-round upstream of the study area between the Conowingo Dam and the Interstate 95 
bridge. Spawning occurs in the spring and summer between March and July. 


Northern Map Turtle 


The state-listed endangered northern map turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented in the Proposed Project study 
area both within and along the banks of the Susquehanna River. The shores of the Susquehanna River are used by the 
northern map turtle for habitat, nesting, and foraging and the turtles hibernate on the river bottom in winter. DNR has 
indicated that further coordination will be required as the project progresses into later phases of design to ensure that 
appropriate protection measures are in place to avoid negative effects on Norther Map Turtles during construction. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Water quality and the condition of aquatic communities in the Chesapeake Bay watershed are expected to continue to 
gradually improve as a result of many ongoing large- and small-scale public and private initiatives to restore and protect 
the bay. Otherwise, aquatic resources within the study area would be expected to remain much the same as at present in 
the future without the Proposed Project. No significant in-water construction projects are currently planned or ongoing 
nearby. Hydrology, bathymetry, and other abiotic conditions within the Susquehanna River would not change under the 
No Action Alternative, and the same assemblages of aquatic organisms would be expected to occur. 


4. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
a. Hydrology 


During operation of the Proposed Project under Alternative 9A, the piers supporting the new west and east bridges would 
not be expected to significantly change river hydrology in the Proposed Project site relative to the existing condition. The 
number of bridge piers in the river would be 37 for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. There are currently 
16 in-water piers supporting the existing bridge and 13 remnant piers just downstream of the existing bridge that were left 
in place following demolition of the 1866 Philadelphia, Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) bridge. The spacing 
of the new bridge piers for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design ranges from 160-170 feet. The spacing of 
the existing bridge piers is 200-260 feet. For the girder approach / arch main span bridge design, there would be a net 
decrease of 4,074 square feet of structure volume below the water surface after removal of the existing bridge and the 
remnant piers. In addition, the majority of the west and east bridge piers would be aligned or nearly aligned with each 
other and parallel with the direction of the river’s incoming and outgoing tidal flow. As such, sediment deposition, scour, 
and overall hydrology in this section of the river would not be expected to significantly change. Most of the river in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Project site is expected to be a mix of areas of dynamic scour, likely occurring around the 
downstream side of the existing bridge’s piers, and dynamic drift (areas characterized by deposition in the lee of 
obstacles), likely occurring around their upstream side. However, the contrast may not be well pronounced because flow 
direction alternates with the tide. Replacement of the existing bridge with the proposed west and east bridges would likely 
cause a small shift in this current spatial distribution of areas with scour and sediment deposition. Also because the 
spacing of the new bridges’ piers would be closer together than the existing bridge’s piers, water velocity and scouring 
between the piers would potentially increase, but would be expected to be minimal and would not significantly alter the 
hydrological properties of the river within, upstream, or downstream of the Proposed Project site and would not alter the 
site bathymetry. 
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In-water structures of the new bridges under Alternative 9B would be identical to those of Alternative 9A, and any 
differences between the two alternatives in other ways would be inconsequential with regard to potential operational 
effects on hydrology. 


b. Groundwater 


The Proposed Project would be constructed mostly within, or immediately adjacent to, the existing ROW and would not 
introduce a new source of potential pollutants. Contamination of groundwater resources occurs when man-made 
chemicals such as gasoline, oil, and road salts enter aquifers and render the water unsafe and unfit for human use. Some of 
the major sources of these contaminants include storage tanks, septic systems, hazardous waste sites, landfills, and the 
widespread use of salts and chemicals. The improved design of the new bridges complies with all federal, state and local 
safety regulations that improve the safety and reliability of the rail bridge, and which will reduce the chances of 
contaminant spills from derailments 


The Proposed Project entails primarily aerial bridge work with extension of the existing trackbed berm along landward 
areas. Impacts to groundwater resources are anticipated to be negligible. In addition, treatment of surface water runoff 
from Proposed Project construction and stormwater best management practices (BMPs) will effectively reduce even 
further these negligible impacts on groundwater. 


c. Water Quality 


There would be no differences between the operation of the new bridges under Alternative 9A and the operation of the 
existing bridge that would have the potential to influence water quality. As discussed above, under “Hydrology,” some 
minor changes in sedimentation and scouring properties within the Proposed Project area would possibly occur shortly 
following the completion of the new bridges’ in-water support structures and the removal of the existing bridge, but no 
significant increases in turbidity or other water quality parameters would be expected to occur. Operational differences 
between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would be inconsequential with regard to potential operational effects on water 
quality. The improved design of the new bridges complies with all federal, state and local safety regulations that improve 
the safety and reliability of the rail bridge, and which will reduce the chances of contaminant spills from derailments. 


d. Sediment Quality & Contaminants 


Sediment containment techniques, such as turbidity curtains and other approved best management practices, will be used 
during construction to minimize sediment releases from the Proposed Project. However, under Alternative 9A, some 
minor resuspension of sediment and changes in sedimentation properties within the Proposed Project area have the 
potential to occur following the completion of the new bridges’ in-water support structures and the removal of the existing 
bridge. Any such redistribution of sediments within the area would be minor and temporary, and therefore, would not be 
expected to cause a significant release of any contaminants or otherwise impact sediment quality in the area. Operational 
differences between Alternative 9B and Alternative 9A would be inconsequential with regard to potential operational 
effects on sediment quality and contaminants. As such, operation of Alternative 9B would not be expected to have any 
significant or long-lasting effects on sediment quality and sediment-bound contaminants. 


e. Aquatic Biota 


Under Alternative 9A, operation of the replacement bridges in place of the existing bridge would not have effects on 
water quality or other habitat characteristics that would alter the biological community present within the Proposed 
Project area. As discussed above, under “Water Quality,” areas of scouring and sedimentation would initially shift upon 
replacement of the existing bridge outside of its current alignment, but erosion and sedimentation processes would not 
change substantially, and overall bottom conditions for benthic organisms and their predators would not differ from the 
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existing condition. The same assemblages of aquatic species would be expected to occur as at present. Although the 
replacement bridges under Alternative 9A would result in a net increase of 21,095 square yards of shading, both bridges 
would have a large height to width ratio (0.8 [44 feet high by 52 feet wide at their widest point]) that would slightly 
exceed the level below which shading impacts to aquatic organisms are generally considered to occur (0.7; Struck et al. 
2004). The east and west bridges would be separated by open space varying from 16 to 25 feet wide through which light 
could pass, and because the sun changes positions throughout the day, no area of river around the proposed bridges would 
be shaded for prolonged periods of time. As such, no shading effects on aquatic biota would be expected to occur during 
operation of Alternative 9A. 


As with Alternative 9A, the operation of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9B would not differ from the 
operation of the existing bridge in a way that would impact aquatic biota. The current community of aquatic organisms 
would not be altered by the operation of Alternative 9B, and because the dimensions of the replacement bridges would be 
the same under both alternatives, no impacts to aquatic biota from shading would be expected to occur. 


SAV 


SAV is regulated at the federal and state levels. At the federal level, SAV is regulated under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. 403). In the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines, SAV is referred to as vegetated shallows, which are defined under 40 CFR 230.43(a) as “permanently 
inundated areas that under normal circumstances support communities of rooted aquatic vegetation.” The definition also 
includes vegetated shallows that may occur in marine and estuarine systems as well as in freshwater lakes and rivers. SAV 
is regulated under this vegetated shallows definition as one of several categories of “Special Aquatic Sites,” each of which 
is a subset of Waters of the United States. SAV is also directly protected under the Coastal Zone Management Act (15 
CFR 930.11) as a “resource,” and indirectly protected under the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination Program (NPDES; 40 CFR 122.26), which regulates point source discharge of pollutants into 
navigable waters. At the state level, SAV may be regulated under seven statutes of COMAR, including those related to 
Section 401 water quality certifications, NPDES permits, Surface Water Use Designations, and dredging. 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would each have the same number of bridge piers within the Susquehanna River 
depending upon bridge design. Both alternatives appear to include four bridge piers that would intercept SAV resources in 
slightly different amounts and locations. Based on the preliminary engineering drawings, two bridge piers for the new 
west bridge would fall within the mapped SAV area along the Cecil County shoreline. Following removal of the existing 
bridge, one pier for the new east bridge would also potentially impact a portion of the SAV bed just downstream of the 
existing bridge alignment. Permanent cofferdam bridge pier design is proposed immediately adjacent to the two 
shorelines. The permanent impacts to SAV for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design would total 
approximately 3,357 square feet (0.08 acre) under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. 


Indirect SAV shading impacts of the new bridge are also possible; however, the new bridges will be slightly higher than 
the existing bridge, providing the potential for sufficient light to support SAV beneath the bridge. As noted under the 
Aquatic Biota section, the lowest bridge height to width ratio is 0.8 along the Cecil County shoreline. On the Harford 
County shoreline, the ratio would be 1.22 (48.8 feet in height and 40 feet wide). The existing bridge is approximately 32 
feet wide and the base of the catwalk and girder structure is approximately 25 feet high over the Susquehanna River at the 
approaches (the river segments of the track outside of the channel section) yielding a ratio of 0.8. This ratio is comparable 
to the proposed bridge designs at the Cecil County shoreline. These results suggest that SAV should continue to be able to 
grow beneath the replacement bridge, regardless of which alternative is selected. 


Fish 
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As noted above, water velocities through the bridge structure may be slightly higher for the new bridge than for the 
existing bridge because of the closer spacing of more bridge piers. However, the replacement bridge will occur within the 
tidal portion of the river, with daily changes in flow direction and velocity. Also, the change in velocity is expected to be 
minimal since the decrease in the spacing of the bridge piers of 30 to 90 feet would occur over a span of 3,200 feet of the 
Susquehanna River. In addition, anadromous fish moving upriver to the dam and fish ladder are stimulated to do so by 
much faster flows than would be experienced at the bridge. Therefore, no effect on anadromous fish behavior through the 
Proposed Project area would be expected from the new bridge structures. 


f. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Aquatic Species/Section 7 
Consultation 


As discussed above, under “Aquatic Biota,” operation of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9A would not be 
expected to result in significant changes to water quality or other aquatic habitat parameters that would affect aquatic 
organisms. As such, the Proposed Project would not have significant adverse impacts to any Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose 
sturgeon, sea turtles, freshwater mussels, logperch, or northern map turtles potentially occurring in the Proposed Project 
area. Potential effects to these resources from construction of the Proposed Project are discussed in Section H. 


As with Alternative 9A, the operation of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9B would not differ from the 
operation of the existing bridge in a way that would impact aquatic biota, including Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, 
sea turtles, freshwater mussels, logperch, and northern map turtles. Operation of Alternative 9B would not have 
significant adverse impacts to any federally- or state-listed species. FRA will continue with the informal consultation 
process with NMFS regarding a selected/preferred alternative. As noted above, potential effects to these resources from 
construction of the bridge are discussed in Section H. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


The Project Team minimized aquatic impacts through refined engineering design and reducing the number of in-water 
piers required for the proposed bridges. Further minimization of aquatic impacts will be achieved in the form of time of 
year in-stream work restrictions for the protection of fish spawning or migration. These stream closure periods prohibit in- 
stream work from February 15 through June 15 for tidal Use II streams. Additional restrictions for work in SAV areas in 
described below. As with most large bridge projects, certain activities may be allowable within time of year restriction 
periods and these will be determined through coordination with the responsible agencies. 


SAV 


Sediment containment techniques, such as turbidity curtains and other approved best management practices, will be used 
during construction to minimize sediment releases that could harm SAV. In addition, MDE sediment and erosion control 
regulations require time of year work restrictions within designated SAV beds. The closure period for work within 
designated SAV areas is from April 1 through October 15. 


As noted under Section B.4.b above, mitigation for unavoidable impacts to SAV will follow the Federal Compensatory 
Mitigation Rule (33 CFR Parts 325 and 40 CFR Part 230), and other state compensatory mitigation guidelines, as well as 
other recommendations from federal and state resource agencies. The typical in-kind compensation ratio for SAV impacts 
is 3:1. For the estimated permanent impacts to SAV from the two selected alternatives, replacement of at least 1.83 acres 
would be required. Successful in-kind compensation for SAV impacts has proven extremely difficult within the 
Chesapeake Bay area (Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Workgroup 1995), and out-of-kind compensation in the form of 
water quality or stream habitat improvements is typically accepted by the regulatory agencies. However, the NMFS has 
indicated that mitigation of SAV impacts should include replanting the beds disturbed during construction following 
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removal of all temporary structures. The NMFS provided the following recommendations for mitigation after removal of 
the temporary finger piers: 


e Allow the sediment to settle. 

e Replant the area during the following growing season to restore existing conditions. 

e Mitigate for the temporal loss of SAV habitat by planting additional SAV at a 3:1 ratio, preferably in locations 
where SAV has been successful in the past but has disappeared or has minimal density. 

e Monitor the entire project site for five years to determine if there are additional SAV losses resulting from the 
proposed project that require mitigation and to determine the success of replanting. If SAV growth has not been 
documented by year three, a second round of planting may be necessary. 


If sufficient SAV planting area cannot be found or SAV replanting efforts fail, the remainder of the mitigation 
requirement would need to be compensated out-of-kind. As noted under Section B.4.b above, mitigation options under 
both the Federal Rule and state mitigation guidelines could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee- 
responsible mitigation using a watershed approach in that order of preference. As discussed in Section B.5.b, a 
preliminary site search was conducted to identify potential mitigation sites to offset wetland, stream, and special aquatic 
sites (SAV). Details of the mitigation site search, including sites that could potentially be used to offset Proposed Project 
SAV impacts above those compensated through the replanting of the temporarily disturbed existing SAV bed, are 
included in (Attachment D). The final decision to replace function, acreage, or both may be adjusted at the discretion of 
the USACE or MDE, depending on the practicability of the proposed mitigation. 


E. CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 


Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Act 


In 1984, the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Law was passed in response to a decline in the overall quality of the 
Chesapeake Bay. This law created a special planning area, known as the Critical Area and establishes the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area Commission (CAC). The intent of the Commission is to formulate protective criteria for the use and 
development of this planning area and to oversee the development of Critical Area land use programs by local 
jurisdictions. 


Methodology 


The 1,000 foot Critical Area located within the study area limits have been determined using statewide mapping 
developed and maintained by DNR (DNR 2001) as well as written coordination with the CAC. Impacts to the Critical 
Area were calculated using the limit of disturbance (LOD) for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B (i.e., Proposed Project 
Build Alternatives footprint). 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The Critical Area is defined by the CAC for the Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays as all land within 1,000 feet of the 
mean high water line of tidal waters or the landward edge of tidal wetlands and all waters of, and lands under, the 
Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. In addition, state regulations and local Critical Area ordinances require the 
establishment and maintenance of a minimum 100-foot Buffer adjacent to all tidal waters, tidal wetlands, and tributary 
streams. These 100-foot buffers provide a heavily vegetated filter strip adjacent to the shoreline for storm water 
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infiltration and water quality improvements on projects that have direct and immediate impact on the Chesapeake Bay. 
The Critical Area Buffer is defined as “the area of at least 100 feet located directly adjacent to the tidal waters, tidal 
wetlands, and tributary streams” (DNR 2012). In some cases, the Buffer is expanded beyond 100 feet in areas where there 
are adjacent sensitive resources such as steep slopes or soils with development constraints. 


DNR classifies all land within the Critical Area based on the predominant land use and intensity of development present. 
These classifications include: 


e Intensely Developed Areas (IDA) — developed areas where residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial 
land uses predominate. 

e Limited Development Areas (LDA) — developed areas that include residential and some light commercial uses, as 
well as natural areas, wetlands, forests, and developed woodlands. 

e Resource Conservation Areas (RCA) — nature-dominated areas and may include wetlands, surface water, and 
open space. 


The study area is located within designated RCA and IDA designated Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Figure E-12). The 
study area is primarily designated as IDA around the Susquehanna River within the Corporate Limits of the City of Havre 
de Grace and the Town of Perryville. The study area also encompasses smaller portions of RCA designated Critical Area 
in Harford County within the vicinity of Gashey’s Creek and Swan Creek and in Cecil County near the eastern terminus 
of the study area/Principio Creek. Approximately 207 acres of the study area is located within the Critical Area. Acreages 
of each Critical Area land use designation within the study area boundary are listed in Table E-15. 


Table E-15 
Critical Areas within the Study Area 
Sendye aren invention Land Use CA Acreage within Study 
Designation Area 
Harford County RCA 35.19 
City of Havre de Grace/ Susquehanna River Area IDA 90.15 
Town of Perryville/ Susquehanna River Area IDA 61.04 
Cecil County RCA 61.40 
Total 1,000 Foot Critical Area 207.78 
Located Within the Study Area : 


The 100-foot Critical Area Buffer is located within the Corporate Limits of Havre de Grace and Perryville as well as the 
RCA designated portions of Critical Area located within Harford and Cecil Counties. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes conditions will remain the same as in existing conditions. The No Action Alternative 
is used as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts from the Proposed Project will be measured. 


4, POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


Impacts to the Critical Areas resulting from the Proposed Project are expected to result from earth disturbance, removal of 
vegetation, placement of fill, and increased impervious area. The anticipated impacts resulting from Alternative 9A are 
6.4 acres and 6.1 acres for Alternative 9B. All impacts to Critical Area are limited to the Corporate Limits of Havre de 
Grace and Perryville; no impacts to RCA designated Critical Area is anticipated. Detailed analyses regarding Critical Area 
impacts, including 100-foot buffer impacts, will be completed during the design phase of the project. 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


The Project Team sent a letter requesting information on February 14, 2014 to the CAC for the Chesapeake and Atlantic 
Coastal Bays. In a letter dated February 18, 2014, the CAC requested continued coordination as the Proposed Project 
becomes more defined to determine whether a full CAC review is required (Attachment E). Coordination with the CAC 
will continue during the design phase of the Proposed Project to ensure compliance with all Critical Area criteria, 
mitigation requirements, and regulations. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


Minimization efforts to avoid Critical Areas were incorporated as part of the early design for the Proposed Project. Also, 
whenever possible, Critical Areas have been further avoided by the Build Alternatives. Mitigation measures for impacts to 
Critical Areas could include: 


e Replacement lands of equal or greater natural resource and economic value. 

e Erosion and sediment control measures would be provided and strictly enforced to minimize impacts. 

e Additional appropriate mitigation measures, such as landscaping (where applicable with respect to the resource), 
would be developed through coordination with the appropriate parties. 

e Additional discussions are anticipated to occur regarding the project’s potential impacts to Critical Areas and 
mitigation measures that could lessen potential impacts. 


F. COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 
Section 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) 


CZMA and NOAA regulations (15 CFR part 930) requires that federal actions which are reasonably likely to affect any 
land or water use, or natural resource of a state’s coastal zone be conducted in a manner that is consistent with a state’s 
federally approved Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP). 


The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (CZARA) 


CZARA amended the CZMA to clarify that federal consistency requirements apply when any federal activity, regardless 
of location, effects on any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone (also referred to as coastal uses or 
resources, or coastal effects) must be consistent with the enforceable policies of a coastal state’s federally approved 
coastal management program, before they can occur. Effective January 8, 2001, NOAA revised the regulations 
implementing the federal consistency provisions of the CZMA. The revisions were necessary based on new provisions in 
the 1990 CZARA and the 1996 Coastal Zone Protection Act. Effects include both direct effects that result from the 
activity and occur at the same time and place as the activity, and indirect (cumulative and secondary) effects that result 
from the activity and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. 


Methodology 


The “Guide to Maryland’s CZMP and Federal Consistency Process” issued by MDE was reviewed to determine the 
federal consistency requirements established by the federal CZMA and how those requirements are administered through 
the Maryland CZMP. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The Maryland coastal zone is composed of the land, water and subaqueous land between the territorial limits of Maryland 
in the Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic Coastal Bays and the Atlantic Ocean, as well as the towns, cities and counties that 
contain and help govern the thousands of miles of Maryland shoreline. The Maryland coastal zone extends from three 
miles out in the Atlantic Ocean to the inland boundaries of the 16 counties (including Harford and Cecil Counties) and 
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Baltimore City that border the Atlantic Ocean, Chesapeake Bay and the Potomac River. The entire study area is located 
within Maryland’s Coastal Zone. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Without the Proposed Project, it is assumed that Coastal Zone conditions will remain the same as in existing conditions. 
The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts from the Proposed Project will 
be measured. 


4, POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


The proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is subject to the provisions of Section 307 of CZMA, and therefore 
the Coastal Zone consistency decision is coordinated through the Coastal Zone Consistency Division of the MDE. 
Applicants for federal licenses/permits (including U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Section 10 and Section 404 activities) 
must certify that their proposed action will be conducted in a manner consistent with Maryland’s CZMP. MDE is 
responsible for coordinating the review with appropriate state agencies, consolidating the state’s comments, and 
forwarding the state’s response and decision to the USACE. Attachment B lists examples of state approvals and other 
state agency actions related to the federal consistency decision and the overall review process. 


Pursuant to Section 307 of the CZMA, Coastal Zone consistency will commence after the submittal of the MDE Joint 
Permit Application (JPA). The MDE permit authorization, received at subsequent phases of the Proposed Project, will 
constitute the federal consistency decision. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


Although minimization/mitigation are not typically identified specifically for Coastal Zone Management, appropriate 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts to wetlands, waterways, and floodplains will be addressed as part of 
the permit application/authorization process with MDE and the USACE. 


G. UNIQUE AND SENSITIVE AREAS 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 


Natural Heritage Areas (COMAR 08.03.08) 


Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs) are composed of plant or animal communities within the Critical Area that are considered 
to be among the best statewide examples of their kind. In addition, all NHAs contain at least one species designated or 
proposed as endangered, threatened, or in need of conservation. According to COMAR 08.03.08, in order to qualify as a 
NHA a natural community shall: (1) Contain one or more threatened or endangered species or wildlife species in need of 
conservation; (2) Be a unique blend of geological, hydrological, climatological, or biological features; and (3) Be 
considered to be among the best Statewide examples of its kind. 


Scenic and Wild Rivers System Act of 1968 


According to DNR, a Scenic River is a “free-flowing river whose shoreline and related land are predominantly forested, 
agricultural, grassland, marshland, or swampland with a minimum development for at least two miles of the river length” 
[8-402(d)(2)]. A Wild River is a “free-flowing river whose shoreline and related land are undeveloped, inaccessible 
except by trail, or predominately primitive in a natural state for at least four miles of the river length” [8-402(d)(3)]. 
Rivers under this program are protected from development that would diminish the character of the resources. 


Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment 
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The GreenPrint Program (2001) was established by the Maryland General Assembly in an effort to “preserve the most 
ecologically valuable natural lands in Maryland” (Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment 2003). Green 
infrastructure data, in coordination with County planners and the regulatory agencies, identifies areas of land that could be 
targeted for protection or restoration to help ensure habitat for Maryland’s plants and wildlife, as well as to promote a 
healthier environment including improved outdoor recreation, clean drinking water, and erosion prevention. 


Forest Conservation Act Easements 


Under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act, referenced in Section C, lands set aside under a forest conservation and 
management agreement must be maintained in perpetuity in a conservation easement. These easements set restrictions on 
development of the land but the landowner retains ownership of the land. 


Federal Lands 


Beginning in 1903, Theodore Roosevelt established the first federal wildlife refuge, Pelican Island National Wildlife 
Refuge, along Florida’s central Atlantic coast. The Mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to, “administer a 
national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, 
wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of 
Americans.” 


Methodology 


NHAs, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Green Infrastructure, Forest Conservation Act Easements, and Federal Lands within the 
study area were determined through a review of existing literature and coordination with DNR. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
a. Natural Heritage Areas 


According to COMAR 08.03.08, there are no NHAs in Harford County and two NHAs are designated within Cecil 
County: Grove Creek and Plum Creek. There are no NHAs within the study area. 


b. Green Infrastructure 


Green infrastructure is the strategically planned and managed networks of natural lands, working landscapes, and other 
open spaces that conserve ecosystem functions and provide associated benefits to human populations. The DNR, using 
satellite imagery, road and stream locations, and biological data, has identified a green infrastructure network for the state 
of Maryland. The green infrastructure network is comprised of core areas, hubs, and corridors. Core areas are well- 
functioning natural ecosystems that provide high-quality habitat for native plants and animals. Hubs are slightly 
fragmented aggregations of core areas, plus contiguous natural cover. Hubs are intended to be large enough to support 
populations of native species, and serve as sources for emigration into the surrounding landscape, as well as providing 
other ecosystem services like clean water, flood control, carbon sequestration, and recreation opportunities. Corridors link 
core areas together, allowing wildlife movement and seed and pollen transfer between them, and thereby promoting 
genetic exchange. 


Gaps are another component of the green infrastructure network. Gaps are areas within the Green Infrastructure that do 
not currently have natural vegetation, such as agricultural, barren, or lawn areas. Re-vegetation of these areas with natural 
land cover would strengthen the integrity of hubs and corridors, decrease negative edge effects, ease wildlife movement, 
and decrease opportunities for invasive plants. 
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Based on the DNR Green Infrastructure Atlas of Harford and Cecil Counties, a large continuous hub of green 
infrastructure is located within the vicinity of Gashey’s Creek stream valley in Harford County and Principio Creek 
stream valley in Cecil County. These run north and south perpendicular to the study area (Figure E-5). 


c. State Scenic and Wild Rivers and Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers 


There are no rivers or their tributaries designated by either the State Scenic and Wild Rivers Program or the Federal Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Program located within the study area. 


d. Forest Conservation Act Easements 


According to Maryland’s Environmental Resource and Land Information Network (MERLIN), one forest conservation 
easement, Frenchman Land Company, occurs within the study area in Cecil County. The 0.86 acre easement lies along the 
north side of the existing railroad ROW just east of Firestone Road. The easement comprises a thin strip of deciduous 
forest that lies between the railroad ROW and a developed parcel. 


e. Federal Lands 


Federally designated National Wildlife Refuge lands occur on Garrett Island within the Susquehanna River approximately 
1,428 feet north of the Proposed Project area. Garrett Island was established as a National Wildlife Refuge by legislation 
in 2005 (Lutz 2009). The approximately 198 acre island is the only rocky island in the Chesapeake Bay and forms a link 
between the bay and the river. The island is part of the Chesapeake Marshlands National Wildlife Refuge complex under 
the jurisdiction of the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Without the Proposed Project, it is assumed that conditions will remain the same as in existing conditions. The No Action 
Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts from the Proposed Project will be measured. 


4, POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


As there are no NHAs or Wild and Scenic Rivers within the study area, no impacts are anticipated. Although Green 
Infrastructure hubs and corridors occur within the study area, neither Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B will impact Green 
Infrastructure resources. One forest conservation easement occurs within the limits of the study area, but lies outside the 
limits of disturbance for either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. No impacts to the conservation easement are anticipated. 
The federally protected Garrett Island lies outside the study area limits to the north, and will not be impacted by the 
Proposed Project. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


With no impacts anticipated to NHAs or Wild and Scenic Rivers, avoidance and minimization measures for these 
resources are not appropriate for the Proposed Project. Impacts to Green Infrastructure hubs have been minimized by 
placing the Proposed Project within and adjacent to the existing rail alignment. In addition, the proposed new alignments 
tie into the existing alignment as close to the river bridge as possible to avoid impacts to a large forested area that serves 
as a hub. Any reforestation requirements due to tree and forest loss could consider locations that would promote Green 
Infrastructure efforts, such as buffer enhancement, forest connectivity (FIDS habitat development), and reforestation near, 
or adjacent to, existing hubs and corridors. 
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H. CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS 
1. WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


Temporary construction impacts to wetland and stream resources will occur from either build alternative. Temporary 
impacts could result from construction staging operations and access needs. However, these impacts would likely be 
minimal and such areas would be restored upon completion of construction. Any temporary stream crossings would also 
be removed. Construction of bridge piers for the crossing of the Susquehanna River would likely be conducted from 
barges in the river. Temporary finger piers are proposed on the Cecil County side of the river, both upstream and 
downstream of the bridge crossings, for material access by barge. These temporary piers would result in potential impacts 
to a tidal emergent wetland located just upstream of the existing bridge and to SAV located upstream and downstream of 
the proposed bridges. The temporary tidal wetland impact from the upstream finger pier would be approximately 1,743 
square feet or 0.04 acre. 


Bridge piers may be constructed using either typical cofferdams in shallow water or float-in precast cofferdams in deeper 
water. These structures would be removed once piers are completed. The riverbed impact from use of these temporary 
cofferdam structures would be 0.2 acre for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. Additional temporary 
riverbed impact would result from the pilings used in the construction of the finger piers and the sheet piles used to 
envelop the existing piers and remnant piers to be removed, should blasting be the removal technique of choice. The 
temporary riverbed impact from the finger piers would total approximately 680 square feet. Temporary impact to the 
riverbed for existing and remnant pier demolition using either blasting techniques (inside temporary sheet piles) or cutting 
using a wire saw would total approximately 1.4 acres. 


2. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 
Forest Resources 


Construction related impacts could result in additional tree clearing for staging and access for either alternative. Staging 
and construction access should be avoided on the north side of the ROW between North Juniata Street and Lewis Lane, 
where larger forest tracts occur along Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. In Cecil County, a large forest tract 
occurs south of the existing railroad tracks between a power substation and Firestone Road. Impacts to this forest during 
construction are anticipated to be avoided, as an existing access road lies between the forest and the existing tracks, except 
for a short distance immediately east of the power substation. 


Wildlife 


During construction, birds and mammals may be displaced by the clearing of trees and brush. Smaller amphibians and 
reptiles may be crushed by equipment during construction, while more motile species will be displaced. Again, this is 
most likely to occur within the small forest patch adjacent to Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. 
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Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Wetland and Terrestrial Species 


No construction related impacts to terrestrial federally or state-listed endangered or threatened species are anticipated. For 
example, a response from USFWS dated January 15, 2016 indicated that the northern long-eared bat is a threatened 
species that has the potential to occur within the boundary of the Proposed Project, but is not likely to be adversely 
affected by the Proposed Project.. Temporary displacements of waterfowl within the Susquehanna River are likely during 
the construction phase of the Proposed Project. 


3. AQUATIC RESOURCES 
Water Quality 


Construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would require in-water work with the potential to resuspend bottom 
sediment, resulting in minimal, temporary, and localized effects on water quality of the Susquehanna River in the vicinity 
of the Proposed Project site. These activities include the following: 


e Construction of temporary finger piers: Finger piers would be used to connect to access roads for construction 
efficiency and optimum movement of equipment, as well as to avoid the need for dredging. These would remain 
for the majority of the construction period (3 to 5 years). Support for the finger piers would likely include small 
(18 to 24 inches) driven piles. 


e Construction of west and east replacement bridge piers: The new girder approach / arch main span bridge would 
have a total of 37 in-water piers. The construction approach used for each pier pairing would depend on the 
location of the pier in relation to water depth. In deeper waters, drilled caissons (concrete-filled steel pipe piles) 
would be used for the pier construction and in shallower waters cofferdams would be utilized. 


e Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers: Bottom disturbance during the construction of the in-water 
elements of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would have the potential to result in temporary sediment 
resuspension, and in turn, increased turbidity. However, any such effects would be highly localized and 
temporary, and would be expected to dissipate quickly, such that no significant or long-lasting changes in 
turbidity or other water quality parameters would occur. Pile drilling results in minimal river bottom 
disturbance relative to other large-diameter pile installation methods, and no dredging, sheet pile cells, or 
cofferdams would be required with the exception of the deep-water piers (Piers 3 and 4) that would potentially 
require a cofferdam during construction. 


During demolition, the existing bridge would be dismantled by removing parts of the superstructure by barge or crane. 
The existing piers would be removed with an excavator and their support piles would either be cut two feet below the mud 
line with a wire saw or demolished by blasting inside a temporary cofferdam. Use of turbidity curtains and floating booms 
during the bridge removal activities would minimize the potential for resuspended sediment to result in significant adverse 
impacts to water or sediment quality. 


Construction along the Proposed Project corridor could also potentially result in short-term water quality effects, such as: 
increased sedimentation, increased turbidity from in-stream work, and possible spills. Construction activities that could 
affect stormwater runoff include: 


e Excavating to widen any “cut” sections and removing unsuitable (organic) material from “fill” sections 
e Filling and placing ballasts to support the new track 

e Relocating access roads 

e Relocating or creating new trackside swales, and 
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e Implementing any substructure work required for the catenary foundations, or bridge or culvert installation. 


Construction-phase staging areas and haul roads, if needed, could also disturb the ground, potentially causing erosion and 
sedimentation. However, with the minimization techniques discussed below, long-term and short-term construction- 
related impacts to water quality from the Proposed Project are expected to be minimal. 


Potential short-term and long-term impacts to water quality will be minimized through strict adherence to an effective 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and implementation of stormwater BMPs that meet the conditions of the Maryland 
Stormwater Act of 2007 (MDE 2007). The MDE-approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan will reduce the risk of 
surface water contamination, and minimize the harmful effects of increased impervious surfaces on surface waters. 
Erosion and sediment control measures include sediment traps and basins, super silt fence, in-stream closure periods, and 
other construction BMPs designed in compliance with current regulations. In-stream work restrictions include the 
following: 


e Tidal Use II Streams restrictions for fish spawning and migration from February 15 through June 15 
e Designated SAV beds between April 1 and October 15. 


All measures will be reviewed and approved by MDE as part of the permitting process during Final Design to ensure that 
the Proposed Project is in compliance with the most current regulations. Adherence to the Clean Water Act’s TMDL 
provisions will be addressed through coordination with MDE and compliance with NPDES permit process for Proposed 
Project stormwater. Over the long-term, all SWM facilities would be monitored and maintained in accordance with 
NPDES permits to ensure that each facility continues to provide the intended level of quantity and/or quality control. 


The extent and duration of in-water construction activity would not differ between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, and 
as such, for the reasons discussed above, construction of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B 
would not have significant adverse impacts to water quality in the Susquehanna River. 


Sediment Quality & Contaminants 


As discussed above, under “Water Quality,” in-water construction activities for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would 
have the potential to result in the resuspension of bottom sediment and sediment-bound contaminants within the work 
area. However, any sediment resuspension would be temporary, minimal, and highly localized, such that no significant or 
long-lasting adverse impacts would occur. Suspended sediment would be expected to dissipate quickly, and would not 
cause a significant liberation or redistribution of existing contaminants. Sediment types within the study area are primarily 
sand and gravely sand, which are not easily resuspended and would quickly settle. Construction of the proposed 
temporary finger piers would eliminate the need for dredging that would otherwise be required for construction barges to 
access the Proposed Project site, and would thereby avoid the more substantial disturbance to river sediments that would 
be caused by dredging. 


Aquatic Biota 


As discussed above, under “Water Quality,” construction of the replacement bridges and demolition of the existing bridge 
under Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would not affect water or sediment quality in the Susquehanna River, and 
therefore, would not impact habitat conditions for fish and other aquatic biota. In-water construction activities would be 
limited to the drilling of large-diameter piles for the replacement bridges and the driving of small-diameter piles for the 
temporary finger piers, which would cause minimal bottom disturbance. Any sediment suspension that would occur 
during pile installation and the demolition of the existing bridge would be temporary and localized, and would be 
expected to be well below physiological impact thresholds of adult and larval fish and benthic macroinvertebrates. 
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Shading from the temporary finger piers would also not have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts to 
aquatic biota given their narrow width. Two finger piers would be constructed on the Perryville side. The overwater 
length of the upstream pier would be approximately 495 feet, while the downstream pier would be approximately 260 
feet, but each pier would be only approximately 38 feet wide. Shading effects from low-lying overwater structures such as 
docks and piers generally begin at points beyond 15 feet inward from a structure’s outer edges (Able and Grouthues 2011, 
Able et al. 2013). Angled light sufficiently reaches these areas of bottom that are within 15 feet of the edge such that 
conditions for aquatic biota do not appear to be altered. At a width of only 38 feet, only a small area beneath the finger 
piers would be more than 15 feet inward from the closest edge, and therefore, no significant shading effects would be 
expected to occur. Because the finger piers would be removed upon completion of the replacement bridges, there would 
be no cumulative shading effect from the combination of the structures. 


Construction of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would result in the temporary loss of 
approximately 680 square feet of benthic habitat within the footprint of the piles supporting the temporary finger piers. 
The temporary loss of benthic habitat for temporary cofferdam construction for the bridge piers would total approximately 
7,926 square feet (0.18 acre) for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. Benthic invertebrates unable to move 
away from these areas would be lost during pile installation. Following the completion of the replacement bridges, the 
finger piers would be removed, and the areas occupied by their piles would begin to accumulate sediment, return to 
benthic habitat, and become recolonized by benthic organisms. Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers would 
allow approximately 0.5 acre of river bottom to return to benthic habitat, thereby more than offsetting losses from the 
construction of the replacement bridges. As such, construction of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would result in a 
potential net gain of populations of benthic organisms and their predators higher in the food web. 


The low-speed vibratory drilling method that would be used to install the 5 to 6-foot diameter piles for the replacement 
bridge piers would not generate impulse noise underwater, and therefore, would not have significant adverse noise 
impacts to fish. Any underwater noise produced during the installation of these piles would be minimal and well below 
both the physical and behavioral effect thresholds of 206 dB re: 1 Pa SPLycax and 150 dB re: 1 uPa SPLams, respectively, 
which have been established by the Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group and adopted by NMFS. The smaller, 18 to 24 
inch piles that would support the temporary finger piers would be installed by impact hammering, but would not be 
expected to cause physical impacts to fish because noise levels generated during the driving of small piles typically do not 
exceed 200 dB re: 1 Pa SPLyecax at a distance of 10 meters from the pile (Caltrans 2009). Following BMP’s for pile 
installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to 
sink into the sediment under their own self weight before impact hammering the remainder of the pile. The duration of 
impact pile driving is expected to be less than 5 to 10 minutes per pile, which would be minimized if a vibratory driver 
was first used to drive the pile to resistance. In addition, impact hammering would begin with a series of light taps of 
gradually increasing strength, which is an effective method to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an 
opportunity to move away from the site of the activity (FHWA 2003). During impact pile driving of unattenuated steel 
pipe piles for temporary finger piers, underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of physiological injury to 
fish (i.e., 206 dB re: 1uPa SPLpeak) would extend up to 50 feet from the pile [1]. The use of a wooden cushion block 
during impact pile driving would provide approximately 11 to 26 dB of noise attenuation, which would reduce the extent 
of the ensonified (sound-filled) area to within less than 33 feet of the pile. Given the small extent of the 206 dB SPLpeak 
noise isopleth, effects to sturgeon in the action area are likely to be discountable. The potential impacts of underwater 
noise would be further minimized if the impact pile driving was conducted between July and December, when sturgeon 
are less likely to occur in the action area. 


Underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of behavioral effects to fish (i.e., 150 dB re: 11Pa SPLrms) 
would extend across the river during impact pile driving of unattenuated piles and approximately 1,800 feet (i.e., 50 
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percent of the river width within the action area) if a wooden cushion block was used to attenuate noise levels. These 
noise levels would only occur over a period of 1 to 2 hours per day. If an average of 6 piles were driven per day and 3 
days of impact pile driving occurred each week, then impact pile driving would be completed within 2.5 months. The 
most likely response of sturgeon to the underwater sound produced during pile driving for the finger piers would be 
temporary avoidance of the area (AKRF and Popper 2012a,b). Behavioral avoidance by sturgeon would be temporary and 
limited to | to 2 hours during impact pile driving on any given day. Because the extent of the 150 dB SPLrms isopleth is 
greater than the extent of the 187 dB re: 1uPa2 s cSEL isopleth (1.e., the potential onset of physiological injury due to 
prolonged sound exposure), sturgeon would avoid the ensonified area and would not likely be exposed to noise levels 
exceeding the 187 dB cSEL threshold. The most likely response of fish to the underwater sound produced during pile 
driving for the finger piers would be temporary avoidance of the area. Fish would also potentially avoid the area of 
activity during the drilling of the large-diameter piles for the replacement bridges piers. Should pile installation cause any 
fish to temporarily avoid the portion of the Susquehanna River in the vicinity of the activity, the extent of the area that 
would be affected at any one time would be negligible relative to the amount of suitable habitat that would remain 
available nearby, and no significant adverse effects to these individuals would be expected to occur. 


Demolition of the existing bridge piers and remnant piers would be largely achieved through the use of mechanical means 
and methods (e.g., barge cranes, wire saws), as described in EA Chapter 17 Construction Effects. Methods such as 
turbidity curtains, cofferdams, and deck shielding would be implemented as necessary to contain debris. Divers with wire 
saws would cut bridge piers two feet below the mudline and the pier would be removed using a barge crane. Blasting is 
not anticipated; however removal of the existing and remnant bridge piers may require the use of blasting techniques as 
per the contractor’s means and methods. 


Any blasting would be conducted in such a manner as to minimize the potential for fish mortalities. In the event that 
blasting is proposed, a number of protective measures would be implemented. Blasting would use blast mats and would be 
conducted within steel sheet pile cofferdams that would: 1) physically exclude fish and turtles from the immediate area of 
the Proposed Project, 2) minimize peak pressures experienced by aquatic organisms in the vicinity of demolition 
activities, and 3) reduce potential increases in suspended sediments. Monitoring for listed fish and turtles during blasting 
would occur and any observations of these species would be reported to NMFS or USFWS. Blasting would be scheduled 
to occur during a work window that will be defined during coordination with NMFS and will be protective of listed 
species in the Proposed Project area. Any potential impacts from blasting activities that may occur outside of this window 
would be minimized through the implementation of additional best management practices, including the preparation of a 
detailed blasting plan, implementation of noise attenuation measures, detonation of low-energy scare charges to repel fish 
and turtles just prior to blasting, and limitations to the charge size and detonation velocity of the explosives to minimize 
underwater pressure changes experienced by fish and turtles. 


At this time, the number of project vessels operating within the action area at any given time and the number of operating 
hours for those vessels are not known. At a minimum, the project will utilize work barges, delivery barges and crew 
vessels (with personnel lifts). The drafts of these vessels are not likely to exceed 6 to 8 feet in most cases. Water depths 
within most of the action area range from 20 to 50 feet at mean lower low water. Therefore, the vessel clearance above the 
river bottom would be at least 12 feet. Because both Atlantic and shortnose sturgeons are demersal (bottom-dwelling) 
species and spend the majority of the time within a few feet of the bottom while foraging and below 15 feet from the 
water’s surface for Atlantic sturgeon (Balazik et al. 2012), the risk of vessel interaction with sturgeon is small. 


SAV 


Impacts to SAV may also occur during the construction of the bridges. Dredging is not currently proposed to provide 
access for bridge pier construction in this location. However, if dredging is required, this would uproot SAV species and 
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temporarily displace sediments necessary for SAV growth. The suspended sediments could block sunlight necessary for 
SAV growth. Displaced sediment could also cover SAV beds. To avoid the need for dredging, finger piers are proposed in 
shallow water to allow for deep water construction access. These finger piers would remain for at least three years during 
construction build out of the two rail bridges. Because of the low profile of the finger piers and their long term use during 
bridge construction, permanent impacts to SAV would be expected to occur from finger pier piles as well as shading 
effects of the finger pier footprint. Therefore, though the finger piers would ultimately be considered a temporary 
construction element, due to the length of time the piers would be in-place, they would likely result in permanent SAV 
impacts totaling approximately 0.48 acre. Other SAV impacts could occur from the installation of temporary cofferdams 
in shallow water. The impact to SAV from cofferdam installation during construction would be approximately 2,298 
square feet (0.05 acre) for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. These structures would be removed once 
piers are completed; however, the cofferdams will likely be in place for longer than six months, causing SAV impacts to 
be considered permanent rather than temporary. Additional disturbance of SAV by sediments from the installation of 
cofferdams could also impact SAV as described above for potential dredging operations. 


For both Alternatives 9A and 9B, the total permanent SAV impact from bridge construction would total approximately 
0.61 acre. 


Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Aquatic Species 


Atlantic and Shortnose Sturgeon 


Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon have the potential to occur within the Proposed Project area, although they have not been 
documented in the lower Susquehanna River since 1999 and 2004, respectively. As discussed under “Water Quality’, 
“Hydrology”, and “Aquatic Biota,” construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would not have significant adverse 
effects on water quality or other habitat conditions for fish, including both sturgeon species and would not be expected to 
significantly change river hydrology in the Proposed Project site relative to the existing condition. Sediment resuspension 
during bottom-disturbing construction and demolition activities would be temporary and localized, and in many cases 
would be minimized through the use of turbidity curtains and temporary cofferdams. Dredging is not planned for the 
Proposed Project and there would be a net gain in benthic habitat following the removal of the existing bridge piers, which 
would result in no net loss of benthic habitat where sturgeon might forage. Critical habitat has not been designated for 
either sturgeon species; therefore, Proposed Project activities will not affect critical habitat for Atlantic or shortnose 
sturgeon. 


Underwater noise levels will be minimized by drilling shafts rather than impact pile driving the large-diameter piles for 
the replacement bridges’ piers, and are expected to be below both the physiological (206 dB re: 1 Pa SPLpea) and 
behavioral (150 dB re: 1 wPa SPLems) effect thresholds that have been established by the Fisheries Hydroacoustic 
Working Group and adopted by NMFS for evaluations of underwater noise impacts to sturgeon and other fish species. 
Noise generated by the driving of the small-diameter piles using low-energy impact hammers and cushion blocks for the 
temporary finger piers would likewise be expected to be below levels at which physical injury to sturgeon could occur. 
Any effects to sturgeon potentially occurring in the area during impact pile driving would be limited to temporary 
avoidance of the immediate area of activity. Potential noise impacts of demolition activities performed using mechanical 
means and methods to remove existing bridge piers are expected to be minimized by using relatively low noise, non- 
impact equipment including wire saws and cranes. Although blasting is not planned for demolition, the potential impacts 
of any blasting activities would be minimized by implementing the protective measures discussed above. Additionally, 
blasting would be scheduled to occur within a work window that corresponds to the time of the year when sturgeon are 
least likely to occur in the vicinity of the Proposed Project area. Moreover, the very short duration (i.e., several seconds) 
of elevated sound pressure levels during blasting greatly minimizes the potential impacts to fish that are not in the 
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immediate vicinity of the activity. In the event that blasting is being considered, FRA will coordinate with NMFS to 
develop an agreed upon approach for minimizing the potential impacts to sturgeon. 


For the reasons given above, the construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B and demolition of the existing bridge 
may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect Atlantic or shortnose sturgeon that may occur in the Susquehanna River. 


Sea Turtles 


Loggerhead, Kemp’s ridley, and green sea turtles occur in the Chesapeake Bay, while the leatherback sea turtle is a more 
pelagic species that is occurs less frequently in the Bay and is not expected to occur in the Susquehanna River. As noted in 
the Affected Environment section above, the other sea turtles most commonly occur in the marine and estuarine portions 
of the estuary and are not likely to be present in the major tributaries which would include the Susquehanna River. Sea 
turtles occur seasonally in the Chesapeake Bay between April and November and are not expected to be present between 
during the winter and early spring months. During the months that sea turtles are present in the Bay, they are not expected 
to occur in the vicinity of the Proposed Project in the Susquehanna River or on the Susquehanna Flats. As discussed under 
“Water Quality” and “Aquatic Biota,” construction and demolition of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would not have 
significant adverse effects on water quality or other habitat conditions for aquatic organisms, including sea turtles. There 
is no critical habitat designated for any of the sea turtles in the Proposed Project area. 


For these reasons, the construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B and demolition of the existing bridge would have 
no effect on loggerhead, Kemp’s ridley, green, or leatherback sea turtles that may occur in the Chesapeake Bay. 


Freshwater Mussels 


As there is a potential for freshwater mussels, some of which are state-listed as threatened or endangered, to be found 
within the study area, further coordination will be necessary on the potential mussel presence and BMPs for their 
protection. This will include construction and demolition methods utilized to reduce impacts to freshwater mussel species. 


Logperch 


The logperch is a freshwater fish that occurs within the non-tidal portion of the Susquehanna River, above the Conowingo 
Dam. Logperch would not be expected to occur within the Proposed Project area, where conditions are brackish during 
flood tides. In addition, construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would not have significant adverse effects on 
water quality or other habitat conditions for fish, and drilling of the large-diameter piles would avoid potentially harmful 
underwater construction noise levels. Protective measures would be identified in coordination with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and implemented during any blasting activities to minimize the potential impacts to logperch. As such, 
construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B and demolition of the existing bridge and remnant bridge piers would not 
have the potential to cause adverse impacts to the logperch. 


Northern MapTturtles 


DNR-WHS may require restrictions on construction projects in order to protect northern map turtles, including, but not 
limited to: conducting nesting surveys during the nesting season to identify the presence/absence of nests within a project 
area, in-stream time-of-year restrictions, and/or removal of turtles from the work zone using trained scuba divers. northern 
map turtles are known to occur within the Proposed Project area and could potentially be impacted by construction and 
demolition. Further coordination with DNR-WHS will occur as the Proposed Project progresses, and the above-referenced 
avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented as appropriate. 
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I. CONCLUSION 


In summary, this report evaluates the potential effects from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge on a variety of natural 
resources, including topography, geology, and soils; floodplains and wetlands; terrestrial resources; aquatic resources; 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area; Coastal Zone Management; and Unique and Sensitive Areas. Table E-16 summarizes the 
potential effects on natural resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. The Proposed Project would have 
no significant impacts to threatened, endangered, or special concern wetland and terrestrial species, hydrology, 
groundwater, water quality, sediment quality and contaminants, coastal zones, and unique and sensitive areas. With the 
incorporation of the mitigation measures described herein, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse 
impacts on floodplains, wetlands, forest resources, wildlife, aquatic biota, and critical areas. 
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Table E-16 


Potential Effects on Natural Resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Alignment Alternatives 


Resource Type Resource Category Alternative 9A | Alternative 9B 
Effective FEMA Floodplain 100-Year 2.72 2.15 
Encroachment (acres) 500-Year 4.83 4.24 
Preliminary FEMA Floodplain 100-Year 3.09 2.63 
Encroachment* (acres) 500-Year 3.16 2.69 
Tidal 0.06 0.06 
wyetands (eetes) Nontidal 0.83 0.71 
: Relatively Permanent Waterways 3,190 2,943 
Streams (linear feet) Fphemeral 19 19 
Tidal 0.27 0.27 
Wetland Buffers (acres) Nontidal 216 172 
Forest Resources (acres) ---- 2.92 2.08 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (acres) ---- 6.4 6.1 
Susquehanna Riverbed / Aquatic Biota permanent auipacts ue! vt 
Construction (Temporary Impacts, 
(acres) ; : : 0.23 0.23 
including finger piers) 
Permanent Impacts from bridge piers 
‘ . and construction (e.g., includes 
Subincieed aduaee Vee non Say temporary finger pier and cofferdam 0.61 0.61 


(acres) 


impacts owing to length of 
construction) 


* Preliminary floodplain available for Harford County only 
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Attachment A 


FPPA Form NRCS-CPA-106 


USDA 


vaste | , 
United States Department of Agriculture 


DATE: February 8, 2016 


TO: Dan Reagle 
Environmental Planning Division 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Balti , MD 21202 ‘ 
nee FEB 2 2016 


nd vat [=18 
Recei Vo d 


SUBJECT: Farmland Protection Policy Act Office of Pianning 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


The Natural Resources Conservation Service responsibility pertaining to the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act (FPPA) is to provide technical assistance for the Act by evaluating and completing 
Parts II, IV, and V of the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form, AD-1006. The purpose of 
the Act is to minimize the extent to which Federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and 
irreversible conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 


We have determined that the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, in Harford and Cecil 
Counties, is an activity that is not subject to provisions of the Policy Act and is therefore exempt 
from the Act. This is because the reconstruction of the bridge and rail system is on existing 
right-of-ways and these activities will not "permanently convert farmland". 


We are enclosing the Rating Form NRCS-CPA-106 with "Site Exempt" written across the top of 
it. 


If you require any additional information, please let us know. 


Sincerely, 


Dean Cowherd 
NRCS Assistant State Soil Scientist 
443-482-2931 


ce: Tim Clippinger, Forest Hill, MD 
Phillip King, Dover, DE 
Patricia Engler, Annapolis, MD 
James Brewer, Easton, MD 


Natural Resources Conservation Service 
339 Busch’s Frontage Road, Suite 301 
Annapolis, MD 21409-5543 
Voice (410) 757-0861 — FAX (855) 432-9027 
An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer 


- a 
S oT % F ¥ Cin p ‘ns 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106 


Natural Resources Conservation Service (Rev. 1-91) 


FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 


PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) aaa Evaluation Request ere 
1. Name of Project Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 5. Federal Agency Involved Fa derail Rail Administration (FRA) 
2. Type of Project Rail Bridge Replacement 8. County and State Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
PART II (To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Received by NRCS | 2. Person Completing Form 
3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? YES rh No oO 4. Acres Irrigated | Average Farm Size 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form). 
5. Major Crop(s) 6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 
IOAN a 
aa eg Acres: % Acres: % 

8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used ““=|.9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 
(i sjte exemp see attached ltr Z/G/16 

s aa Aa ee ccvennveninn™ Alternative Corridor For ent Alternatives 9A and 9B 
BARTHII (To be completed by Fedéral Agency) * mane oe 


Corridor [Corridor 
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly Hogac. 22a. | 
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services oc. - i, | 


C. Total Acres In Corridor 
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 


A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 

B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 

C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 

D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 

value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum 

Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Points 
1. Area in Nonurban Use 

. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 

. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 

. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 

. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 

. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 

. On-Farm Investments 

9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 

10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 


a 


COIN /D] a} pa] owlr 
= 


TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 7 0 
PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 0 
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site 
assessment) 37 0 
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) T 0 
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
Converted by Project: 
TBD 
1.99 ac (Alt 9A)/0.22 ac (Alt 9B) ves []_ no = ald 


5. Reason For Selection: 


Signature of 


NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 


Attachment B 


Coastal Zone Management 
Consistency Flowchart 


Attachment B: Overall Consistency Review Process 


MD 
via State Clearinghouse or direct notification/applicaton) 


tate/Private 
Activit 
iii types of §307 


actions) 


ed era 
and/or State 
Public Notice 
Issues/ 
policies 


Process, Review 
including public to address 
articipation icipati additional 


Consistency 
Decision 


“onsistency 
Decision 


Source: Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) 
A Guide to Maryland’s Coastal Zone Management Program Federal Consistency Process (2004) 


Attachment C 


Wetland Delineation Data 


Forms 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


Sampling nate, 227 as 
Sampling Point; ga /4— / 
Section, Township, Range: 


Local retief icons, convex, ee Lazidde Slope (°%)}: } 
Lat: 34 43 3 ge Long: ay ib os Datum: 


NWI classification: 


ProfectSite: 
ApplicanvOwner: 


City/County: 


Investigatar{s); 


Landform thillslope, terrace, etc.): 
Subregion (LRR ar MLRA): 
Soil Map Unit Name: 


Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this ime of year? Yes No (tf no, explain in Remarks.} Yo 
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No 
Ara Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (lf needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Solt Present? Yes No 


Wetland Hydrology Present? 


within a Wetland? 


~ thole3 lo 9 1 ge Detter alan peat 
ya. \soa9 tracks, / i 


HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Indi inimum 
inary Indi inimum of one is required; check all hal appt __. Surface Soil Cracks (BS) 
7 Surface Water (A1) __. Aqualic Fauna (813) _— parsely Vegetated Concave Surface (28) 
fe Aigh Water Table (A2) _ Marl Deposits (615) (LRR U)} Fee Patterns (B10) 
Fee (A3} __. Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _— Moss Trim Lines (B16} 
Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
¥_ Sediment Deposits (62) Presence of Reduced [ron (C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
— Orit Deposits (83) Recent tron Reduction in Titled Soils (C6) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9} 
Algal Mat or Crust (84) Thin Muck Surface (C7) 7 Geomorphic Position (D2) 
es tron Deposits (B5) —— Other (Explain in Remarks) Shallow Aquilard (B3) 
— [nundation Visibte on Aerial imagery (87) eA FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
— Waier-Stained Leaves (69) __ Sphagnum moss (08) (LRR T, U} 
Field Observations: 
Surface Waler Present? Depth (inches}: 
Water Table Present? Depth (inches): 4 
¥ No 


Saluration Present? Depth tinches}: OLS Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 
i fring 


Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available 


You. Hye aoe Ai any er ee fia p teous Bb ine 
Din Cand Loy 3 Wes pravious wiouhh +. 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific nares of plants. Sampling Point: WIS 


Absotule Dominant Indicator 
) 6 Cover Species? Status 


Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A) 


Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 


Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (AB) 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 


OBL specles X= 
FACW species 2S 
FAC species _ x= 
FACU species _ A 
UPLspecies _o KSEE 
Column Totals; (AY BY 


Tree Siratum (Piat size 


—Ssee 
Sey See 
oe 


OND oN 


= Tolal Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of tolal cover: 


rub Stratum (Plot s aoe. ai 


TF 


ery 


Prevalence Index = B/A= 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

— 1Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
ra Dominance Test is >50% 

_— 3- Prevalence Index is <3,0' 

_~ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain) 


Poe Ye he pf 


6 = Total Cover 


56% of tetal cover F 20% of total cover: i, tie 


Herb Stratum (Plot sz i x ly ‘Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
1. Lé th a A 2x 2D des be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
2. Taw Lc =~ raatiyin —— Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 
37 


Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 


more in chameter at breast height (DBH), regardiess of 
5. pe height. 
6.4 Dd Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
Er. then 3 in, OBH and greater than 3.28 ft (+ m) tall, 
: Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody)} plants, regardiess 
9 of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 
10. 


Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 fin 
height 


/05 = Total Cover 
50% of tctal cover 5S 20% of total cover. Zl 
Woody Vine Stralum (Plot sizefPkhn 4 ” 


we wo wy = 


| Ertrontiytte 
0) = Total Cover ‘agatation 
50% of tetal cover’_ 2.5 20% of tolal cover: _| Present? 


Remarks. (If observed, list morphological adaptations below). 


US Amy Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point: 2) 154] 


Profile Description: (Describe to the depth naeded to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 


Depth Redox Fagiures 
ingh Color {moist Type Texture Remarks 
DS BE ee te ied ae 


- 4 
oy a 


ype: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. MS=Masked Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining, 


Hydric Soil Indicators: (Appilcable to all LRRs, unless otherwise nated.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils’: 

_— Histosel (At) —— Polyvalue Below Surface (S8){LRR S,T,U) __. 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O) 

_— Histic Epipedon (A2) — Thin Bark Surface (S9) (LAR S$, T, Up __ 2m Muck (ATO) {LRR 8) 

__ Black Histic (A3) —.. Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) __ Reduced Vertic (F168) (outside MLRA 150A,B) 
— Hydrogen Sulfide (A4} — Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)} —~ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
— Stratified Layers (A5) —.. Pepleted Matrix (F3) — Anomalous Bright Loamy Scils (F20) 

— Organic Bodies (AS) (LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B) 

— 35cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T,U) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) — Red Parent Material (TF2) 

— Muck Presence (A8){LRR U) —. Redox Depressions (FB) —. Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

— 1m Muck (AS) {LRR P, T) — Marl (F160) (LRR U)} —_ Other (Explain in Remarks) 

— Depteted Below Dark Surface (A11) — Oepleted Ochric (F114) (MLRA 151} 

— Thick Dark Surface (A12) _— Iron-Manganese Masses (Fi2){LRR 0, P, T) "indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

— Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 1504) __ Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U} wetland hydrology must be present, 

— Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRRO,S)  ___ Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 154) unless disturbed or problematic. 

_. Sandy Gleyed Matrix ($4) — Reduced Verte (F18){MLRA 150A, 1508) 

__ Sandy Redox ($5) — Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A) 

_ Stripped Matrix (S64) — Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 


__. Dark Surface (57) (LRR P, S, T, U) 
Restrictlva Layer {if observed): 

Type: 
Depth (inches): 


Hydric Soll Prasent? Yes a No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


Project/Site: Antua\ Susy ut Wanna Cily/Couaty: Ubauve WY) Gc 8 Hae forel Sampling Date: oe 
ApplicanttOwner: LITA State: Mp Sampling Point: wht Lee] 


Investigator(s): ct We Section, Township, Range: 


Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): deovess OK Local relief (concave, convex, none): ae Slope (6): _f i% 


Subregion (LRR or MLRA): Lat: _3 ‘hd 32 SE. 35" Long: te, ret ‘5 cA ve See Datum: 
Soil Map Unil Name: i 1a NWI classification: 


Are climatic / hydrologic conditians on the site typical for this ime of year? Yes = ae No (tf no, explain jn Remarks.) 
Are Vegelation significantly disturbed? N Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes __o/ Na 


naturally problematic? N (lf needed, explain any answers in Remarks.} 


, Soil . or Hydrology 


Are Vegelation , Soil , of Hydrology 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes / No is the Sampled Area vis 
Yes No 


Hydric Soll Present? Yes No 
aay Sommers within a Watland? 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 


No 


Paces ™ +f } (sw) 


HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 


Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required} 


vimary Indicalors (minimum of one is required, chi It that appl —— Stirface Soil Cracks (86) 
__ Surface Water (A1) _— Aquetic Fauna (B13) __. Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 
_—— High Water Table (A2) _—.. Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) _— Drainage Patterns (B10) 
ie Saturation (A3) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _. Moss Tam Lines (B16) 
_. Water Marks (B1) _— Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Reols (C3) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) -X% Presence of Reduced iron (C4) — Crayfish Burrows (C8) 


__ Drifi Deposits (83) _— Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) —. Saturation Visible on Aenal imagery (C9) 
_ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) _.. Thin Muck Surface (C7) _— Geomorphis Positton (D2) 

__ Iron Deposits (85) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) _— Shallow Aquilard (D3) 

_—— Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7} __ FAC-Neutral Tesi (05) 


_._. Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes__s No _%___ Depth (inches): 
Water Table Present? Yes No_+  Depth{inches};_ 


Yes_/ _ No Depth (inches): O-% Watland Hydrology Present? Yes_1/ No 


Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge. monitoring well, aerial photos. previous inspections). 


—. Sphagnum moss (08) (LRR T, U) 


Saluration Present? 


if available: 


Remarks: 


Saduaton due ty aye losifve wa -dipyr idy/ teat: 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region— Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. 


el oa ise size: a. ley } 


aii. | ES 


SNOW Sw a 


AN 


50% of total cover 


aie (Plot size: if fn cl’ ) 
iw] 


N as 


brig aia 12g lec 
2 Dace fag 


tie =a ertta 
4. ta ahh 


5. Phitanmites audhal’sS 


PACAV Id nore 
‘wn 


Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 


oe ww a 


Pe paises pn 


——, 


= —— 
ao = Total Cover 

/ s 
50% of total cover: ig. 20% of total cover: + to 
Sapting/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: “eto héy ) 


= Total Cover 
20% of total cover: 


aa Dbl. 
is DBL 
iS Ob 

ee 7 

as if. 

a am yy 

‘19D =tolcover 


50% of total cover 1D 20% of total cover: 


) 


50% of tolal cover 


= Total Cover 


20% of tolalcover 


Remarks. (If observed, list morphological adaptations below). 


US Amy Corps of Engineers 


OBL species 
FACW species 
FAC species 
FACU specles 
UPL species 


Column Fotais: 


Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 


Percent of Dominant Species 

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 

Prevalence Index workshest: 
Tolal % Cover of: — Multiply by: 


Prevalence Index = 2/A = 
ee Vegetation Indicators: 
_~ ,1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
 2- Dominance Test is >50% 

_.. 3- Prevalence Index is $3.0! 

_ Problematic Hycrophytic Vegetation’ (Exptain) 


‘indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Sampling Point: WEF] 


Bominance Test worksheet; 


Number of Deminant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 


(8) 


JOD __ ae) 


x1= 
x2= 
x35 
x4= 
x5= 
(Ay __ (BY 


Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 


Trea - Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of 


height, 


Sapling/Shrub = Woody planis, excluding vines, less 
then 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (4 m) tall, 


Herb — Alt herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 


Woody vine - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 


height. 


Hydrophytic 
Vegatatlon 
Present? 


Lu 


Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point: |. IL} tei 


Profile Description: (Describe to the depth naeded to document the Indleator or confirm the absence of Indleators.) 


ieee Matrix Redox Features 


a Cotor (moist) —_% _ _Type Texture Remarks 
FEGT la oe SL ont etl 
2-G Cy 7 45 _ioveu Sc 


ype: C=Concentration. D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, untess otherwise noted.) 


‘Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrlx 
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Solls”: 


— Histosol {A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8)(LRRS,T,U) __ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRR O) 

— Histic Eplpeden (A2} — Thin Dark Surface (S9)(LRR S, T, Up __. 2 ¢m Muck (A410) (LRR 3) 

__ Black Histie (A3) — Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR ©} __, Reduced Verlic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,6) 

— Hydrogen Sutfide (A4) —— Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2} — Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 

__ Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) _. Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20) 

— Organic Bodies (A6)(LRR P, T, U} ey Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B) 

_— 5m Mucky Mineral (A7)(LRRP,17,U) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __. Red Parent Materiel (TF2) 

—~ Muck Presence (A8)(LRR U) — Redox Depressions (FB) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

—. 1 ¢m Muck (AS) (LRR P, TD — Mari (F160) (LRR U) _.. Other (Explain in Remarks) 

_ Depteted Below Dark Surface (A741) _. Depleted Ochric (F114) (MLRA 151) 

— Thick Dark Surface (A412) lron- Manganese Masses (F12)(LRR O, P, T} Aindicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
Coast Prairie Redox (A156) (MLRA 150A) Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U} wetland hydrology must be present, 
Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRR O, S$) Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless dislurbed or problematic. 


Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 

Sandy Redox (S5) 

Stripped Matrix (S6} 

Dark Surface (S7) {LRR P, 5, T, U) 
Restrictlve Layer (lf observed): 
Type 
Depth (inches): 
Remarks: 


Reduced Vertic (F418) (MLRA 150A, 1508) 
Piedmont Floodplain Sails (F719) (MLRA 149A) 
Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D} 


Hydric Soll Prasant? Yes _ // No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0 


ite = © 
‘ ® 


LL 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


E744 Sampling one: PT Ze 
WL 1R-! 


State: Sampling Point: 


i 


Project/Site: 
ApplicantiOwner: 


City/County: 


Section, Tawnship, Range: 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local reliel (concave, convex, none). Contast Slope (%) es 


Subregion (LRR or MLRA}: LR Zo tat:_ 49°32 50,60" Long: 74° ob! 2S, "al Datum: 


Soil Map Unit Name: Elk ln Silt beam > St lt loana [Pia pi Slopes NWI classification: 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (Ifno, explain in Remarks.) 


significantly disturbed? vy, Are “Norma! Circumstances" present? Yes x Ne 


naturally problematic? a (lineeded, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


Investigator(s): 


Are Vegelalion , Soil , or Hydratagy 


Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? ls the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 


within a Wetland? 


Remarks: 


$y s 4 Hass NE is wot Yb Dizh 5/-§' ae OF gine 


at th talatt, ta.|voa)- 


HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: i it] 
timary Indicators (minim fone is required; check sll thal appl — Surface Soil Cracks (BG) 
— Surface Waler (Ai) _ Aquatic Fauna (B13} ___ ,Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 
__ High Water Table (42) — Marl Deposits (615) (LRR U) Drainage Patterns (B10) 
_. Saluralion (A3) Hydrogen SuWide Odor (C1) __ Moss Trim Lines (B18) 
__ Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Rools (C3) _  Ory-Season Water Table (C2) 
— Sediment Deposits (82) — Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ize Crayfish Surrows (C8) 
_— Drift Deposits (B3) _—. Recent Iron Reduction in Tiled Soits (C6) —. Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
__ Algat Mat or Crust (64) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) —. Geomorphic Pesition (D2} 
_.. Non Deposits (BS) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) Fen Agquitard (D3) 
_— Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery {87} FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
_ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) _. Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, WU) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? —_. No a Depth (inches): 
Water Table Present? / Depth (inches): Jf 
Saluration Present? —_. No Depth (inches): s«éL:« WWeatlannd Hydrology Present? Yes.“ ~~ No 


Describe Recorded Dai (siream gauge. monitoring well, aeriat photos, previous inspections), if available: 


No tain ‘sm 48 Lou's, dv previgus Z- prontes, 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Piain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: LL }f-} 


Absolule Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Plot size’ ——'} waCover Species? Status 


Dominance Test worksheet: 


Number of Dominant Species -) 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 


(A) 


Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across All Strata: 3 {B) 
Percent of Dominant Species is ~ 

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 


[> 
— 


Prevalence indax worksheet: 
Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 
OBL species x1s 
FACW species x2= 
FAC species Oo x= 
FACU specles x A = 
UPL species x5= 
Column Totals: (Ay _ es (B) 


ONO o 


ll 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of total cover: 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Pict size: 


——_—— 


io 
> 


| 
HH 


Prevalence index = BAA= 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
— J Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
ee Dominence Tast is >50% 

__. 3 = Prevalence Index Is 3,0" 

— Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Exptain) 


H 


SNH Swp 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of tola! cover: 


45 YF) 


‘Indicators of hydric soll and wetland hydrotogy must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 


pg 
a 


Tree = Woedy plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height (OBH), regardless of 
haipht 


| 


Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, exctuding vines, less 
than 3 in. OBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall. 


Herb = All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 


SPonnune wn = 


Mal 


| 


= 


Wonady vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height 


_ «= 
Lt ed 


= = Total Co ea | 
50% of total cover 20% of total baa ha 


— —— | Aydrophytic 
et ee Total Cover Vegatation 

50% of tolal cover aon 20% of total cover- f Present? Yes No 
Remarks. (If observed, tist morphological adaptations below). 


US Amy Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Piain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point: WLIG-1 


Frofile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
Depth Matrix Redox Features 


(inches) moist % Color (moi % Type Loc‘ Texture Remarks 
1D i lo [D a L £fe ‘4 bis eu 1 


FP 


ype: _C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains 
Hydric Soil indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise nated.) 


"Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Salls”: 


— Histosol {A1) _— Polyvalue Below Surface (S6}{LRA S,T,U) _ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O) 

— Histic Epipedon (A2) — Thin Dark Surface (S9}{LRR S, T, U} — Z2em Muck (A710) (LRR 3) 

__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (Ft} (LRR O) _— Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A, B} 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) — Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Piedmont Ficodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T} 
__ Stratified Layers (A5) ___ Hepleted Matrix (F3) _.. Anomalous Bright Leamy Seiis (F20) 

_ Organic Bodies (A6}(LRR P, T, U) rez Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B) 

— 45cm Mucky Mineral (A7)(LRRP,T,U) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) —.. Red Perent Matedal (TF2) 

— Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) —. Very Shallow Dark Suriace (TF12) 

— im Muck (AS) (LRR P, T) Man (F 10) (LRR YU) — Other (Explain in Remarks) 


__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} 

— Thick Dark Surface (A12) 

_— Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) 

Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRR O, S} 

Sandy Gleyed Matrix ($4) 

Sandy Redox (S5) 

Stripped Matrix (S6) 

Dark Surface (S7) {LRR P, S, T, U) 

Rostrictive Layer (if observed): 
Type: 

Depth (inches): 

Remarks: 


Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151) 
lron- Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR 0, P, T} "indicators of hydrephytic vegelation and 
Umbric Surface (F173) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present, 
Delta Ochric (F 17) (MLRA 151) unless.disturbed or preblematic 
Reduced Vertlc (F18) (MLRA 150A, 1508) 

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F719) (MILRA 145A} 

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D} 


Hydric Soll Present? Yes_ | No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 20 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


civcuintiinkey Cad den Sampling pate: 27D 2as 
f 
state: 72 Sampling Point: 2). (F~} 
Investigator(s): Section, Tawnship, Range: 


Landform (hitlsiope, terrace, oe jE € Local reliel (concave, convex, none}: CEri led é Slope (%): oS 
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): fb ARS Lat: oe ap. Je. 4 Long: YY Weg 2%. 7R” Datum: 


Soil Map Unit Name: 6 Helly $/ it loa m Ail v Vie Le no ‘ NWiclassification; 
Are climatic { hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this me of year? Yes No (If na, explain in Remarks.) of. 
No 


Project/Sile: 
AppicanvOwner: 


Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? " Are “Normal! Circumstances” preseni? Yes 
Are Vegetation . Soil , of Hydrology naturally problematic? (ifneeded, explain any answers in Remarks.} 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
Hydric Soll Present? 

Wetland Hydrofagy Present? 
Remarks: 


tele 7 lookin Su at peal pf Pr0ic 


HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: ni Indi inimum 
rimary Indicalors (mini fone is required; check all hat app! — Surface Soll Cracks (BS) 
Surface Waler (41) —. Aqualic Fauna (613} —. Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 
Zavien Water Table (A2) __. Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) _— Drainage Patterns (810) 
Saturation (A3} —. Yydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) — Moss Trim Lines (B16) 
__ Water Marks (B1} Oca, Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ry-Saason Water Table (C2) 
_ Sediment Deposits (B2) oe Prasence of Reduced Iron (C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
_— Drift Deposits (B3} _— Recent Iran Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C9) 
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7} _—.. Geamorphic Position (D2) 
_— iron Deposits (BS) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ~~ FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
_.. Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) — Sphagnum moss (08) (LRR T, U} 


Is the Sampled Area Pad 
within a Wetland? No 


Field Observations 

Surface Water Present? No “4 Depth {inches}: 

Water Table Present? _ No Depth (inches): a 
Saluralion Present? No Dapth (inches): 6-j0 Watland Hydrology Present? Yes = No 


J 
f 


includes capillary fringe 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 


No win vfin 48 hours. Dey 2 months. Posifive wa dipyradyl 
+emr, 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Piain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four ar = si scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: bt, 19- i 
Absolule Dominant Indicator 


ES wx AD LID fea He 


Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A) 


Total Number of Dominant 
Specles Across All Strate: 


— 


Percent of Dominant Species 
Thet Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 


ul 


Prevalence Index worksheet: 
Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

OBL species x1= 

FACW species x2= 

FAC species x3= 

FACU species __ KA 

UPL species x52 

Column Totals: 


an AH as ww 


= Total Cover 


t 


ib 


50% of al cover: 20% of total cover: 


Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size 20 x ip! } 
tony bb La 


Prevalence Index = B/A = 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

= 2- Dominance Testis >50% 

_— 3- Prevatence Index Is £3.0' 

_. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain) 


Pn aon SF wh = io 


|| MTP 
LPH 
Sa 


is 


= Total Cover 
50% a total cover: Z1 20% of tolal cover: 
(Plot size: AD x¢ ) 


‘indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrotogy must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Beftnitians of Four Vegetation Strata: 


Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of 
height. 


| 


AT BRS 
ee 


F 


t 
ia 


Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
than 3 in. OBH and greater than 3.28 ft (4 m) tall. 


ey 


Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 


Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 f in 
height. 


7% = Total Cover 


50% of total cover: 3 t 20% of total cover. 
An xgo! ae y sh 

bk; 
ibis FAC. 


aD = Total Cover 
50% of total cover 15 20% of total cover. b 
Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptalions below). 


lum (Ploi size: 


Hydrophytic 
Vegetation i 
Present? Yes No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point: a, L 19 =| 


Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 


Depth Redox Features 
inches) Cc i Color (moist Remarks 


——————— 


pe: C=Concentration, O=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Mesked Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 
Hydric Soil Indicalors: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless othanwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Salis": 


— Histosol (At) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8){LRR S,T,U) _.. 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR QO) 

_— Histle Epipedon (A2) a. Thin Dark Surface (S9)(LRR S, T, U} 2 er Muck (A10) (LRR S)} 

__ Black Histic (43) — Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)(LRR O} Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 1504,B) 
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) oe my Gleyed Matzix (F2) Piedmont Floodplain Sails (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
_.. Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) 

— “rganic Bodies (AG) (LRR P, F, U) _ Redox Dark Surface (Fé) (MLRA 153B) 

__ 5 em Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRRP,T,U) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) —— Red Perent Material (TF2) 

_— Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) — Redox Depressions (FB) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

— 7m Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) — Man (F190) (LRR U} _ Other (Explain in Remarks) 

— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) _. Depteted Ochric (F114) (MLRA 151) 

—— Thick Dark Surface (A123) Iren-Manganese Masses (F12} (LRR 0, P, T) "Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
Coast Prairie Redox (A16} (MLRA 150A) Umbric Surface (F13) {LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present, 

Sandy Mucky Minerat (Si) (LRR O, S$) Delta Ochric (F 17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic, 

Sandy Gleyed Matdx ($4) Reduced Vertic (F 18) (MLRA 1504, 1508) 

Sandy Redox ($5) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F189) (MLRA 149A} 

Stripped Matrdx (56) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20} (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U) 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 


Type 
Depth {inches}: Hydric Soll Present? Yes No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


ProjectSite: By vs ve wishing wna A a hte k City/County: Sampling Date: fe 
i 

i . : AIL Ge & 
ApplicanvOwner FF ays : Stale AP Sampling Point 
Investigator(s}: 1 “fa ji Section, Township, Range: 
Landform {hilslope, terrace, etc.): E half Local relie! (concave, convex, none): Loney) ¢ Slope (44): ee = 

F 39° 42' Fg 44" @ 24! ¢ 

Subregion (LRR er MLRA}; Lat: Loag: 9. o/h S| Datum: 
Soil Map Unit Name: ts sel fy 4ho NWI classification: 


Ara climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical far this time of year? Yes_“ Na (fino, explain in Remarks.) WA 
No 


Are Vegetalion , Soil , of Hydrology significantly disturbed? 1) Are “Norma! Circumstances” present? Yes 


Are Vegetation Soil , Or Hydrology naturally problematic? wv (lfneeded, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS —- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 
Hydric Soll Present? Yes 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 
Remarks: 


fhole [D loobing NE at Pemic 


HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: an a a 
of dicalors (minimum of one is required: check all that apot wv Surface Soil Cracks (BS} 


_—.. Surface Water (Ai) _—.. Aquatic Fauna {613} ___ Aparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 
_ High Water Tabte (A2) _.. Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) Drainage Pattems (810) 

— Saturation {A3)} — Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __. Moss Trim Lines (B16) 

__. Water Marks (B1) — Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Rools (C3) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

— Sadiment Deposils (B2) — Presence of Reduced iron (C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

— Drift Deposils (B3) — Recent lron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) _. Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
_ Algal Mat or Crust (84) _— Thin Muck Surface (C7) _.. Geomorphic Position (D2) 

__ Jron Deposits (B5) —.. Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Ahallow Aquitard (D3) 

— Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B87) FAC-Nautral Test (D5) 

__. _Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) _. Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U} 

Fiald Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes___sNo aS Depth (inches): 

Water Table Present? Yes__sNo we Depth (inches): 


Saluralion Present? No Depth (inches): Watland Hydrolagy Present? Yes i No 
includes capillary fringe 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos. previous inspections), if available: 


Is the Sampled Area ee 
within a Wetland? Yes No 


Remarks: 


No tam in 4 hous +, Dey 2 ma oihs 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampting Point: )‘)- [4- & 


Absclute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Piot size —_—) Cover 


Bominance Test worksheet: 


Number of Dominant Species RK 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 


Total Number of Dominant 
Specles Across All Strata: 


Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG f iy, Z ?iz (AB) 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 


——Iclal % Cover of. uiltipl 

OBL species KX 1 

FACW species XP 

FAC species | x= 

FACU species XS 

UPLspecies 0 eS 
Column Totals: (A) _ (B) 


5 


oN ns wp a 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover: 


Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) 


ny 
—. 
——__, 


Prevalence Index = B/A = 
Hydrophytic Vegsiation Indicators: 
&, J - Rapid Test for Hydrephytic Vegetation 
we > Dominance Fest is >50% 

__ 3 - Prevalence index is $3.0" 

—~ Problemaiic Hycrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain) 


SNOW SYN 


= Total Cover 
#50% of total cover 20% of total cover. 


Herb Stajum (Piet size: ¥ET) ) 
nde op wh) Fy Cer eA y Fes 


‘Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 


Trae — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height {DBH), regardiess of 
height. 


3 
OF De$ yi/il 


Phiaermn tes arte! 1S 
Din Un Sia a din ‘5 Aa Fe) 


a 


Sapting/Shrub — Woody piants, excluding vines, less 
than 3 in. OBH and greater than 3.26 ft (1 m) tall. 


Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.26 ft tall 


Oona th & ww a 
md 
q 
= 
nN 


= 
L=] 


Woady vine ~ All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height. 


_— 


- 
N= 


iA = Total Cover 
50% of total Soret 20% of total cover: l f ‘ 4 


Woody Vine Siratum (Piotsize;___ 


rare 
fee SEE 


Oe a 


Hydrophytic 
Vegetation Pal 
Presenl? A SS 


= Tolal Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of tolal cover: 
Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below). 


US Army Corps of Engineers Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point Py i 19 = pe 


Profile Descriptian: (Describe to the dapth needad to document ihe Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 
Depth Matrix Redox Features 


iinches) —Solor imoist) __% Color (mois! % Type’ | Loc* Texture Remarks 
on aE BS FARE Tee ah sil 
—— parw ee 
As 


l-lif IDYRS]b Be 


: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains ‘Leeation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable fo all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils”: 


— Histosol (A1) — Polyvalue Befow Surface (S6){LRRS,T,U} __ 4 cm Muck (A) (LRR O) 

—.. Histic Epipedon (A2) — Thin Dark Surface (S9)(LRR 8, T, U) — 2¢m Muck (A10) (LRR S) 

_. Black Histic (A3} —. Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O} __ Reduced Verlic (F 18) (outside MLRA 150A,B) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Aa) — koamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) — Piedmont Floodplain Scils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
_ Stratified Layers (AS) Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Anomelous Bright Leary Salls (F20) 


Organic Bodies (A6}(LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B} 4 
5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U} Depleted Dark Suriace (F7) __ Red Parent Material (TF2) 

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

4 cm Muck (49) (LRR P, T) Marl (F 10) (LRR U) — Other (Explain in Remarks) 


Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) = Depleted Ochric (F171) (MLRA 451} 
Thick Dark Surface (A12) ._ lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR 0, P, T} "Indicators of hydrophytic vegelation and 


Coast Prairie Redox (416) (MLRA 1504) Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, Up wetland hydrology must be present, 
Sandy Mucky Minera! ($1) (LRR 0, $) Delta Ochric (F17} (MLRA 7151) unless.disturbed or problematic. 


Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 

Sandy Redox ($5) 

Stripped Matrix (S6)} 

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U) 

asteictive Layer (if observed): 
Type 

Gepth (inches): 

Remarks: 


Reduced Vertic (F138) (MLRA 150A, 150B) 
Piedmont Floodplain Scils (F¢9) (MLRA 149A) 
Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 


Hydric Soll Present? Yes ot No 


US Amy Corps of Engineers Atlantic end Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


CityiCounty yf de Gwe bch Sampling Date: Poet JAS 


state: 2D Sampling Point: AS as / 
Section, Township, Range: 


Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): ire) reliel aes convex, none). C3ein2-7'@., Slope (4%): = 
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): og Dis i Zi! 9 td Datum: 
Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification: 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (lf ne, explain in Remarks.) 

significantly disturbed? 4 Are “Normal Circumstances" present? Yes ws No Bek. 


(lf needed, explain any answers in Remarks.} 


Project/Site: 
ApplicanvOwner: 


Arse Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology 
Are Vegetation , Soil 


naturally problematic? 


, or Hydrology 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
Hydric Soil Prasent? Yes 
Welland Hydrology Present? 


Is the Sampled Area ras 
within a Wetland? Yas No 
Remarks: 


Qrolp I loo leon E.. Veqetaduo selati yely ped merrtnt ppofesidey 


HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Indi i 

Pa Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that appl _— Surface Soil Cracks (BS) 

~~, Surface Water {A1) — Aquatic Fauna (B13) Eat tsely Vegetated Concave Surface {B8) 

f High Water Table (A2) _— Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U} Fee Patterns (610) 

M_ Saturation (A3) ____ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __. Moss Trim Lines (B16) 

__ Water Marks (B1} Onidizad Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Dry-Season Waler Table (C2) 

— Sediment Deposits (82) — Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) VU_ Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
__ Drift Deposits (83) _—— Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C8) _— Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
Algal Mat or Crust (84) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) __. Geomarphic Position (D2) 

we Jron Deposits (B5) __ Other (Explain in Remarks) hallow Aquitard (D3) 

— Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _ FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

__. Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) _ Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U} 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 7 No____ Depth finches}: 4 

Water Table Present? Yes We No______ Depth (inches): QO A 

Saluration Present? No Dapih (inches): D Watland Hydrology Present? Yes rid No 


iI 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 


Remarks: 


Dy pre/ius f& menths. aD Jest 74S kere. 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastat Plain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: 6-1 


Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Plot size’ } Cover Species? _ Status 


Dominance Test worksheet: 


Number of Dominant Species ~% 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 


Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strate: 


That Ave OBL, FAGW or FAG. _/7) (re) 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
Total 56 Cover of: Multiply by: 
OBL species _ xT 
FACW species x25 
FAC species _o XG = 
FACU species x4= 


UPL species 00 SEL 
Column Totals: AR (BY) 


oN An eww a 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover 


Sepling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 


io 
— 


Prevalence Index = /A = 
HY BORytE Vegetation Indicators: 
——, 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

<< 2- Dominance Test is >50% 

_. 3- Prevalence index is 3.0' 

__ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Expiain) 


| 


——_———___» 


Se SF Ou eh 


= Total Cover 


50% of tolal cover 20% of tolel cover: 


! : ——— 
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 40 x $35 ) 
‘4 Exphin ba io | ith ? DRL 
‘ a 


& PW) 


‘indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 


ore Trea ~ Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of 


helght. 


e ni é 


COON we wp 


re 
—— er 


Sapliing/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3,26 ft (1 m) tall, 


——— | Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 


| 


_ 
oa 


_ ee | Wordly vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height. 


| 


bp = Total Cover 
50% of tetal cover.) 20% of total cover: /, t 
) 


Woody Vine Stratum, (Plot size, 


a ee ee 
2. 
3. ao 
4. ie 
‘ —_—_ oo | Fydrophytic J 
______ = Total Cover Vegetation i 
Present? Yes No 


50% oftolal cover) 20% Of tolalcover; 
Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below). 
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soIlL. Sampling Point Wee. 
Redox Features 
: Texture 


Color (moist % Type Loc 


e: C=Concentration, O=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil incicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise nated.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils”: 
Histosel (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8}(LRR S,T,U) __ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRR O} 
Histic Epipedon (A2) Thin Dark Surface (59) (LRR S, T, U} —~ 2¢m Muck (A10) {LRR S$) 
Black Histic (43) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1} (LRR O} Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A, B) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
— Stratified Layers (45) _— Mepleted Matrix (F3) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) 
— Organic Bodies (46) (LRR P, T, U} Aes Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA t53B) 
— Sem Mucky Mineral (A7)(LRR P,T,U} __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Red Parent Materia! (TF2) 
— Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) — Fedox Depressions (Fa) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
— icm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) — Marl (F10}(LRR UU) — Other (Explain in Remarks) 
—— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A711) — Depleted Ochric (F11} (MLRA 151} 
_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Iron-Manganese Masses (F12} (LRR ©, P, T} "Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
— Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) __ Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present, 
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)(LRRO,S)  __ Delta Ochric (F147) (MLRA 151} unless disturbed or problematic. 


Sandy Gleyed Matrix ($4) Reduced Vertle (F18) (MLRA 150A, 1508) 

Sandy Redox (85} Piedmont Floodplain Sails (F19) (MLRA 149A) 

Stripped Matrix (S6) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 1530) 
Dark Surface (S7} (LRR P, S, T, U} 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 


' N 


Type ye 
Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes jo 
Remarks 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


ProjecvSite: Susqutronnaln LAW ENG City/County: Piru wily tel Sampling Date: 26 Get. Za'5 
Applicant(Owner: A Ve State: MD Sampling Point: (7 -| 


» 1h . 
Investigator(s): Mba ma ‘A i Section, Township, Range: 


Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): tidal gi eee 33 reliel {concave convex, none}. Stope (74): Sa 
A 
Subregion (LRR or MLRAY: EAR 5S rat: 39? 33 25,79 oF tS : 


Long: ‘ Batum: 


Soil Map Unit Name: Botherto.2 $e i | ex Rainy . 10% S Lopes NWI classification: Pent fss1P 


Are climatic | hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes / No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 


Are Vegetation , Soil . of Hydrology significantly disturbed? N Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes Vo No 


Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? p/ (li needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
Hydric Soll Present? 

Wetland Hydrology Present? 
Remarks: 


class. eae Flas j-[o openended (2-10 wet ELF) 


is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 


phy 
HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: I inimum 
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required: check all thal apph _. Surface Soil Cracks (BS) 
_ Surface Water (At} _ Agualic Fauna {B13} _. Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (BS) 
— High Water Table (42) _— Mart Deposils (B15) (LRR U)} _ Drainage Patierns (B10) 
_— Saturation (A3) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _.. Moss Trim Lines (B16) 
_. Water Marks (B1) — Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3). Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
— Sediment Deposits (82) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) of. Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
_—. Drift Deposils (B3) __. Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) al Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
Algal Mat or Crust (B4} — Thin Muck Surface (C7) *¢_ Geomomphic Position (02) 
iron Deposits (85) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) _. Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
tnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {B7)} x FAC-Neutral Test (05) 
—.. Waler-Stalned Leaves (B9) — Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes_s«SNo SS Oepih (inches): 
Water Table Present? Yes__ssN Depth (inches): 


Saturation Present? Yes No _ _ Bepth (inches): Watland Hydrology Present? ves_f No 
includes capillary fringe 


Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 


Remarks: 


enw with 6 Vans 


US Army Corps of Engineers Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: WJ - [ 


Dominance Test worksheet: 


Number of Dominant Species (S 
That Ave OBL, FACW, or FAC: 


Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across Ail Strata: (B) 


Percent of Dominant Species Cc ae a 
Thet Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (AB) 


| 


Prevalence Indax worksheet: 
OBL species x1= 
FACW species x2= 
FAC species _o os X= 
FACU species x4= 
UPL species x5= 
Column Totals: (A) _ es (BY) 


UN ees = Total Cover 
50% pues cover: “175 20% of total cover:_| 7} 
Saplina/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: THe Mey ) 


et 


Prevalence Index = B/A= 
Hydrophytle Vegetation Indicators: 
1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

2 - Dominance Test Is >50% 
__. 3- Prevatence Index is $3.0! 
— Problemalic Hydrophytle Vegetation’ (Exptain) 


4 &) __ = Tetal Cover 


50% of total cover. _i¥ 20% of total cover: _{o. 
Herb Stralum (Ptot size: iterates ) 


‘Indicators of hydric soll and wetland hydrotogy must 


1. Phirora tis npelolis FO = ae EAC | be present, unless disturbed or problematic, 

2, Ble Qu le ts ye -LACW [Definitions of Four Vegelation Strata: 

= Ce ox unas See = ———— FAC Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 em) or 

4, Ducting sndiee — 2 E ALY _ | more in Gameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of 
5, _f Abt wine crs e height. 


ei an Wonel i Fier 


Wiesel Pains Vineweeen Wiesel Pains Vineweeen ui oe at 


§ ae aNee co ey fn == EACW 


Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (4 m) tall. 


i — Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess 
9, | thsi sh tdiaiets : co gist of size. and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 
d- rACW 
10. Merdleon ice = ——— Aza Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
11. pen Cini part a ae EALW_ | height. 
12. ifVA 14 tf ga FAC L 


ore = Total Cover 
50% of total cover:_{v'3/9_ 20% of total cover. 25.4 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size; fire. | } 
1. Parte wericeuse gudnag Hin 10) YO FaAty 
re Lovtenciead (rin Wud ane Y= =f FAC 
3. 
4, 
5. ———— —— | Hydrophytic 
1 5 = Total Cover Vegetation 


Present? Yes Ce No 


50% of total cover 7 A 20% of total cover: 
Remarks: (If observed, list morphotogical adaptations below), 


US Amy Corps of Engineers Alfantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point WS f- { 


Profile Descriptlan: (Describe to the dapth needed to document the Indicator of confirm the absence of indicators.) 


a er 
fees Color oar % Color Tris SCs Type Loc“ Texture Remarks 
tOa2 , HOVE = AG sypy YC MPL Sik res teatlett ewer couchs — muck 
Z-\4 loye 5}, rs ATR is CS mM SL wi thaniee feSence 


‘ 
rs ee ee ee 


ype:_C=Conceatration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, untess otherwise noted.) 


PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils”: 


—— Histosol (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8){LRR S,T,U} __ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRR O) 

__ Histic Epipedon (A2) — Thin Dark Surface (S9)(LRR S, T, Uy — 20cm Muck {A10)(LRR S$) 

_— Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1){LRR O} _—. Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A, B) 
_— Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) —.. Loamy Gleyed Matzix (F2) — Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
— Sratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) —— Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) 

— Organic Bodies (A&) (LRR P, T, U} vA Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B) 

— 5¢m Mucky Mineral (A7)(LRR P, T,U) __ Depleted Dark Suriace (F7) —. Red Parent Material (TF2) 

— Muck Presence (Aa) (LRR U) — Redox Depressions (FB) —~ Very Shellow Dark Surface (TF12) 

— 16m Muck (A9) (LRR P, T} — Marl (F10) (LRR U) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) 

— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) a Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 154) 

— Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Iton-Manganese Masses (F12)(LRR 0, P, T} Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

—~ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A} __ Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U} wetland hydrology must be present, 

— Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRRO,S) __ Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151} unless disturbed or problematic, 

— Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) _— Reduced Vertic (F18) ({MLRA 150A, 1508) 

_. Sandy Redox (5) _ Piedmont Floodplain Scils (F19} (MILRA 149A) 

_. Stripped Mairix (S56) __. Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 


Dark Surface ($7) (LRR P, S, T, U) 
estrictive Layer (if observed): 
Type: 
Depth (inches) 


a 


Hydric Soll Present? vee No 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


Sampling Date, af 2s 


Sampling Point: ee 


Projectile: 
ApplicanvOwner: 


Investigator(s): 


City/County: 


Section, Township, Range: 
Landform (hillstope, terrace, etc.): : Local reliel (concave, convex, none}: CONE gad [A Slope (%): / 
Subregion (LRR or MLRAY: _ LR ~ S Lat: 49° 33/23, 03” Long: Ht “ot "tg 23@ = Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Water NWi classification: LP L/ST1R 


Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes_“ ss No_____ (| no, exptain in Remarks.) iy 
Are Vegetation , Soil , of Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Norma! Circumstances” present? Yes No 
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
Hydric Soil Present? 
Wettand Hydrology Present? 


Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 


Remarks: 


Plhiota 4 looking Uprvex 0). Hab hd Deut fd as Perry) fringe 


HYDRGLOGY 
Wotland Hydrology Indicators: Indi inimum 
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) — Surface Soil Cracks {BS} 
Surface Waler (A1) —— Aqualic Fauna (B13) — Sparsely Vegeiated Concave Surface (B8) 
4 High Water Table (42) —— Marl Deposits (845) (LRR U) __ Drainage Patters (B10) 
Saturation (A3) _— Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _— Moss Trim Lines (B14) 
Se Marks (B14) _ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Rocts (C3) | Ory-Season Water Table (C2) 
Sediment Deposits (B2) _. Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) — Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
Zz Drift Deposits (63) _— Recent Iron Reduction in Tilted Soils (C6) — Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
__ Algal Mat er Crust (B4) _ Thin Muck Surface (C7) Geomorphic Position (02) 
_. Iron Deposits (B5) __ Other (Explain in Remarks) —_ Shatlow Aquilard (D3) 
— !nundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7) _ FAC-Neutral Test (DS) 
_. Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U} 


Field Observations: 
Surface Waler Present? No 4 Depth (inches): 


Water Table Present? Yes ves No Depth (inches); 34 by 
Yes No Depth (inches): 7 Watland Hydrology Present? Yes No 


Saturation Present? 
includes capillary fringe 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections: if available: 


Remarks: 


R ain etn oe neUlsy fi4 Sob jut b Awice daly tides, 
Sampl) wt fovs fide. | 


US Army Corps of Engineers Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: h)4-7- 


Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Plot size- ) —eCover Species? Status 


Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, of FAC: {A) 


Total Number of Dominant he 
Species Across All Strata: 


Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC SE | (AB) 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 


Total % Cover of: — Multiply by 
OBL species 1 = 
FACW specles XZ 
FAC species x= 
FACU Specles _ KA 
UPL species ss x = 
Column Totals; = AC CCB) 


ah 


oN mM oh & w fp 


| 


Se eet 


= Tolal Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of tolal cover: 


Seolina/Shrub Stratum (Plot size 


— 


| 


Prevalence Index = BA= 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indleators: 

eas - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

_ 2.- Dominance Test is >50% 

_— 3- Prevalence index Is $3.0" 

— Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain) 


ONOoO awn a 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover: 20% of tolal cover: 


sb Stratum (Plotsize:- POXLD' 
Dim, 


‘indicators of hydric salt and wetland hydrology must 


| 


1 25 y Brat be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
2. LAA EX 1 Ait SOLA b i 10 Definitions of Four Vegelation Strata: 
6 H 
3 aati = = a —_* Trae — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 em) or 
4. pb fn Te 05 al i more in diameter at dreast height (OBH), regardless of 
5. 1¢34. asi bids. 06% 91 ALS cS @7 OL _ | helght. 
6._Lojpw A Peg 191 oe id ae ODL Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
7 Ue dell b ballats s BL _ | than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1m) tall, 
5. ae dhe ees ee ever ee a —__ a Herb —All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess 
9. 1D DAL _ | of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 
alte oo Bhi Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft In 
wba ici palusd 4S ie height. 
12, Lvl : Hl DOL 
= TetaL Cover 
20% of total tier, 


= Total Cover 


20% of total cover: AL 


Hydrophytle 
Vagatation va 
Present? Yes No 


50% of total cover 
Morphological adaptations below). 


Remarks: (if observed, list 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Peint Whe ge 


Profile Description: (Describe to tha depth needed to document the Indicater or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 


Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (rogist) % Color (moist) % Type Loc‘ Texture Remarks 


pe:_C=Concentration, O=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining, MsMetrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRAs, untess otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils”: 


Hislosel (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface ($8) (LRR S$, T,U) _ A cm Muck (A9) (LRR O} 

Histic Epipeden (A2) — Thin Dark Surface (S9){LRR 5S, T, U) 2 cm Muck (A410) (LRR 3) 

Black Histic (43) Leamy Mucky Mineral (F1} (LRR O} __ Reduced Veriic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A, 8} 
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _— Piedmont Fleodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T} 
Stratified Layers (A5)} Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) 

Organic Bodies (AS) (LRR P, T, U} Redox Dark Surface (Fé) (MLRA 153B) 

35cm Mucky Mineral (A7} (LRR P, 7, U) Depleted Oark Surface (F7) _. Red Parent Material (TF2) 

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

1cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) Marl {F10) (LRR U} —. Other (Explain in Remarks) 

— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} Depleted Ochric (F411) (MLRA 151) 

— Thick Dark Surface (Ai?) lron- Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR 0, P, T} "indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 1504) Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present, 

Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRR G, $) Detta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic, 

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B) 

Sandy Redox (S5) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 1494) 

Stripped Matrix ($8) Anomalous Bright Loamy Salls (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 

Oark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U) 

Restrictlve Layer (if observed): 


Type: s 
Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Prasant? Yes No 


Remarks: 


Axta in asa Fringe At los) Py. Prat a duatyiny mic. 
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Stream Features 
Field Sheet 


Date: lol ze Lig Project Site: Ania Siti etlwyue WUS #: 4 
Observer(s} 'D Suth, Ee be llicl 


Stream Flow: 
Perennial: Intermittent Ephemeral Co Wine 


Gradient: S Classification: 


Channel Characteristics: 


Natural Anlificial (man-made) __|/ Manipulated (man-altered) 


Explain: FAyus Crean ceitianted ms be | Ono 
J | 


Channel Has (check all that apply): 


Bed and Banks 
C) onwM 
CAtlear, natural line impressed on the bank [destruction of terrestrial vegetation 
LTechanges in character of soil 1 the presence of wrack lina 
[_] shelving [-] sediment sorting 
Cibvegetation matied down, bent, or absent Cc scour 
Ciheat litter disturbed or washed away a] multiple observed or predicted flow events 
[=] sediment deposition fe] abrupt change in plant community 
C water staining CJ other (list): 


he presence of litter and debris 


(_] Discontinuous OHWM (explain): 


Morphology: ; eS me 
Avg. Channel Width — 2 Depth _(¢ Avg. Water Depth < | 


Habitat and Pollutants: 


Substrate (predominant type (s)): Saw silt atausd 
W 


Habitat Complexity (characterize): ota 7a es thes ve! Ly. oe taluert wath 
Me \nalpdat | 


Bank Erosion: Severe Moderate Minor _23¢ 
Describe: le wcll ‘ t Vv 

Silt Deposition: | ow) 

Pollutants (observation / potential sources): eum " 4 


Stormwater Outfalls: (owe cheuyel 


Biological Habitat For (check all that apply): 


Federally Listed species Fish Spawn Areas 
Other Environmentally-Sensitive Species Aquatic/Wildlife Diversity 
Explain Findings: psd 


Riparian Zone: 


Development: Mid Say ese tina | Cues! 
Riparian vegetation: Forest Shrubs Herbs 


Dominant Species: 127 Soe in An Ve, MY 


Riparian Buffer Width: Pio) 


Approximate % Shading by Woady Species: 4s a 


Notes: Ph tr 7 UWS Pht DS Avecas 45 hdal wet laud 


Stream Features Yh LY ek 


Field Sheet 


Date: db Od: Dit, Project Site: Sosgpuli abil us#: _10 
i res t ZL 
Observer(s) » SV, ib j E, atplhd 


Stream Flow: 
Perennial: / Intermittent Ephemeral 


Gradient: | 2h, Classification: 3U6) 


Channel Characteristics: 


Natural Artificial (man-made) Manipulated (man-altered) Wak 


Explain: iVey Yi Zp ze 
Channel Has (check all that apply): 
Bed and Banks 
CJ oHwM 
KI ctear, natural line impressed on the bank (_] destruction of terrestrial vegatation 
L_Tehanges in character of soil £2] the presence of wrack line 
L_Jshelving [] sediment sorting 
ra vagetation matied down, bent, or absent EX] scour 
Ld |teaf litter disturbed or washed away | multiple observed or predicted flow events 
b4 | sediment deposition [-) abnupt change in plant community 
CI water staining Cc] other (list): 


[Althe presence of litter and debris 


(_] Discontinuous OHWM (explain): 


Morphology: } i if 
Avg. Channel Width IY Depth a o Avg. Water Depth _& 


Habitat and Pollutants: 
Substrate (predominant type (s)): 14] LL Mle 


Bank Erosion: Moderate 

Describe: { C i 4/0) _bYide 
£ oe 

Silt Deposition: Mi NOt 

Pollutants (observation / potential sources): v “4; 124 a oe 


Stormwater Outfalls: JOY 9 bsesv ) 


Biological Habitat For (check all that apply): vA 
Federally Listed species Fish Spawn Areas 


Other Environmentally-Sensitive Species Aquatic/Wildlife Diversity \/ 


Explain Findings: Fig | pbs Ly S ; erly ee A DD MANS 3 ats bly 
Lo Li . 


>: verte 


FIT « 
Riparian Zone: , y 
Development: t OS f 
Riparian vegetation: Forest Shrubs va Herbs ye 


ew Fe x a - a 
Dominant Species: J/NCVS &TtVsys, Aza (ipa V) PP iver 
“v 
b ‘ a i 2 e 
f aoe a obs cle wJt St 9 Ligu wells 


é 
LtHA 5S G é 
Oye ey DY fee te pa atacia , E PaDrivet SCPOTH Om 
Riparian Buffer Width: Ris Li-B te as! Ld baakk - Pipe 
a 
Approximate % Shading by Woody Species: / Ww 


Notes: 


Stream Features 
Field Sheet 


Date: weale Project Site: haven't Suse WranadWUS # : / 7 
Observer(s} J. vn E, 


Stream Fiow: 
Perennial: Q@w3 _ Intermittent Ephemeral 


Gradient. (ob ee Classification: R2v VAIA 


Channel Characteristics: 
Natural Artificial (man-made} Manipulated (man-altered) / 


Explain: Flows ANnovale eakuurr were (fer hed 


Channel Has (check all na apply): 
fT Bed and Banks 


2] onwm 
De] clear, natural fine impressed on the bank destruction of terrestrial vegetation 
aint in character of soil (C1) the presence of wrack lina 
shelving [J sediment sorting 
vegetation matted down, bent, or absent rh] scour 
leat litter disturbed or washed away | multiple observed or predicted flow events 
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l. INTRODUCTION 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is currently preparing a Natural 
Resources Technical Report (NETR) to assess the potential effects on natural 
resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. MDOT, the project sponsor, 
is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre 
de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland 
in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). The 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located at Milepost 60 along the NEC. The proposed 
project would span approximately six miles, between Milepost 63.5 south of the City of 
Havre de Grace and Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville. The 109-year-old 
bridge is a critical link along one of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) 
designated high-speed rail corridors. The NEC is the busiest passenger rail line in the 
United States. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional Commuter 
(MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight 
trains across the Susquehanna River. If constructed, the project would result in 
unavoidable impacts to wetlands and waterways, despite early and on-going efforts to 
avoid and minimize these impacts to the extent practicable. As part of the project 
planning process, MDOT initiated a preliminary mitigation site search to identify 
potential suitable sites to compensate for potential project wetland and waterway 
impacts in accordance with state and federal guidance should the project be 
constructed. This report details the methods and results of the preliminary mitigation site 
search and is included as Attachment D to the NETR. 


ll. BACKGROUND 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act provides regulatory authority to the US Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) to issue or deny permits for the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the US, including special aquatic sites (e.g., wetlands, mud flats, 
riffle pool complexes, and vegetated shallows). Under the requirements of Section 404 
and the Maryland Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act, a Joint Federal/State Permit would 
be required for any impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, resulting from the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. As part of the permitting process, a detailed 
compensatory mitigation package, including final mitigation design, would need to be 
developed and approved by the USACE and Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE) prior to permit issuance. All mitigation would be developed in accordance with 
the Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 
325 and 40 CFR Part 230) and Maryland State compensatory mitigation guidelines, as 
well as other practicable recommendations from federal and state resource agencies. 
When practicable measures have been taken to avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic 
resources, mitigation may be required in the form of establishment/creation, 
enhancement, or preservation to replace the loss of wetland, stream and/or other 
aquatic resource functions. Mitigation options under both the Federal Rule and state 
mitigation guidelines could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee- 
responsible mitigation using a watershed approach in that order of preference. 
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Compensatory mitigation focuses on the replacement of the functions provided by an 
aquatic resource or wetland, in addition to the acreage affected. Traditionally, mitigation 
requirements under Section 404 and COMAR are determined by the ratio of wetland 
acres replaced to wetland acres lost. Emergent wetlands are often mitigated on a 1:1 
replacement basis, while forested and scrub-shrub wetlands are mitigated on a 2:1 
basis. Tidal wetland compensation follows similar ratios, except emergent tidal wetlands 
are also replaced at a 2:1 ratio. However, these ratios can provide only a preliminary 
estimate of required mitigation, as functional replacement is the guiding mitigation 
principal, and ratios may be adjusted at the discretion of the USACE or MDE depending 
on the practicability and functional effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. The 
agencies also typically require compensatory stream mitigation projects to replace 
stream functions when feasible. In addition to stream channel improvements, mitigation 
measures for waterway impacts consider the size, stream order, and location of the 
stream to determine appropriate stream mitigation. Other mitigation measures, such as 
removal of fish blockages, riparian buffer enhancements, and water quality 
improvements, may also be used at the agencies’ discretion. 


The NRTR evaluates the potential effects on natural resources from two alternatives, 9A 
and 9B. These alternatives were selected in part because of their reduced impacts to 
wetlands/waterways and other natural resources, as compared to the conceptual 
alternatives considered, however, they would both have some direct impacts on both 
nontidal and tidal wetland resources and their corresponding buffers, as well as impacts 
to streams and impacts to the riverbed of Susquehanna River from pier installation. 
Additional and more specific information on the characteristics of the potentially 
impacted wetlands, including wetland function, is provided in Appendix E (Natural 
Resources Technical Report Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project) of the 
Environmental Assessment. 


Impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, from the two retained alternatives 
would total less than an acre of wetlands and more than 3,000 linear feet of streams. An 
additional 0.08 acre of submerged aquatic vegetation will also be permanently 
impacted. After all practicable measures have been taken to avoid and minimize 
impacts to aquatic resources, unavoidable impacts may require mitigation in the form of 
creation, enhancement, or preservation to replace the loss of wetland, stream, and/or 
other aquatic resource (e.g., SAV) functions. Table 1 summarizes the wetland, stream, 
and SAV impacts and estimated minimum mitigation required to offset those impacts. 
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Table 1 — Wetland and Stream Impacts and Estimated Minimum Required Mitigation for Each Build 
Alternative 


Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 
Resource Impact | Replacement | Mitigation | Impact | Replacement | Mitigation 
(Ac/Lf) Ratio’ (Ac/Lf) (Ac/Lf) Ratio’ (Ac/Lf) 
Nontidal Forested Wetland 0.25 2:1 0.5 0.17 2:1 0.34 
Nontidal Emergent Wetland 0.58 1:1 0.58 0.54 1:1 0.54 
Tidal Forested Wetland 0.05 2:1 0.1 0.05 2:1 0.1 
Tidal Emergent Wetland 0.01 2:1 0.02 0.01 2:1 0.02 
Intermittent and Perennial Streams 3,190 1:1 3,190 2,943 1:1 2,943 
SAV 0.08 3:1 0.24 0.08 3:1 0.24 


'Ratios and estimated acreages of wetland compensation are used for mitigation planning purposes only. Final ratios 
and required acreage of compensation will be negotiated with regulatory agencies during development of the Final 
Mitigation Plan. 


Few on-site mitigation options are likely available to compensate for unavoidable 
nontidal wetland impacts given the linear nature of the Amtrak ROW. Even so, 
opportunities will be investigated during project design, including within a nontidal 
wetland in Cecil County that will not be impacted, but is a disturbed ditch wetland that 
may be enhanced. If alternative 9A is selected, wetland creation may also be possible 
within the expanded ROW adjacent to Havre de Grace Middle School. For the tidal 
wetland impacts along the Cecil County shoreline, mitigation could occur in the form of 
control of existing, invasive common reed and establishment of native, tidal wetland 
species. The area of degraded tidal wetland is approximately two acres in size, more 
than sufficient size to accommodate the higher enhancement ratio of at least 4:1. SAV 
impacts cannot realistically be replaced in-kind. Therefore, mitigation would be in the 
form of water quality or fish passage improvements to area streams or shoreline 
stabilization opportunities. Other potential onsite mitigation options will also be 
investigated as the project advances through later design phases. If further onsite 
mitigation is not an option, compensation could be sought through the purchase of 
credits at an approved mitigation bank or through permittee sponsored mitigation at an 
approved offsite location. 


To address the potential need for off-site mitigation, a preliminary mitigation site search 
was conducted within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds, as 
project impacts will occur within those two watersheds. All nontidal wetland impacts will 
occur within the Lower Susquehanna River watershed so the site search for nontidal 
wetlands was conducted only within that watershed. Stream impacts will occur within 
both watersheds, and thus, the site search encompassed both watersheds. This 
Preliminary Mitigation Site search serves as the first stage in the development of a 
Phase | Conceptual Mitigation Plan. The methods used in conducting the site search 
are detailed below. Phase | would be completed in later stages of the project with 
agency review and input, followed by development of the full Phase II mitigation plan as 
part of the permit application process during final design. 
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lll. MITIGATION SITE SEARCH METHODS 


The Federal Mitigation Rule prioritizes using approved mitigation banks whenever 
possible. Based on recent research on the Regulatory In-lieu Fee and Bank 
Information Tracking System (RIBITS) one private bank, the Tharpe Mitigation Bank, is 
located within the Swan Creek watershed. Coordination with the regulatory agencies 
and bank owners will be initiated in later phases of the project to determine if this bank 
is a viable option for mitigating the unavoidable nontidal wetland and waterway impacts 
from the project. Due to the uncertainty of the bank option, the project will need to seek 
permittee-responsible mitigation opportunities to compensate for unavoidable wetland 
and stream impacts. 


A. WETLANDS 


The wetland mitigation site search process focused on locating non-forested areas with 
the highest potential for wetland creation or restoration with emphasis on “in-kind” 
replacement within the Lower Susquehanna watershed (HUC-8 02120201). 


1. Desktop Wetland Site Identification 


a. Watershed Resources Registry Search 


The Watershed Resources Registry (WRR) is a GlS-based targeting tool that was 
created by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other partners as part of a 
Green Highways Partnership project to integrate the Clean Water Act with multiple state 
programs. Potential wetland restoration sites listed in the WRR database are identified 
as areas that have somewhat, poorly, or very poorly drained soils, and do not consist of 
existing wetlands or forest. The database scores the potential wetland restoration sites 
using an array of ecological factors. This web-based application was used to locate 
potential wetland mitigation sites in the Lower Susquehanna watershed. These sites 
were further evaluated in a desktop GlS-based search to ensure they are free from 
obvious constraints such as public utilities or forest cover. 


b. GIS-Based Search 


In addition to the sites identified from the WRR, potential wetland mitigation sites in the 
Lower Susquehanna watershed were identified using aerial photographs (BING, 2012) 
and GIS data layers for soils (NRCS, 2014), NWI wetland data (USFWS, 2002), hydro 
line data (MDiIMAP 2014), and FEMA 100-year floodplains (FEMA, 2013). Open land 
areas adjacent to mapped wetlands, streams, and floodways were prioritized due to the 
presence of existing sources of hydrology in those areas. Additionally, the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) mapped hydric soils and topo maps were 
referenced to target areas where soils and elevation are desirable for wetland creation. 
These sites were further investigated using aerial photography, including bird’s eye 
views and street views, to eliminate sites with obvious constraints such as public utilities 
and forest cover, or sites unable to provide the minimum necessary mitigation acreage. 
Areas where multiple resource layers overlapped were given the highest priority and 
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were included in the database. Sites located within forested canopy cover and areas 
overlapping historical preservation, forest conservation easements, and agricultural land 
preservation were avoided. 


2. Windshield Wetland Site Assessment 


Following the desktop identification of potential wetland mitigation sites, CRI completed 
a windshield field assessment of the sites that could be viewed from publicly accessible 
locations. Sites were viewed for their potential to support wetland creation or 
enhancement based upon current land use, land form, size, accessibility, and presence 
of other visible site constraints. 


B. STREAMS 


The stream mitigation site search process focused on locating stream segments with 
the highest need and potential for restoration within the Lower Susquehanna River and 
Swan Creek watersheds. 


1. Desktop Stream Site Identification 


a. Water Resources Registry Search 


The WRR was used to investigate possible stream mitigation sites in the Lower 
Susquehanna and Swan Creek watersheds. The sites identified on the WRR were 
investigated during the GlS-based desktop review to ensure that they were free from 
obvious land use constraints. 


b. GIS-Based Search 


The GlS-based search involved overlaying federal, state, and regional data over aerial 
photography in order to locate areas suitable for stream restoration. These data ranged 
from point-source discharges; fish blockages; land-use and imperviousness; biological 
monitoring data; 303(d) impaired waters; conservation easements; and sensitive areas 
as designated by the county. Biological monitoring reports were also consulted to 
examine areas of impairment or focus. An initial search of streams lacking forested 
riparian buffers was conducted, to which other suitable areas were added as 
determined by the incorporation of federal, state, and regional data in GIS. Stream sites 
were considered somewhat more suitable if there were potential wetland mitigation sites 
nearby (via WRR or other sources), in order to create an ecological coupling of 
wetlands, floodplains, and streams. 


2. Windshield Stream Site Assessment 


Following the desktop identification of potential stream mitigation sites, CRI completed a 
windshield field assessment of the sites that could be viewed from publicly accessible 
locations. Sites were viewed for their potential to support stream restoration, in-stream 
habitat improvements, and fish blockage removal. Sites were eliminated based upon 
land use, accessibility, and the potential functional uplift likely to be achieved. 
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IV. MITIGATION SITE SEARCH RESULTS 
A. WETLANDS 


From the preliminary desk top site search efforts, 27 potential nontidal wetland 
mitigation sites were identified and determined to be preliminarily suitable as 
opportunities to mitigate unavoidable nontidal wetland impacts from the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge project (see Appendix A — Preliminary Mitigation Site Search 
Map). Details on the potential nontidal wetland mitigation sites are presented in Table 
2. No potential tidal wetland creation sites were found during the desktop review. The 
absence of potential tidal wetland creation sites results from the generally elevated 
topography of the landform adjacent to the tidal rivers, making the amount of necessary 
cut impractical. On-site mitigation for tidal wetland impacts is proposed in the form of 
wetland enhancement (see above), which should more than compensate for minor tidal 
wetland impacts resulting from the proposed rail project. 


A windshield survey of the 27 potential nontidal wetland mitigation sites was conducted 
on March 8, 2016. Following the windshield survey, seven (7) of the 27 potential sites 
identified during the desktop review were determined to warrant further on-site 
investigations. During the windshield survey an additional site was added, bringing the 
total number of sites to advance for further on-site investigations to eight (8). 
Information about these eight sites are included in Table 3. The additional site is is also 
included on the map in Appendix A. One potential off-site tidal enhancement site was 
also found during the windshield survey. The site is located along the Harford County 
shoreline just upstream of the US 40 crossing of the Susquehanna River. The site was 
densely vegetated with common reed, but site access may be a potential issue. This 
potential tidal wetland enhancement site has also been added to the map in Appendix 
A. 
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Table 2 __- Potential Wetland Mitigation Sites 
APPROX ON HYDRIC MAPPED 
SITE ID | COUNTY WATERSHED SIZE (AC) WRR* SOILS WETLAND HYDROLOGY CURRENT LAND USE 
(Y/N) (Y/N) (Y/N) 
W-1 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 12 Yes No Yes Multiple stream channels paralleling site Open/Maintained area 
W-2 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field 
W-3 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes Yes No Stream flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-4 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 5 No Yes No Stream channel adjacent to site; ditch extending through site Agricultural field 
W-5 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field 
W-6 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 15 Yes Yes Yes Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-7 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field 
W-8 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 4 No No No Stream channel adjacent to site; ditch extending through site Agricultural field 
W-9 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes No No Stream channel adjacent to and flowing through site Open/maintained area 
W-10 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes No No Multiple stream channels adjacent to site Agricultural field & maintained area 
W-14 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 No No No mah channel flows through and adjacent to site, farm pond and ditches Agricultural field 
W-12 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 5 No No No Stream channel flows through site; farm pond present Agricultural field 
W-13 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 No No No Stream channel flows through site; ditches extending through site Agricultural field with a few trees 
W-14 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes No No Stream channel adjacent to site; existing wetland abutting site Agricultural field 
W-15 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 2 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to the site Agricultural field 
W-16 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 2 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to the site Open/Maintained area 
W-17 Haitord Lower Susquehanna 4 és Ves No Soaingeie adjacent to and flowing through site; existing wetland San Sehr Area 
W-18 Harford Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes Yes Yes Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-19 Harford Lower Susquehanna 3 No No No Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-20 Harford Lower Susquehanna 3 No No No Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-21 Harford Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes Yes Stream channel flows through site Open pasture with forested strip 
W-22 Harford Lower Susquehanna 7 No No Yes Multiple streams channels/ditches flow through site; farm pond present Open pasture with a narrow forested strip 
W-23 Harford Lower Susquehanna 5 Yes No Yes Multiple stream channels flow through site Open pasture with a few scattered trees 
W-24 Harford Lower Susquehanna 5 No No No Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field 
W-25 Harford Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes No Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field 
W-26 Harford Lower Susquehanna 5 No No No Pond/wetland located within site; stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field/maintained area 
W-27 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 5 Yes No Yes Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field/maintained area 


* WRR: Water Resources Registry 
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Table 3 - Potential Wetland Mitigation Sites Carried Forward Post Windshield Survey 
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NEAREST APPROX 
Sy | COUNTY ROAD size | source| "Q7ngN STATUS/COMMENTS 
INTERSECTION (AC) 
Branca Low lying ag field abuts emergent marsh with thin strip of young 
: Philadelphia Rd Blvd and north : ; ' 
W-14 Cecil 5 WRR trees (willow, sweetgum, planted leyland cypress); 3-4' cut could 
& Coudon Blvd of Philadelphia 
Rd yield about 5 Ac wetland. 
Coudon Blvd & Between Low lying field lies adjacent to Coudon Creek and potentially 
W-15 Cecil US 40 2 WRR Coudon Blvd created wetland on Perryville Elementary School property. Site not 
and Aiken St accessible, but might be worth further investigation. 
Bastand Between Site mostly existing shrubby wetland. Small (<0.5Ac), low lying field 
W-17 | Harford 4 WRR Amtrak rail and | adjacent to common reed wetland with creation potential and 
Keewee Rds ; 
Post Rd enhancement of common reed. Lies adjacent to project. 
Site not completely visible from road, but part of a large abandoned 
agricultural area with many small streams/ditches draining through; 
Webster West of sts ; 
; CRI- some portions likely existing wetlands. Site appears relatively flat, 
W-22 | Harford Lapidum & 7 Webster : 2 
Desktop ; but according to contours, has over 10 feet of elevation change. 
Level Rds Lapidum Rd ; ; ae ; sae 
Potential stream restoration opportunities. More investigations 
warranted. 
Part of large abandoned agricultural area on the south side of a 
Webster West of Level gravel driveway from Site 22. Land form appears relatively flat, but 
W-23) Harford Lapidum & 5 WRR Rd and north of | contours suggest as much as a 20' elevation difference within the 
Level Rds York Dr site. Existing wetland mapped adjacent to site. Potential stream 
restoration opportunities. More investigations warranted. 
Cooley Mill & North of sharp Relatively flat field adjacent to forested floodplain of small stream. 
W-25 | Harford Rack ha Rds 2 WRR bend in Cooley | Wet patches observed in field; portion of field mapped hydric soils. 
Mill Rd Possibly suitable to create 2 Ac wetlands. 
E Conowingo Rd East Small (1 Ac.), gently sloping area mapped as hydric soil adjacent to 
deg eel & Barrett Ln : eS Conowingo Rd_| forested floodplain along stream. 
South of the 
Demian Dee CRI- intersection of Linear uplands within transmission ROW would require less than 3' 
W-28 Cecil y 1.5 Perrylawn Dr of cut. Within transmission ROW so only PSS possible; may restrict 
Craigtown Rd Desktop 
and Craigtown | access to towers. No more than 2 Ac of creation. 
Rd 


Preliminary Mitigation Site Search Report 


B. STREAMS 


From the preliminary desk top site search efforts, 26 potential stream mitigation sites 
were identified and determined to be preliminarily suitable as opportunities to mitigate 
unavoidable waterway impacts from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (see 
Appendix A —- Preliminary Mitigation Site Search Map). Details on the potential 
stream mitigation sites are presented in Table 3. 


A windshield survey of the 26 potential stream mitigation sites was conducted on March 
8, 2016. Following the windshield survey, 17 of the 27 potential sites identified during 
the desktop review were determined to warrant further on-site investigations or were 
inaccessible without gaining land owner permission. Additionally, Site 26 (Lily Run) was 
extended upstream 1,714 linear feet to include the entire reach within the Havre de 
Grace Middle School property. Approximately 530 feet of the reach is currently piped 
beneath an athletic field southeast of the Amtrak right-of-way. If Alternative 9A is 
selected as the preferred alternative, a portion of this field will be taken for new right-of- 
way to allow placement of the new track. If this occurs, it may be possible to restore the 
piped section of stream to a natural flow regime. Information about the 17 sites carried 
forward are included in Table 4. The extended section of Site 26 is shown in Appendix 
A. 
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Table 4 - Potential Stream Mitigation Sites 
APPROX. FISH Potential Wetland 
SITEID | COUNTY WATERSHED LENGTH | BLOCKAGES RIPARIAN ZONE Mitigation Component Notes 
(LF) (Y/N) (Y/N) 

S-1 Harford Swan Creek 485 No Forested No Confined between 2 road crossings 

S-2 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 607 Yes Partially forested, partically maintained No Located approximatley 800 If upstream of Susquehanna River confluence 

S-3 eee ewancieek 2,991 Vids Forested, narrowly forested through No Includes multiple fish blockages, includes point source discharge from mobile home 

residential area park, flows through high density residential area 

S-4 Harford Swan Creek 863 No Forested between agricultural fields No Surrounded by agricultural fields 

S-5 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 508 Yes Partially forested, residential yards No Flows through box culvert in residential area 

S-6 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 545 Yes Forested No Flows through pipe culvert in medium density residential area 

S-7 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 555 No Forested, northern bank abuts quarry No plows toad crossing; ocaled adie cent ta duatry,approximately 290 upetieatnonhe 
Susuquehanna River confluence 

S-8 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 830 Yes Forested, residential property No Flows through box culvert at major road crossing 

S-9 Harford Swan Creek 1,482 Yes Forested, abuts residential properties No Flows to dammed impoundment, adjacent to medium density residential 

S-10 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 474 Yes Forested/scrub-shrub No Includes multiple fish blockages and a road crossing 

S-14 arora Lower Susquehanna River 1,158 Veg Forested No Rock Run Dam located mid-reach; located approximately 1,800 If upstream of 
Susquehanna River confluence 

$-12 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 755 Yes Forest/scrub-shrub Yes (site W-22) Dam at small impoundment, located between agricultural fields 

S-13 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 2,168 Yes Partially forested, residential properties No Multiple road crossings, 2 small dams, high impervious, residential area 

S-14 Harford Swan Creek 266 Yes Forested No Includes 2 small dams and flows through road crossing in residential area 

S-15 Harford Swan Creek 1,314 No Forested No Flows through multiple road crossings in resential area 

S-16 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 1,774 Yes Forested No Includes 2 pipeline crossings, located between agricultural fields 

S-17 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 714 No Parially forested No Flows through box culvert in high density residential area 

S-18 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 2,331 Wiss Eomsied No ae pipeline crossing that is a potential fish blockage, flows from culvert at road 

S-19 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 464 Yes Forested No Includes pipeline crossing that is a potential fish blockage, flows to road crossing in 
residential area 

S-20 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 1,550 Ves Eoretad No Located approximatley 150 If upstream of Susquehanna River confluence, flows 
through residential area with adjacent ag fields 

S-21 Harford Swan Creek 1,113 No Forested and golf course No Located adjacent to golf course, includes channel alterations 

$-22 Harford Swan Creek 718 No Partially forested No Adjacent to retention pond in high density residential 

S-23 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 595 No Forested and agricultural fields Yes (site W-2 & W-3) | Includes dirt road crossing, surrounded by ag fields 

S-24 Harford Swan Creek 1,480 No Forested/scrub-shrub No Flows to road crossing, surrounded by ag fields and some residential properties 

$-25 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 1,141 No Se properties and:powerline No Includes multiple road crossings in high density residential area 

S-26 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 670 No Maintained school property No Stream is channelized through highly impervious area, includes road crossings 
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Table 5 - Potential Stream Mitigation Sites Carried Forward Post Windshield Survey 


NEAREST 


APPROX. 


FISH 


Sy | COUNTY ROAD LENGTH | BLockaGes | RIPARIAN | 1 Ores STATUS/COMMENTS 
INTERSECTION (LF) (Y/N) 
partially N . ; : ; 
: o obvious blockages; some minor erosion on bends; 
S-2 Harford Superior &N 607 Yes forested, West of right bank with scattered planted trees and lawn, 
Juniata Sts partially Superior St : : : 
Lim more plantings possible, but no restoration. 
maintained 
forested 
é Aldino & Mahan between SE of Aldino Not accessible, but scored low for water quality by 
oe Harton Rds ees ae agricultural | Rd MBSS. Potential instream habitat improvements. 
fields 
West of 
: Perryville Rd & Perryville Rd | Site not visible, but potentially contains an old 
20 Cea Clayton St of ves poresicd & East of culverted road crossing that could be a fish blockage 
Lighthouse Dr 
Fish blockage on upstream side of primary channel 
Between Old _ | culvert at Jackson Station Rd where vertical wooden 
Old Haley & forested, Haley & slats have been installed. Secondary channel culvert 
S-8 Cecil Jackson Station 830 Yes residential y Tate Y ; 
Rds property Jackson Sta beneath Jackson Station Rd mostly filled with 
Rd sediment. No other stream habitat improvements 
necessary. 
forested, South of 
5 Chapel Rd & abuts Chapel Rd & | Impoundment not visible, but likely functions as fish 
ee parton Oak Tree Dr Tete mes residential east of War blockage. 
properties Admiral Way 
Jacob Tome forested/ 2s of as sce ee 
S-10 Cecil Memorial Hwy & ATA Vee Senile Sine a a Rc ee large, fenced Bainbridge 
Burlin Rd shrub u we rORE ys 
North 
Webster forest/ Webster No visible, but several small streams flow through 
S-12 | Harford Lapidum & 755 Yes scrub- Lapidum large abandoned farm site; most of streams without 
Level Rds shrub Rd/MD 155 & | forest cover. 
east York Dr 
artialk From CSX Between Superior and Erie Sts, recent clearing of 
Bulaski Huw & t eecibd railroad to N vegetation on right bank, left bank mowed lawn with 
S-13 | Harford : y 2,168 Yes : : Juniata large planted trees. Between Erie St and US 40 
Erie St residential : F é : 
; St/Superior St | gabion baskets on right bank with minor fish 
properties ; : 
intersection blockage. 
Chapel e Baan ae Concrete apron on downstream side of Chapel Road 
S-14 | Harford P ¥ 266 Yes forested culvert that acts as fish blockage. Large debris jam 
Rds downstream : 
200' farther downstream. 
of Chapel Rd 
icra At Hopewell Road crossing, stream appears stable 
. Hopewell & with forested banks. MBSS site upstream of HopewIll 
Pale Sanne Hopkins Rds bets Be porested downelieany Road with poor habitat index, possible instream 
of Hopewell ; 
Rd improvements. 
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NEAREST APPROX. FISH 
sy | COUNTY ROAD LENGTH | BLOCKAGES | PPAR eAN  OTES STATUS/COMMENTS 
INTERSECTION (LF) (Y/N) 
Frenchtown & Frenchtown Fish blockage on downstream side of Frenchtown Rd 
S318 eed Cokesbury Rds aoe! nes lorested Rd to I-95 crossing; remainder of reach not visible 
St. Marks Upstream of = ot ; 
S19] Cecil | ChurchRd& 464 Yes forested. WSv Marks: lene 0 DO Pom ropeaine tea naaie 
Penny Ln Church Rd P P ; 
Upstream Most of reach not visible from Frenchtown Rd; reach 
Frenchtown Rd Frenchtown just upstream with high gradient and boulder 
aac Geel & Sumpter Dr Moe Mee forested Rd & west substrate. Possible instream habitat improvements 
Sumpter Dr elsewhere within the reach. 
Counterpoint & : West of _ ‘ : 
s-22 | Harford Majestic Prince 718 No eras Counterpoint Not visible, but left bank not forested; possible 
Cir orested Cir planting and/or instream habitat enhancements. 
forested 
McGothlin & SE 4, : 
S-23 Cecil Granite Ran 595 No and McGlothlin Not visible from driveway; flows through agricultural 
agricultural area with thin forest buffer. 
Rds Rd 
fields 
Aldino Stepney forested/ Upstream Flows through old field managed for wild turkey by 
S-24 | Harford & Churchville 1,480 No scrub- Aldino National Wild Turkey Federation. Stream banks 3' 
Rds shrub Stepney Rd high with minor erosion. Most of reach not accessible. 
Portions of Lily Run through school property lacking 
Anaiitaiged On Havre de_ | forest cover. Other portions of reach are currently 
s-26 | Harford Juniata StN & 2,384 No Schaal Grace Middle piped. If Amtrak takes school ROW for new track, 
Pennington Ave School could investigate opening piped sections and doing 
property : ae 
property other instream habitat improvements and tree 


plantings. 
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V. CONCLUSIONS 


Based on the results of the preliminary mitigation site search, a range of suitable 
opportunities exist within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds to 
compensate for potential unavoidable wetland and waterway impacts resulting from the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. The preliminary site search efforts identified 
approximately 123 acres of preliminarily suitable wetland creation area, and over 27,000 
linear feet of potential stream restoration. 


A windshield survey of those sites with public access was completed in early March 
2016 to determine their suitability as a wetland or stream mitigation site. Following the 
windshield survey, eight (8) wetland and 17 stream sites will be carried forward for more 
detailed on-site assessments to further evaluate suitability and technical feasibility and 
to refine site rankings based on more in-depth technical information. Additionally, an off- 
site tidal enhancement site was also identified along the Susquehanna River shoreline 
on the Harford County side just upstream of the US 40 Bridge. 


The on-site investigations will require a property owner notificiation process to seek 
permissions for accessing properties. This step will occur following the 30% 
design/NEPA evaluation stage during future design stages of the project. At that time, 
coordination with government agencies and watershed groups will be initiated to 
potentially identify additional sites. Once on-site reviews are conducted, the highest- 
ranked sites would then be presented to the agencies to solicit comments and 
concurrence on the sites’ suitability and ability to compensate for project related 
impacts, resulting in a Phase | Conceptual Mitigation Plan. Following agency 
concurrence on the Phase | plan, a Phase II mitigation plan would be developed in 
compliance with the Federal Mitigation Rule and State mitigation guidelines as part of 
the Final Design and permitting phase of the project. 
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APPENDIX A 
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Attachment E 


Correspondence 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony Gabrown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Goverrior 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Ren Serey 

Executive Director 
Critical Area Commission 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Serey: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, which is carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures with up to four-track total capacity 
crossing the river. The project may also improve the navigation channel for marine users. A 
project location map is attached for your reference. 


The Project team has initiated conceptual engineering and preliminary environmental studies. 
Agency coordination is ongoing, including plans to present current project efforts at the February 
19, 2014 Interagency Review Meeting (IRM) at the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) Headquarters in Baltimore. A public information session is planned for early spring 
2014. The project team will continue to coordinate with the Critical Area Commission as more 
detailed environmental and engineering studies are developed. Please feel free to share any input 
or Critical Area information that pertains to the proposed project. If you have any questions or 
need additional information, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or at 
hromano@mdot.state.md.us. 


Sincerely, 


[flomax 


Harry Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Mr. Ren Serey 
Page Two 


cc: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Ms. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 

Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Ms. Lisa Hoerger, CAC Regulations and Mapping Coordinator, Harford County 
Ms. Julie Roberts, CAC Natural Resources Planner, Cecil County 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Martin O’Malley com Margaret G. McHale 
Governor fates Chair 
Anthony G. Brown Alay sy Ren Serey 
Lt. Governor Tae Executive Director 
* 


ae 


STATE OF MARYLAND 
CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION 


CHESAPEAKE AND ATLANTIC COASTAL BAYS 
1804 West Street, Suite 100, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
(410) 260-3460 Fax: (410) 974-5338 
www.dnr.state.md.us/criticalarea/ 


February 18, 2014 


Harry Romano 

Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 
MD Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Hanover, MD 21076 


Re: | Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Romano, 


Thank you for forwarding your letter via email regarding the above referenced project. The 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is seeking comments on a potential bridge 
replacement, rehabilitation, and/or expansion. I understand that you will be coordinating with us 
as the project concept becomes more defined. From the map submitted and depending on the 
extent of the potential reconstruction, it appears that there will be impacts in the Critical Area 
that may be considered significant. 


From this limited information, it appears that a full Critical Area Commission review may be 
required. Please coordinate with our office as the project becomes more defined and I will 
provide further information about the materials which will need to be submitted once we have a 
greater understanding of the impacts associated with the bridge work. 


Thank you for coordinating with our office early in the process. I can be reached at 410-260- 
3476 with any further questions. 


Julie Roberts 
Natural Resources Planner 


Sincerely, 


TTY for the Deaf 
Annapolis: (410) 974-2609 D.C. Metro: (301) 586-0450 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony G. Brown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Ms. Mary Colligan 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Northeast Regional Office 
Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester MA 01930 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Colligan: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning federally-listed threatened or endangered species and/or 
any unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have 
any questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


| Meas 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


cc: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. John Nichols, NMFS Chesapeake Bay Office 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 
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Harry J. Romano MAR -5 2014 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 

Office of Freight and Multimodalism 

Maryland Dept of Transportation 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


Re: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project, Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Romano, 


We received your letter on February 24, 2014 regarding the proposed expansion and 
reconstruction of Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge located in Harford and Cecil Counties, 
Maryland. 


The following endangered species may occur within the waters (i.e., Chesapeake Bay and mouth 
of the Susquehanna River) of the proposed action: Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum), 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) (Distinct Population Segments [DPS]: New 
York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, South Atlantic), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys 
kempi), green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), and leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea). 


The following threatened species may occur within the waters (i.e., Chesapeake Bay and mouth 
of the Susquehanna River) of the proposed action: Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus 
oxyrinchus) (Distinct Population Segments [DPS]: Gulf of Maine), and Northwest Atlantic 
Ocean DPS of loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta). 


To facilitate efficient project review, we have compiled information about the presence of our 
listed species in the project area and in related Maryland waters that may be helpful in planning 
your project. 


Shortnose Sturgeon 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (F WS) sturgeon reward program began in 1996. As of 
2008, a total of 80 individual shortnose sturgeon had been captured, via commercial or 
recreational fishery, in Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries as a result of this program. Most of the 
shortnose sturgeon documented in the reward program have been caught in the upper Bay, from 
Kent Island to the mouth of the Susquehanna River and the C&D Canal, in Fishing Bay and 
around Hoopers Island in the middle Bay, and in the Potomac River. 


Research on shortnose sturgeon indicates that this species typically spawns just below the limit 
of upstream passage. In unimpeded rivers systems, spawning typically occurs 200 km or more 
upstream. In dammed rivers, spawning often occurs at the base of the first dam. Studies indicate 


that spawning occurred at daily mean temperatures of 6.5-14.7°C in water depths of 1-5 meters 
with a peak at 1.5-1.9m. Bottom water velocity at the spawning site was a mean of 70cm/s with 
the greatest usage of 75-125 cm/s. The only substrate type females used was cobble/rubble (101- 
300 mm diameter). Substrate and flow are consistent in all areas where shortnose sturgeon 
spawning has been confirmed. 


Several Chesapeake Bay tributaries have habitat characteristics such as hard bottom substrate 
and areas of high flow that may be suitable for spawning. These include the Gunpowder, James, 
York and Susquehanna Rivers. Adult shortnose sturgeon have been documented in the 
Susquehanna River in February, April and June, which is consistent with the time of year when 
spawning adults would be present. However, it is unknown if adequate spawning or nursery 
habitat occurs in the area below the Conowingo Dam, which is the first barrier to upstream 
passage. Telemetry data indicates that shortnose sturgeon move between the upper Chesapeake 
Bay and Delaware River via the C and D canal. These movements did not follow a specific 
pattern indicative of spawning migrations. Evidence suggests that shortnose sturgeon do not 
move into smaller creeks and tributaries of the large rivers connected to the Chesapeake Bay. 


Although we do not have specific information on shortnose sturgeon movements in the 
Susquehanna, information gathered from the Potomac may be applicable. Twelve shortnose 
sturgeon have been captured in the Potomac River since 1996. These shortnose sturgeon were 
captured in the Potomac River and reported via the FWS reward program and were documented 
in the following locations: six at the mouth of the river one at the mouth of the Saint Mary’s 
River; one at the mouth of Potomac Creek; one at rkm 63; one at rkm 57 (Cobb Bar); and, one at 
rkm 48. Additionally, one adult female was captured by U.S. Geological Service (USGS) and 
National Park Service (NPS) researchers within the Potomac River (at rkm 103) in September 
2005. 


From 2004-2008 the USGS and NPS conducted a tagging and telemetry study of shortnose 
sturgeon in the Potomac River (Kynard 2007). Three of the shortnose sturgeon mentioned above 
have been tagged with Combined Acoustic and Radio Transmitting (CART) tags. Tracking has 
demonstrated that the two females spent the majority of the year in a 79-km reach between river 
km 141-63. One female upstream in spring 2006 to a 2-km reach (river km 187-185) containing 
habitat determined to be suitable for spawning (Kynard et al. 2007). Remote and manual tracking 
showed a female arrived at the Fletchers Marina (River km 184.5) and remained within a 2-km 
reach (river km 187-185) for 6 days. During this time, mean daily river temperatures were 12.0— 
16.0°C and mean daily river discharge was 157-178 m?/s. However, no sturgeon ELS were 
captured (Kynard et al. 2007). 


During the years when fish were tracked, the two females spent the summer-fall in a 78-km 
reach (river km 63-141). Most of this area was in tidal freshwater, however, the downstream 
section of the range experiences tidal salinity. The fish used depths between 4.1—21.3 m, but 
most locations (89.2%) were in the channel. Throughout the summer and winter, fish used a wide 
range of water temperature (1.8-32.0°C), DO (4.8-14.6 mg/L) and salinity (0.1-5.6 ppt; Kynard 
et al. 2007). Substrate measured at fish locations were mud (80.7%), sand/mud (15.8%), and 


gravel-mud (3.5%). This area is also characterized by prolific tracts of submerged aquatic 
vegetation and algae blooms. 


Atlantic Sturgeon 

Atlantic sturgeon spawn in their natal river, with spawning migrations generally occurring during 
April-May in Mid-Atlantic systems. Young remain in the river/estuary until approximately age 2 
and at lengths of 30-36 inches before emigrating to open ocean as subadults. After emigration 
from the natal river/estuary, subadults and adult Atlantic sturgeon travel within the marine 
environment, typically in waters between 16 to 164 feet in depth, using coastal bays, sounds, and 
marine waters. The distribution of Atlantic sturgeon is strongly associated with prey availability, 
and as a result, Atlantic sturgeon may occur where suitable forage (e.g., benthic invertebrates 
such as mollusks and crustaceans) and appropriate habitat conditions are present (e.g., areas of 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). Individuals from any DPS may be found in suitable habitat 
areas within coastal, marine, or riverine habitat, including tidal creeks greater than 3.3 feet deep, 
any large or small tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay, coastal embayments where suitable habitat 
exists, and offshore of Maryland in marine habitat. Currently, Chesapeake Bay DPS Atlantic 
sturgeon are known to spawn in the James River in Virginia; historic spawning habitat is thought 
to exist in the Potomac River. Atlantic sturgeon have been recorded at the mouth of the 
Susquehanna River in recent years. 


Sea Turtles 

Several species of sea turtles are known to be present in the Chesapeake Bay and off the Atlantic 
coast of Maryland. Leatherback sea turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) are present off the Maryland 
coast but are predominantly pelagic. Loggerhead (Caretta caretta), Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys 
kempi), and green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) are present in the Chesapeake Bay area mainly 
during late spring, summer and early fall when water temperatures are relatively warm. Sea 
turtles are expected to be present in the Chesapeake Bay between April 1 and November 30. 
Satellite tracking studies of sea turtles has found that foraging turtles mainly occurred in areas 
where the water depth was between approximately 16 and 49 feet. This depth was interpreted not 
to be as much an upper physiological depth limit for turtles, as a natural limiting depth where 
light and food are most suitable for foraging turtles. In Maryland waters of the Chesapeake Bay, 
sea turtles are most often documented in marine and estuarine waters and are not likely to be 
present in upper reaches of major tributaries because of salinity and prey availability 
requirements. 


Conclusions 

As listed species of sea turtles and sturgeon may occur at the mouth of the Susquehanna River 
and Chesapeake Bay, and thus, within the vicinity of your proposed project, any in-water work, 
such as excavation, blasting. pile driving, and dredging, has the potential to impact these species. 
As project details become finalized, a consultation, pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, may be necessary as any discretionary federal action, 
such as the approval or funding of a project by a federal agency, that may affect a listed species 
must undergo consultation pursuant to section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended. If the proposed 
project has the potential to affect listed species, and it is being approved, permitted, or funded by 
a Federal agency, the lead Federal agency, or their designated non-Federal representative, is 


responsible for determining whether the proposed action is likely to affect the listed species. The 
Federal agency would submit their determination along with justification for their determination 
and a request for concurrence, to the attention of the ESA Section 7 Coordinator, NMFS 
Northeast Regional Office, Protected Resources Division, 55 Great Republic Drive, Gloucester, 
MA 01930. After reviewing this information, NMFS would then be able to conduct a 
consultation under section 7 of the ESA. Should you have any questions about these comments 
or about the section 7 consultation process in general, please contact Jennifer Goebel at 978-281 - 


6373 or jennifer.goebel(@noaa.gov). 


Essential Fish Habitat 

The location of the proposed Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project is 
located above the estuarine mixing zone in tidal fresh water and is not designated as essential fish 
habitat (EFH) for federally managed species. However, the Susquehanna River is an important 
migration corridor for numerous diadromous species including American shad, alewife, blueback 
herring, striped bass, hickory shad, gizzard shad, and American eel. Significant efforts are 
underway to restore the populations of several anadromous species to healthy levels. Therefore, 
in-water construction activities including but not limited to excavation, blasting, pile driving, 

and dredging may require time of year restrictions (TOYR) or other mitigative measures for these 
activities to help protect diadromous species migration and spawning. If you have any 

questions or need additional information regarding fisheries resources in the project area please 
contact David O'Brien, NOAA Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Division 
(david.Lo'brien@noaa.gov, 804-684-7828). 


Sincerely, | i . 
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Mary A. Colligan 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Protected Resources 


EC: Goebel, O’Brien 
File Code: Section 7/Nonfisheries/MD DOT/Susquehanna River Bridge_species present 
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55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 


Dan Reagle 
Environmental Planner Te sccssmincaecitemnte “aaa 
Maryland Transit Administration 

Environmental Planning Division 

6 St. Paul Street, 9” Floor, Baltimore, MD 21202 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


Thank you for providing us with your Draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) on 
April 8, 2016, and for coordinating with the resource and coordinating agencies at the Maryland 
Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meetings (IRM). The Maryland Department 
of Transportation (MDOT), project sponsor, is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the Town of 
Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


The NETR evaluates the potential effects on natural resources from Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B. Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would construct: 


* a new two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to 
the west of the existing bridge, and 
* a second new two-track bridge along the existing alignment. 


The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up 
to 150 mph for Alternative 9B. The bridge to the west of the existing bridge would be 
constructed first. Once that bridge is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of 
service, demolished, and replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the 
center of the right-of-way of the existing bridge alignment. This bridge would reduce the curve 
in Havre de Grace and allow for either 160 mph speeds for Alternative 9A or 150 mph speeds for 
Alternative 9B. All impact analyses and assessments included in the NETR are based on the 
girder approach / arch main span bridge design. 


Both alternatives would impact tidal and non-tidal wetlands, streams (including an unnamed 

tributary to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and Principio Creek), and the Susquehanna riverbed, ou... 
including submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). Impacts to Waters of the U.S. from the build fe 
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alternatives would total less than an acre of wetlands and more than 3,000 linear feet of streams. 
Overall, the proposed new alignments would occur within and immediately adjacent to the 
existing rail alignment where wetlands and streams that are potentially affected by the proposed 
project have been historically altered for the construction and maintenance of the existing 
alignment. 


Alternative 9B follows the same alignment as Alternative 9A in Cecil County, but has a slightly 
reduced footprint relative to Alternative 9A within Harford County. As a result, overall wetland 
and stream impacts are slightly less for Alternative 9B. Alternative 9B would cross the same 
streams as Alternative 9A, but total stream impacts would be slightly less resulting from a 
narrower crossing of Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. Bridge pier impacts within 
the Susquehanna River would be the same for Alternative 9B as for Alternative 9A. 


Proposed minimization and mitigation: 


e To ensure that floodwater impacts due to rail construction are minimized, drainage 
structures would be required to maintain the current flow regime and prevent associated 
flooding (COMAR 26.17.04). At the proposed Lily Run crossing, a new bottomless 
culvert may be installed to increase the hydraulic capacity, resulting in desirable flood 
relief for the area of Havre de Grace upstream of the rail project. 


e Construction of the culvert extensions, or replacements as needed, would include the 
minimum extent necessary to provide support for the additional rail tracks. The 
necessary extensions or replacements will use bottomless culverts to provide for a more 
natural stream bed through the culvert. 


e Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers would allow approximately 0.5 acre 
of river bottom to return to benthic habitat, thereby more than offsetting losses from the 
construction of the replacement bridges. 


e Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) time of year restrictions listed in the 
NETR include closure periods: 
o For work within designated SAV areas is from April 1 through October 15. 
o In UseI Streams from March 1 through June 15 for fish spawning and migration. 
o In Use II Streams from June | through September 30 and December 16 through 
March 14 for fish spawning and migration. 


e A preliminary mitigation site search was conducted in the Lower Susquehanna River and 
Swan Creek watersheds to address the potential need for off-site mitigation, and potential 
wetland and stream mitigation sites were identified. On-site investigations will require a 
property owner notification process to seek permissions for accessing properties. This 
step will occur following the 30% design/NEPA evaluation stage during future design 
stages of the project. 


Anadromous fish 


The proposed project is located above the estuarine mixing zone in tidal fresh water and is not 
designated as essential fish habitat (EFH) for federally managed species. However, as you 
describe in your NETR, semi-anadromous and anadromous species have been documented as 
spawning near and/or migrating through the study area, including: yellow perch (Perca 
flavescens), white perch (Morone americana), blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis), alewife 
(Alosa pseudoharengus), and American shad (Alosa sapidissima). We generally recommend that 
in-water construction activities that could impact the migration or spawning of these species be 
avoided from February 15 through June 15. Although the minimization efforts you describe in 
the NETR focus more on avoiding injury or mortality to fish in the area, e.g. from shock waves 
resulting from impact hammering, this time of year restriction is also recommended to minimize 
impacts to behavior of migrating or spawning fish. We recognize that multiple, overlapping time 
of year restrictions make construction timelines difficult, and we will be happy to work with you 
to develop a timeline of what activities would be restricted at what times of year, similar to what 
was done for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge, to assist in planning purposes. 


The low-speed vibratory drilling method that would be used to install the 5 to 6-foot diameter 
piles for the replacement bridge piers would not generate impulse noise underwater. Any 
underwater noise produced during the installation of these piles is expected to be below both the 
physical and behavioral effect thresholds of 206 dB re: 1 pPa SPL peak and 150 dB re: 1 pPa 
sound pressure level (SPL) root mean square (RMS), respectively, established by the Fisheries 
Hydroacoustic Working Group. The smaller, 18 to 24 inch piles that would support the 
temporary finger piers would be installed by impact hammering. Following best management 
practices (BMP) for pile installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier 
piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to sink into the sediment under their own weight 
before impact hammering the remainder of the pile. The duration of impact pile driving is 
expected to be less than 15 to 20 minutes per pile; less if a vibratory driver was first used to drive 
the pile to resistance. In addition, impact hammering would begin with a series of light taps of 
gradually increasing strength to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an 
opportunity to move away from the site (FHWA 2003). 


Demolition of the existing bridge piers and remnant piers would be largely achieved through the 
use of mechanical means and methods (e.g., barge cranes, wire saws). Methods such as turbidity 
curtains, cofferdams, and deck shielding would be implemented as necessary to contain debris. 
Divers with wire saws would cut bridge piers two feet below the mudline and the pier would be 
removed using a barge crane. Blasting is not anticipated; however removal of the existing and 
remnant bridge piers may require the use of blasting techniques as per the contractor’s means 
and methods. If blasting occurs, it would be conducted in such a manner as to minimize the 
potential for fish mortalities. In the event that blasting is proposed, a number of protective 
measures would be implemented, including using blast mats and conducting blasting within steel 
sheet pile cofferdams. Because demolition methods could result in increased turbidity and 
impact submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in the area and migrating and spawning anadromous 
fish, we would recommend time of year restrictions for these activities, as described above. 


On page E-54 of the NETR, you state that “because the spacing of the new bridges’ piers would 
be closer together than the existing bridge’s piers, water velocity and scouring between the piers 
would potentially increase, but would be expected to be minimal and would not significantly 
alter the hydrological properties of the river within, upstream, or downstream of the proposed 
project site and would not alter the site bathymetry.” It does not appear that the potential impacts 
to migrating anadromous fish resulting from the potential increase in water velocity were 
considered in the NETR. Further evaluation should be undertaken to assess the potential effects 
the closer piers would have on migrating anadromous fish. 


Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would each have the same number of bridge piers in the 
Susquehanna River. Both alternatives appear to include four bridge piers that would impact 
SAV habitat in slightly different amounts and locations. Based on the preliminary engineering 
drawings, two bridge piers for the new west bridge would fall within the mapped SAV area 
along the Cecil County shoreline. One pier for the new east bridge would also potentially impact 
a portion of the SAV bed just downstream of the existing bridge alignment. Permanent 
cofferdam bridge pier design is proposed immediately adjacent to the two shorelines. The 
permanent impacts to SAV for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design would total 
approximately 3,357 square feet (0.08 acre) under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. 


We typically recommend a compensation ratio for SAV impacts of 3:1, as you note in the NETR. 
You estimate that for permanent impacts to SAV from either of the two selected alternatives, 
replacement of at least 0.24 acre would be required. However, you state in the NETR that finger 
pier construction would result in temporary SAV impacts totaling approximately 0.48 acre. 

As we discussed at the April 20, 2016, IRM, given the length of time the finger piers would be in 
place (3+ years), the SAV is unlikely to recover when the finger piers are removed. As a result, 
these impacts should be considered permanent and you should re-calculate your total mitigation 
requirements to account for them. 


You state in the NETR that “[s]uccessful in-kind compensation for SAV impacts has proven 
extremely difficult within the Chesapeake Bay area (Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Workgroup 
1995), and out-of-kind compensation in the form of water quality or stream habitat 
improvements is typically accepted by the regulatory agencies.” While we recognize the 
challenges involved in successful replanting of SAV, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
has designated SAV as a special aquatic site under Section 404(b)(1) of the federal Clean Water 
Act, due to its important role in the marine ecosystem for nesting, spawning, nursery cover, and 
forage areas for fish and wildlife, and SAV is a priority habitat for NOAA. Because of the 
ecological value of SAV, we recommend that if impacts cannot be avoided that in-kind 
mitigation be undertaken unless it can be demonstrated that the planting of SAV is not 
practicable. 


SAV and their associated epiphytes are highly productive, produce a structural matrix on which 
many other species depend, improve water quality and stabilize sediments. Seagrasses are 
among the most productive ecosystems in the world and perform a number of irreplaceable 
ecological functions which range from chemical cycling and physical modification of the water 


column and sediments to providing food and shelter for commercial, recreational, as well as 
economically important organisms. The replacement bridges would result in an increase in 
shading, and scouring and sedimentation would initially shift upon replacement of the existing 
bridge outside of its current alignment. Because there is successful SAV in the area now, and 
you will not be changing the depth or sediment type in the project area, we recommend that after 
removing the finger piers you: 


(1) allow the sediment to settle; 

(2) re-plant the area for the following growing season to restore existing conditions; 

(3) mitigate for the temporal loss of SAV habitat by planting additional SAV at a 3:1 ratio, 
preferably in locations where SAV has been successful in the past but has disappeared or has 
minimal density; and 

(4) monitor the entire project site for five years to determine if there are additional SAV 
losses resulting from the proposed project that require mitigation and to determine the 
success of re-planting. If SAV growth has not been documented by year three, a second 
round of planting may be necessary. 


We appreciate the efforts you have made to avoid and minimize impacts early in the planning of 
your proposed project, and the efforts that you have made to coordinate with the regulatory and 
resource agencies at the Maryland Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meetings 
and at site visits. We look forward to continued coordination with you on this project as it 
moves forward. If you have questions or would like to discuss this further, please contact Kristy 


Beard at (410) 573-4542 or kristy. beard@noaa.gov. 


PA, eee 


Karen Greene 
Mid-Atlantic Field Offices Supervisor 
Habitat Conservation Division 


Cc: Golden (MDNR) 
DaVia (ACOE) 
Li (USFWS) 
Vaccaro (NMFS PRD) 


References: 


Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2003. Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project, Shorinose 
Sturgeon Biological Assessment Supplement, January 2003. 19 pp. 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2008. Impacts to Marine Fisheries 
Habitat from Nonfishing Activities in the Northeastern United States. NOAA Technical 
Memorandum NMFS-NE-209, US Department of Commerce, NOAA, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Northeast Regional Office, Gloucester, Massachusetts. 
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Administration 


Kim Damon-Randall, Assistant Regional Administrator 
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 

Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 


Via regular mail and email to Kimberly.Damon-Randall@noaa.gov 
Re: Request for Informal Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
Dear Ms. Damon-Randall: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil 
County, Maryland. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT are preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”). The National 
Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and 
preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. The existing Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC). Two build alternatives are under consideration in 
the EA: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Both alternatives would construct two new two-track bridges—one 
along the existing alignment and one along a new western alignment. Both alternatives would entail the 
decommissioning and removal of the existing bridge. 


The FRA is transmitting a draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) to initiate informal consultation 
under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). As described in the report, the proposed action 
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) or any of the 
Distinct Population Segments of Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) that may be present in the project 
area. The FRA has evaluated potential impacts to sea turtles in the NETR and has determined that the 
proposed action will have no effect on leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), loggerhead sea turtle 


(Caretta caretta), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempi), or green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) because 
these species are not expected to occur north of Baltimore and therefore would not be present in the project 
area. In addition, no critical habitat has been designated for sea turtles within the project area. 


We request your concurrence with our determinations for these species, and hereby request informal 
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA. Please contact Dan Reagle, MTA Environmental Planner at 410-767- 


3771 or by email at DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov. 


Thank you for your assistance with this project. 


Sincerely, 
\ / 


Michael Johnsen 
Acting Division Chief 
Environmental and Rail Planning Division 


Enclosure 


Ge: Dan Reagle, Maryland Transit Administration 
Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony G. Brown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Ms. Lori Byrne 

Environmental Review Specialist 
Wildlife and Heritage Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, E-1 
580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning state-listed threatened or endangered species and/or any 
unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have any 
questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


[Norm 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


ce: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Pd Martin O'Malley, Governor 
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March 20, 2014 


Mr. Harry J. Romano 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


RE: Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion, Amtrak 
Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Romano: 


The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 


The south side of the project route may overlap with Swan Creek which is designated in state regulations as a 
Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland Department of the 
Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. Your project may need review by 
Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek NTWSSC. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas. If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 


Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 


2 Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance is 
absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 
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2 Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3 Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 

4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 
ho. Byo— 


Lori A. Byrne, 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2014.0271.ha/ce 


Cc:  D. Brinker, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 
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September 1, 2015 


Ms. Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-1614 


RE: Update to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 
Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 


The south side of the project route may overlap with Gasheys Run (draining to Swan Creek) which is designated 
in state regulations as a Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. Your project may need 
review by Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek 
NTWSSC. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas. If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl. 


Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle 
(Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River. It is possible that this species could be 
impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement. Map Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline 
habitats in the area. Specific protection measurements can be developed as project details become available. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 
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Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 


1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance is 
absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

2 Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3. Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 

4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 
do Q. Copp 
Lori A. Byrne, 


Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 
MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2015.0456.ha/ce 
Ce: S. Smith, DNR 
D. Brinker, DNR 
G. Golden, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 
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April 7, 2016 


Ms. Lori A. Byrne 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building 

580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


Thank you for the response letter dated September 1, 2015 that identified potential rare, threatened, and 
endangered (RTE) species or species of statewide importance that could occur within the study area for the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge project. The letter identified the presence of a Wetland of Special State Concern 
(WSSC) located within the Swan Creek drainage just south of the Amtrak right-of-way at the western end of the 
study area. At the eastern end of the study area, Department of Natural Resources (DNR) identified the presence 
of a known site within the Furnace Bay wetlands that supports a population of state-listed endangered Water 
Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Both plant species are found in aquatic 
habitats. In addition, the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented 
in the project area. The presence of historic waterfowl concentration within the study area and staging areas 
within the Susquehanna River was also referenced in the September 2015 letter. No other state-listed species 
were documented by the DNR as potentially occurring within the study area. 


We wish to provide the following response/clarification for each of the resources/species listed above based 
upon conceptual engineering 


Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC) 


The wetland system associated with the NTWSSC is a large palustrine forested/scrub shrub wetland that lies 
south and east of Williams Drive and is associated with the headwaters of unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek 
and Gashey’s Creek. Neither of the proposed Build Alternatives (Alternative 9A and 9B) would impact this 
wetland system and therefore no impacts to NTWSCC would result from the project (Attachment 1). 


Historic Waterfowl Concentration and Staging Areas 
Two waterfowl areas occur within the study area — one in the Susquehanna River crossed by the existing 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the other within Furnace Bay at the extreme eastern end of the study area 
(Attachment 1). These are historic waterfowl staging areas and wintering sites for waterfowl, such as diving 
ducks, swans, and geese that forage on fish and shellfish near the mouth of the Susquehanna River and within 
Furnace Bay. The boundary of the waterfowl area within the Susquehanna River lies primarily within Cecil 
County, from the US 40 Bridge to the mouth of the river. The Furnace Bay waterfowl area lies outside of the 
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proposed project limits of disturbance. Although waterfowl will not be permanently impacted by either Build 
Alternative, they may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. By this letter the project team 
is initiating coordination with Mr. Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service and seeking additional 
information. 


State-listed Endangered Water Horsetail and Vetchling 
Both state-listed species, the Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris) 


documented in the September 2015 are located within the Furnace Bay wetlands that lie over a mile and a half 
east of the project limits for both Build Alternatives (Attachment 1). Therefore, no impacts to these species are 
anticipated to result from the proposed project. 


State-listed Endangered Map Turtle 
The state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented in the project study 


area both within and along the banks of the Susquehanna River. The shores of the Susquehanna River are used 
by the Northern Map Turtle for habitat, nesting, and foraging and the turtles hibernate on the river bottom in 
winter. 

As part of both of the Build Alternatives, operation of the replacement bridges in place of the existing bridge 
would not have permanent effects on water quality or other habitat characteristics that would alter the biological 
community present (including Northern Map Turtle) within the project area. Although permanent impacts to the 
Map Turtle are not anticipated, they may be temporarily displaced from active construction. As the project 
moves into final design and more project details become available, the project team will work with DNR to 
develop specific protection measures. We understand these protection measures may include, but not be limited 
to: conducting nesting surveys during the nesting season to identify the presence/absence of nests within a 
project area, in-stream time-of-year restrictions, and/or removal of turtles from the work zone using trained 
scuba divers. 


Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) 


One large, contiguous forest habitat is located within the study area and occurs southeast of the Amtrak right-of- 
way (ROW) at the southwestern end of the study area. The FIDS habitat occurs outside the limit of disturbance 
(LOD) for both Build Alternatives and no impacts to this forest are anticipated (Attachment 1). However, 
should any potential impacts to this forest become identified in the future, the following techniques, would be 
implemented to avoid/minimize them: 


e Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance 
is absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

e Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred 
Owl) are present. 
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e Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 
e Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August) 


Based on the information provided above, please inform the project team if DNR requires any additional 
information or if any other follow-up coordination is required at this time. If you have any questions, please 
contact me at 410-767-3771 or via email at DReagle| @mta.maryland.gov. We appreciate your cooperation and 
prompt attention to this matter. 


Sincerely, 

Dan Reagle 

Environmental Planning Division 
Maryland Transit Administration 


6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Enclosure 
cc: Ms. Amrita Hill, AMTRAK 


Mr. Larry Hindman, DNR 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
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May 9, 2016 


Mr. Dan Reagle 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1614 


RE: Follow — up to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge 
Reconstruction and Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


Thank you for providing us with the additional information regarding resources of concern 
mentioned in our September 1, 2015 letter for this project site. 


The Gasheys Run Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. While 
the Wildlife and Heritage Service has no concerns for rare species in this NTWSSC at this time, 
you may want to check with Maryland Department of the Environment. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been 
identified as historic waterfowl concentration and staging areas. We generally only have 
concerns for disturbance to wintering waterfowl from construction of water-dependent facilities 
along the shoreline and adjacent open waters. The new contact person for waterfowl is Josh 
Homyack of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 928-3650 or 
josh.homyack@maryland.gov. 


Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern 
Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River. It is possible 
that this species could be impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement. Map 
Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline habitats in the area. Any specific protection 
measures should be coordinated with Scott Smith of the Wildlife and Heritage Service, as soon 
as details become available, at (410) 827-8612 or scott.smith@maryland.gov. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which 
supports records of state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling 
(Lathyrus plaustris). Given that these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to 
adhere stringently to all appropriate best management practices for sediment and erosion control 
during all work near this site. 


Tawes State Office Building — 580 Taylor Avenue — Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
410-260-8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877-620-8DNR — dnr.maryland.gov — TTY Users Call via the Maryland 
Relay 


Page 2 


According to our records, this site is adjacent to the study area shown on your map, rather than 
over a mile away as you had suggested, making the need for best management practices all the 
more important. 


Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the 
project site contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior 
Dwelling Bird Species (FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United 
States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural 
Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. The following guidelines 
could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS and other native forest 
plants and wildlife: 


1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss 
or disturbance is absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the 
forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas 
of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth forest). Maximize the amount of 
remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

De Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for 
most FIDS. This seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain 
early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) are present. 


3. Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure 
where possible. 
4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further 
questions regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 


do. A. Byp-— 

Lori A. Byrne, 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2016.0496.ha/ce 
Ce: S. Smith, DNR 
D. Brinker, DNR 
G. Golden, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 


From: Greg Golden -DNR- 


To: Dan Reagle 

Cc: Kristy Beard - NOAA Federal; Ray Li; |oseph.DaVia@usace.army.mil; |}on Stewart -MDE- 
Subject: MD DNR comments on Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Draft NETR document 

Date: Monday, May 09, 2016 7:28:29 PM 

Dan: 


I have to be rather informal in my response formatting here, for the opportunity to review the 
Draft document, in order to make the commenting deadline you requested. I have looked 
through each topic, section, and page. Obviously though, there are some sections which will 
require significant additional interagency review coordination and project detail development 
and review discussion over time, especially for the core subjects associated with wetland and 
waterway permitting review, including, avoidance, minimization, and compensatory 
mitigation topics. This would especially be true as design details, and construction and 
demolition methods, are further developed. I have listed several topics below where we are 
interested in more detailed participation, but I did not attempt to list each separate category 
where we will benefit and wish to participate further. 


In general, the document was well put together, and included imported content and analysis, 
and also added value even when discussing certain topics where some agency correspondence 
already did occur. This is a very good start to the documentation of some very important 
natural resource protection issues for the project as planning continues, and is then followed 
by construction. 


Individual comments, in very brief format: 


1. Be sure to include and incorporate additional DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) 
comments and guidance on State listed Rare, Threatened, and Endangered species as planning 
and documentation continue. We will continue to participate through the DNR Project 
Review Division participation as well, but direct WHS content shoud] continue to be updated 
in the NETR and other future documents. 


2. There should be continued interagency discussion of the shade effects of the bridges, piers, 
and construction related piers (E-55, E-56). 


3. TIme of Year restrictions for instream work. The draft document references in several 
places a Use I restriction of March | through June 15. Note that for this project, it will be 
extended for presence of yellow perch (and also possibly walleye) as our fisheries 
coordination letter stated, so please plan for a fish spawning protection restriction from 
February 15 through June 15, for acitivities that could suspend sediments, disturb substrate, or 
create sound or pressure waves. I believe this is consistent with the NMFS comment. Please 
DISREGARD for now the Use II restriction periods as referenced (E-57 and E-65, 6/1 to 9/30 
and 12/16 to 3/14). Those appear to be an oyster restriction for the simplified older Use II 
designation. We will now focus in tidal Use II waters for this location on the fisheries period 
of Feb. 15 to June 15, and also the SAV restriction as well, and any rare species 
recommendations from WHS or USFWS. In most large bridge project reviews, final 
restriction periods are often determined by evaluating specific activities, their likelihood to 
suspend or disturb sediments, their likelihood to create sound or pressure waves, and overall 
required project timelines and applied BMPs. In other words, rather than blanket restriction 
periods for an entire large bridge project, they sometimes will need to be evaluated and 
applied activity by activity. Let's coordinate this with the agencies together, but as an 


example, some minor activities might be allowable during a fish or SAV restriction, while 
other significant activities would not. Note also, our review interests to protect SAVs are for 
activities within 500 yards of documentedSAV beds, and in some cases, additional surveys 
might be beneficial, and requested. 

4. SAV impact assessment and mitigation efforts and opportunities should be reviewed in 
detail within the interagency group, as there may be additional knowledge, or agency-specific 
criteria and policies, to share within the group. 


5. Page E-62 - The State program should always be listed as State designated Scenic and Wild 
Rivers (word "Scenic" first for MD State program, word "Wild" first for Federal). 

or....(There are no) designated rivers in the State Scenic and Wild Rivers Program. State and 
Federal programs are completely separate. The NETR draft tends to blend the two. I know it 
is somewhat difficult to address both together in writing in a single section. Use the two 
suggestions above, or have a drafter or editor contact me for further guidance for the State 
references. 


6. Sections on pile installation (low-speed vibratory drilling method or other): noise and 
vibration should be further coordinated with the resource commenting and regulatory 
agencies in an interagency setting. This is a complex issue that is best coordinated together as 
planning continues. If ever in doubt, or close to potential impact thresholds, a large tidal 
project is wise to have contingency plans and equipment available if any pile driving or pile 
work unexpectedly causes a fish kill at the work area (this did happen on Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge, although for activities which were later realized to be significant from the start). 


7. Likewise, we would like to review matters related to collection of demolition debris in the 
group setting, since bottom disturbances are very possible. Woodrow Wilson Bridge had 
extensive coordination and collaboration on this topic. 


8. Note: some demolition debris may be valuable for use in fish reef programs within the Bay 
- please plan to work early with the resource agencies on this possibility. Also, is the nearby 
set of unused piers from a past crossing still planned for demolition and removal as well? 


9. Page E-67, please coordinate details and timing of any aquatic blasting with MD DNR also, 
through MDE or directly 


10. DNR is interested to participate directly in compensatory mitigation review discussions 
for wetlands and waterways 


Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft NETR document. If you 
have any questions on the comments above, please contact me at your convenience. I am not 
certain of the designated MDE and Corps reviewers, and have cc:ed regional managers for 
those two agencies, to forward as necessary. 


Greg Golden 

Project Review Division 

Integrated Policy and Review Unit 

MD Department of Natural Resources 

410-260-8331 

please note my new email address: greg.golden@maryland.gov 
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June 14, 2016 


Ms. Lori A. Byrne 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building 

580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


Thank you for the response letter dated May 9, 2016 that provided additional clarification 
regarding the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of the state-listed Water Horsetail 
(Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Our technical studies and associated 
documentation has been updated to reflect that it is not over a mile away from the study area, but 
still remains outside the much narrower limit of disturbance (LOD) for the project. Please see 
the updated mapping which shows the study area (outlined in black) and the project LOD 
(outlined in yellow and purple) and its distance from the Furnace Bay site (Attachment 1). It 
should also be noted that best management practices for sediment and erosion control will be 
strictly adhered to during construction throughout the entire project limits. 


Also with regards to your response letter, we have undertaken the following additional actions: 


1. We have noted your concerns about Forest Interior Dwelling Bird (FIDS) habitat. No 
FIDS habitat occurs within the project LOD, but the project will seek to minimize 
impacts to forest habitat and wildlife. 


2. Given that the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) 
may also be impacted by work associated with the bridge replacement, as this species 
utilizes both the riverine and shoreline habitats within the study area, we have copied on 
this letter Mr. Scott Smith for additional information regarding appropriate protection 
measures to avoid negative effects on map turtles during construction. 


3. We are also copying on this letter Mr. Josh Homyack for additional information 
regarding potential disturbances to wintering waterfowl along the shorelines and open 
waters of the Susquehanna. Waterfowl will not be permanently impacted by bridge 
construction, but may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. 
Therefore, we are requesting additional information from Mr. Homyack regarding 
appropriate protection measures and other relevant information regarding waterfowl 
within the study area. 
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4. Maryland Department of the Environment has not commented on potential effects to the 
Gasheys Run Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTSSC), but best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control will be strictly adhered to during 
construction to minimize any indirect impacts. 


If you have any questions, please contact me at 410-767-3771 or via email at 
DReagle! @mta.maryland.gov. We appreciate your continued coordination regarding this 


project. a 
Sincerely, 


Dan Reagle 

Environmental Planning Division 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Attachment 


cc: Mr. Greg Golden, DNR 
Ms. Amrita Hill, AMTRAK 
Mr. Larry Hindman, DNR 
Mr. Josh Homyack, DNR 
Mr. Scott Smith, DNR 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 
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February 14, 2014 


Mr. Trevor Clark 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Clark: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning federally-listed threatened or endangered species and/or 
any unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown on the first page of the attached 
Natural Resources of Concern database forms. If you have any questions or need additional 
information regarding this request, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or 
hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick-Uretsky at 
646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


[Perna 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


cc. 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


US. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Natural Resources of Concern 


This resource list is to be used for planning purposes only — it is not an official species list. 


Endangered Species Act species list information for your project is available online and listed below for 
the following FWS Field Offices: 


CHESAPEAKE BAY ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE 

ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 

(410) 573-4500 


Project Location Map: 
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USS. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Natural Resources of Concern 


Project Counties: 
Cecil, MD | Harford, MD 


Geographic coordinates (Open Geospatial Consortium Well-Known Tent, NAD83)-: 
MULTIPOLYGON (((-76.1412395 395261442, -76.1096622 39.547731, -76.0973026 39. 5556726, 
-76.0506107 39.5691711, -76.0281231 395760518, -76.0265781 39.5702364, -76.0281231 39. 5698394, 
-76.0473491 39.5618928, -76.0629703 39557135, -76.0722316 39.5546062, -76.0881962 39.5507744, 
-76.1005558 39.5442818, -76.105534 39.5379342. -76.1170353 39.5293286, -76.1381496 39.520318, 
-16.1386646 39.5217746, -76.1412395 39.5261442))) 


Project Type: 
Bridge Construction / Maintenance 


Endangered Species Act Species List (USFWS Endangered Species Program). 
There are no listed species found within the vicinity of your project. 


Critical habitats within your project area: (View all critical habitats within vour project area on one man) 
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FWS National Wildlife Refuges (USFWS National Wildlife Refuges Program). 


There are no refuges found within the vicinity of your project. 


FWS Migratory Birds (USEWS Migratory Bird Program). 


Most species of birds, inclnding eagles and other raptors, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703). Bald eagles and golden eagles receive additional protection under the 


Bald and Golden Facle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668). The Service's Binds of Conservation Concem (2008) report 
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identifies species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional 
conservation actions, are likely to become listed under the Endangered Species Act as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 
et seq.). 


Migratory bird information is not available for your project location. 


NWI Wetlands (USFWS National Wetlands Inventory). 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency that provides information on the extent and 
status of wetlands in the U.S., via the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NW). In addition to impacts to 
wetlands with your immediate project area, wetlands outside of your project area may need to be considered 
in any evaluation of project impacts, due to the hydrologic nature of wetlands (for example, project activities 
may affect local hydrology within, and outside of, your immediate project area). It may be helpful to refer to 
the USFWS National Wetland Inventory website. The designated FWS office can also assist you. Impacts to 
wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes. Project Proponents should discuss the relationship of these 
requirements to their project with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District. 


The following wetlands intersect your project area: 
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United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
PHONE: (410)573-4599 FAX: (410)266-9127 


Consultation Code: OSE2CB00-2016-SLI-0378 December 18, 2015 
Event Code: 0SE2CB00-2016-E-00367 
Project Name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project 


To Whom It May Concern: 


The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of 
your proposed project and/or may be affected\by your proposed project. The species list fulfills 
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered SpeciesyActAct) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


New information based-on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of 
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can 
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed 
list. 


The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and 
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) 
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required 
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and 
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered 
species and/or designated critical habitat. 


A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 


similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12. 


If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, 
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at: 


http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF 


Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species-‘may require 
development of an eagle conservation plan 
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind-energy projects 
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing 
impacts to migratory birds and bats. 


Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications 
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: 
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; 
http://www.towerkill-com; and 
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html. 


We'appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in 
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project 
that you submit to our office. 


Attachment 


Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Preliminary Species list 


Provided by: 
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
(410) 573-4599 


Consultation Code: 05E2CB00-2016-SLI-0378 
Event Code: 05E2CBO00-2016-E-00367 


Project Type: TRANSPORTATION 


Project Name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project J 
Project Description: The project includes replacing the 106-year old bridge,with a new bridge with 
4 tracks. The existing bridge is located at Milepost 60 along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). The 
project would span between approximately-OakAnterlocking, at Milepost 63:5 in the south to Prince 
Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 to the north’ The project is funded by a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration to the Maryland Dept. of Transportation and Amtrak is the owner of the 
railroad corridor and.bridge. 


Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it 
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code 
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by' 
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns. 
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y Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Project Location Map: 
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Project Coordinates:_The coordinates are too numerous to display here. 


Project Counties: Cecil, MD | Harford, MD 
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Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Endangered Species Act Species List 


There are a total of 1 threatened or endangered species on your species list. Species on this list should be considered in 
an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain 
fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species. Critical habitats listed under the 
Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area. See the Critical habitats within your 


project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project. Please contact the designated FWS 
office if you have questions. 


Mammals Status Has Critical Habitat | Condition(s) 


Northern long-eared Bat (Myotis Threatened 


septentrionalis) 
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United States Department of Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Critical habitats that lie within your project area 


There are no critical habitats within your project area. 


http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015 01:58 PM 
4 


United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Chesapeake Bay Field Office 

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
http://www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay 


January 15, 2016 


Mr. Dan Reagle 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

Maryland Transit Administration, Office of Planning 
6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 


RE: “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” northern long-eared bat determination; Susquehanna Rail 
Bridge Project in Cecil and Harford Counties, MD 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your project information from the 
Service’s Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) online system dated December 18, 
2015. The Service has evaluated the potential effects of this project to the threatened northern 
long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis). ‘The comments provided below are in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


This project is within the range of the northern long-eared bat, a federally listed threatened 
species. The northern long-eared bat is a temperate, insectivorous migratory bat that hibernates 
in mines and caves in the winter and summers in wooded areas. Since the forest clearing for this 
proposed project is minimal, and there are no current records of northern long-eared bats in the 
project vicinity, this project as proposed is “not likely to adversely affect” the northern long- 
eared bat, therefore, there are no time of year restrictions on forest clearing. 


Except for occasional transient individuals, no other Federal proposed or listed endangered or 
threatened species under our jurisdiction are known to exist within the project impact area. 
Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. 


We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relevant to threatened and endangered fish 
and wildlife resources. This Endangered Species Act determination does not exempt this project 
from obtaining all permits and approvals that may be required by other State or Federal agencies. 


TAKE PRIDE @e— 2 
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If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact Trevor Clark of my 
Endangered Species staff at (410) 573-4527 or by email at Trevor_Clark@fws.gov. 


Sincerely, 


eS ten 


Genevieve LaRouche 
Supervisor 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation nrifiony Gs Brawn 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Tony Redman 

Integrated Policy Review Unit 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, C-3 
580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Redman: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information conceming state-listed threatened or endangered species and/or any 
unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have any 
questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Nlerens 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


ce: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


M ARYL. AN D Martin O'Malley, Governor 

Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor 
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October 22, 2014 


Harry Romano 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


Subject: Fisheries Information for the Proposed Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 
Expansion Project, in Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Romano: 


The above referenced project has been reviewed to determine fisheries species and aquatic 
resources in the vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed activities include the 
Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project, in Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland. Note that Maryland Department of Natural Resources is actively involved 
in the review and interagency coordination on this project, and that this response is only for the 
fisheries information coordination, and contains no other project analysis or comments. 


Gasheys Creek and Mill Creek (Bush River Basin) and tributaries near the site are classified as 
Use I streams (Water Contact Recreation, and Protection of Aquatic Life). Susquehanna River 
(Lower Susquehanna River Basin) mainstem and tidal tributary reaches near the site are 
classified as Use II streams (with sub-designations within the segment for migratory fish 
spawning and nursery use, shallow water submerged aquatic vegetation, and open water fish and 
shellfish use). 


Yellow perch, white perch, herring species, and shad species have been documented spawning 
near and/or migrating through the project study area. Where the presence of yellow perch has 
been documented along with these other anadromous fish species, generally no instream work is 
permitted in Use I streams during the period of February 15 through June 15, inclusive, during 
any year. Instream work in Use II waters that would suspend sediments in the water column, 
move sediments along the bottom, or create disturbances from sound or pressure waves should 
also not occur during the same period, February 15 through June 15, inclusive, of any year. 


Principio Creek (Elk River Basin) and tributaries near the site are classified as Use III streams 
(Natural Trout Waters). Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use III streams during the 
period of October 1 through April 30, inclusive, during any year. Several very small tributaries 
to the Susquehanna River on the Cecil County side have been documented to support wild trout, 
either consistently, or occasionally. Survey work is ongoing in this region. Two new Use III 
stream designations in this area include Happy Valley Branch and all tributaries above US 222 in 
Cecil County, and an unnamed tributary to Susquehanna River crossing Frenchtown Road in 
Tawes State Office Building — 580 Taylor Avenue — Annapolis, Maryland 21401 


410-260-8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877-620-8DNR — dnr.maryland.gov — TTY Users Call via the Maryland 
Relay 


Cecil County (our attached map does not yet show these two new designations). As the bridge 
study proceeds, we will coordinate further on these small trout tributaries, based on 
determinations of potential impact areas for the project. If small tributaries may be impacted for 
approach work or infrastructure related to the bridge, additional coordination will be necessary 
for evaluating potential trout presence in the tributaries in this vicinity, and for setting Best 
Management Practices including instream work time of year restrictions. 


The site is also near Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) beds in the Susquehanna River; no 
instream work that would suspend sediments in the water column or significantly disturb the 
bottom should occur from April 15 through October 15, inclusive, during any year, within 500 
yards of documented SAV beds. Exact locations of current, recent, and historic SAV beds can 
be further coordinated during the project review. Field work will eventually be required to 
survey and map SAV beds in and near the work area. 


Some of the streams near the site are listed as Tier II High Quality Waters, and may require 
additional restrictions or Best Management Practices. Please refer to the attached map for the 
location of Tier II streams and Use Classifications. 


The smaller streams in the study area support many resident fish species documented by our 
Maryland Biological Stream Survey. MBSS data can be accessed via the MDDNR web page at 
http://www.dnr.state.md.us/map_template/streamhealth/index.html, allowing access to resource 
surveys in neighboring tributaries. 


The Susquehanna River mainstem supports populations of several gamefish species, including 
striped bass, catfish species, walleye, and black bass. These species and other gamefish in the 
area spawn during the spring season referenced above for anadromous fish species, and should 
also be protected by the referenced corresponding instream work restriction period. Fishing 
activities for these species can occur year around. 


Other important fisheries resources in this area include American eel presence, and potential 
presence of sturgeon (shortnose and Atlantic). American eels migrate upstream through this 
region to smaller streams where they grow to adult stages. Some eels may reside within the 
project study area long term. Their spawning runs then take them back through this area as they 
migrate downstream as adults to a specific region of the Atlantic Ocean to spawn. Special 
attention has been given to American eel management in recent years, due to their ecological and 
economic importance, and their declining numbers. The two sturgeon species are protected 
species, and have specific management requirements and efforts by National Marine Fisheries 
Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service, and cooperation with MD DNR. Further 
coordination with these three agencies will be required for these sturgeon species for this project. 


Freshwater mussels are a category of aquatic species with growing focus, management effort, 
and protection methods. Some freshwater mussels are State listed as threatened or endangered. 
Our Wildlife and Heritage Service is the State lead for State listed freshwater mussel species. 
Since new field data is constantly being developed on freshwater mussels, and there is potential 
for these species to be found within the project area, further coordination will be necessary on 


potential mussel presence and Best Management Practices for protection as the project study 
continues. 


As the above information demonstrates, this is a region and area very rich and diverse in 
fisheries and aquatic resources. This letter serves as an overall view for these resources, and MD 
DNR will remain available for further coordination on project and resource specifics as the study 
continues. 


If you have further questions, please contact me at your convenience at 410-260-8331, or 
ereg.golden@maryland.gov 


Sincerely, 
r\ f\ ¥\ 9 | 
/ aor Y | phhor— 
() | 
Greg Golden 


Project Review Division 
Integrated Policy and Review Unit 


cc: Lori Byrne, WHS, DNR 
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Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony Gi. Brow 
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Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Bob Rosenbush 

Maryland Department of Planning 
Clearinghouse and Plan Review Unit 
301 W Preston Street 

Baltimore MD 21201 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Rosenbush: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, which carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures with up to four-track total capacity 
crossing the river. The project may also improve the navigation channel for marine users. A 
project location map is attached for your reference. 


The Project team has initiated conceptual engineering and preliminary environmental studies. 
Agency coordination is ongoing, including plans to present current project efforts at the February 
19, 2014 Interagency Review Meeting (IRM) at the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) Headquarters in Baltimore. A public information session is planned for early spring 
2014. With the Project in the preliminary planning phase, we request that the Clearinghouse 
distribute this letter to member agencies for initial comment. If you require additional 
information, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. Thank you for 
your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


lentes, 


Harry Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is — — 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Mr. Bob Rosenbush 
Page Two 


cc: Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 
Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 
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U.S. Department 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
of Transportation Washington, DC 20590 


Federal Railroad 
Administration 


November 28, 2016 


NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service 
Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 


Attn: Mrs. Kimberly Damon-Randall 


Re: Request for Informal Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Dear Mrs. Kimberly Damon-Randall, 


This letter is to request informal consultation under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for the activities proposed to construct the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project (an earlier, brief letter request was submitted on May 10, 2016). The 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), as part of the project team with Maryland 
Department of Transportation (MDOT) and Amtrak, has determined that the proposed 
activity may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, listed species under jurisdiction 
of the NMFS, as defined in the 1973 Endangered Species Act (ESA). Additionally, we 
have determined the project is not likely to adversely affect critical habitat — existing or 
proposed. We request NMFS concurrence with these determinations. 


The Project Team is transmitting a Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) for 
your review and to initiate informal consultation. Detailed project activities and 
supporting analysis are provided in the referenced electronic copy of the NETR. A 
summary is provided below. 


Proposed Project 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to replace the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. 


FRA and MDOT are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”). FRA is 
funding preliminary engineering and NEPA analysis for the project. The National 
Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing 
conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


Currently, the Proposed Project is not funded for construction. Should the Proposed 
Project receive future federal funding for construction, the intent is that FRA or another 
lead federal agency could rely on the environmental analysis that has been conducted at 
this preliminary engineering stage, i.e., that the future construction project would be 
“NEPA ready.” 


The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). The Preferred Build Alternative 9A would construct two new bridges 
with two tracks each—one along the existing alignment and one along a new western 
alignment. The bridge to the west of the existing alignment would allow speeds of up to 
90 miles per hour (mph). The new bridge along the existing alignment would allow 
speeds of up to 160 mph. The Preferred Alternative would entail the decommissioning 
and removal of the existing bridge as well as the removal of remnant piers from an 
earlier bridge structure slightly downstream. 


The existing bridge is 110 years old, has functionally-obsolete and aging infrastructure, 
speed and capacity constraints, operational inflexibility, maintenance difficulties, and 
presents conflicts with maritime uses. 


Based on the work that needs to be completed prior to the contractor procurement, the 
Proposed Project schedule assumes that contracted construction would commence in 
2019, subject to project funding. The schedule for the Proposed Project would include 
in-water restrictions, and other limitations likely to be required by permits. Anticipated 
stream closure periods prohibit in-stream work from February 15 through June 15 for 
protection of fish spawning or migration in tidal Use II streams and April 1 through 
October 15 within designated SAV areas. With these potential schedule limitations, the 
FRA and MDOT anticipate that construction work for the project could be completed 
over five-years. 


Construction would require in-water work with the potential to re-suspend bottom 
sediment, resulting in minimal, temporary, and localized effects on water quality of the 
Susquehanna River in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. These activities include 
the following: 


Construction of temporary finger piers. Finger piers would be used to connect to access 
roads for optimum movement of equipment, as well as to avoid the need for dredging. 


These temporary piers would remain for the majority of the construction period (3 to 5 
years). Construction of the proposed temporary finger piers would eliminate the need for 
dredging that would otherwise be required for construction barges to access the 
Proposed Project site, and would thereby avoid the more substantial disturbance to river 
sediments that would be caused by dredging. Finger piers would likely be supported by 
up to 180 small (18 to 24 inches) steel pipe piles. Following best management practices 
(BMPs) for pile installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier 
piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to sink into the sediment under their 
own weight before using a vibratory driver to advance the piles to resistance. Piles 
would be impact driven to their final elevation. The project team anticipates duration of 
impact pile driving at less than 5 to 10 minutes per pile. Crews would install an average 
of 6 piles each day. At this rate there would be an average daily duration of 1 hour of 


Vd 


impact pile driving and not likely more than 2 hours per day. To minimize underwater 
noise levels, a wooden cushion block would be used, which would provide 
approximately 11 to 24 dB of noise attenuation. In addition, impact hammering would 
begin with a series of light taps of gradually increasing power, which is an effective 
method to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an opportunity to 
move away from the site of the activity prior to exposure to injurious noise levels 
(FHWA 2003). 


Construction of west and east replacement bridge piers. The new girder approach / arch 
main span bridge would have a total of 37 in-water piers (with a pier diameter of 5.67 


feet for all piers except piers 13 and 14 at 6.67 feet). Eight of the piers, five along the 
Cecil County shoreline and three along the Harford County shoreline, will be encased in 
permanent cofferdams. The remaining piers will be encased in permanent caissons. The 
construction approach used for each pier pairing would depend on the location of the 
pier in relation to water depth. In deeper waters, drilled caissons (concrete-filled steel 
pipe piles) would be used for the pier construction and in shallower waters cofferdams 
would be utilized. Pile drilling results in minimal river bottom disturbance relative to 
other large-diameter pile installation methods. No dredging, sheet pile cells, or 
cofferdams would be required with the exception of the deep-water piers (Piers 3 and 4) 
that would potentially require a cofferdam during construction. 


Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers. There are currently 16 in-water 
piers supporting the existing bridge and 13 remnant piers just downstream of the 
existing bridge that were left in place following demolition of the 1866 Philadelphia, 
Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) bridge. During demolition, the existing 
bridge would be dismantled by removing parts of the superstructure by barge or crane. 
The existing piers would be removed with an excavator and their support piles would 
either be cut two feet below the mud line with a wire saw or demolished by blasting 
inside a temporary cofferdam. Use of turbidity curtains and floating booms during the 
bridge removal activities would minimize the potential for resuspended sediment to 
result in significant adverse impacts to water or sediment quality. 


Description of the Action Area 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along the Chesapeake Bay near the mouth 
of the Susquehanna River, at river Milepost 1. The action area is defined as “all areas to 
be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the immediate 
area involved in the action” (SOCFR§402.02). For this project, an area, 1,000-feet 
upstream and 1,000 feet downstream of the current rail right-of-way, was evaluated for 
potential impacts to forests and wetlands. The project team identified 22 waters of the 
U.S. within this area. The majority of the identified systems included nontidal forested 
wetlands within the floodplain of lower and upper perennial streams that drain to the 
Chesapeake Bay, Susquehanna River, or Furnace Bay. These systems included a few 
emergent/open water wetland stormwater management ponds or drainage swales and a 
forested wetland ditch along the Amtrak railroad tracks, which drain directly to streams 
or forested wetlands along the streams. Two identified forested wetlands and one 
emergent wetland appeared to be hydrologically isolated. Two systems were identified 


as tidal emergent or forested wetlands, one along the Susquehanna River and the other 
along the perimeter of Furnace Bay. Other habitat in the action area is described in detail 
in the NETR. 


The study area for aquatic resources in the Susquehanna River was the larger area of 
Lower Susquehanna River from the head of tide north of Port Deposit to the confluence 
with the Upper Bay, and the Upper Bay down to the Elk River at Turkey Point to 
include the shallow Susquehanna Flats area, where much of the larger grained sediment 
discharged by the Susquehanna River is deposited (see Figure E-6 in the NETR). The 
aquatic resources study area also included the following streams: an unnamed tributary 
to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and Principio Creek. 


NMES Listed Species (and Critical Habitat) in the Action Area 


The shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus), were identified by NMFS as endangered species that may occur within the 
action area. The study area is also an important migration area for diadromous fish 
species such as American shad, alewife, blueback herring, striped bass, hickory shad, 
gizzard shad, and American eel. 


Shortnose sturgeon is a federally and state-listed endangered species found along the 
Atlantic coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers, including the Susquehanna 
(Chesapeake Bay). It is considered "amphidromous" — that is, like anadromous species it 
spawns in freshwater but regularly enters saltwater. Shortnose sturgeon may occur in the 
action area year round, but are most likely to occur there between January and April 
based on previous observations (NOAA 2007). In preparation for spawning, shortnose 
sturgeon in many rivers migrate in the fall to overwintering areas located in the furthest 
upstream areas of rivers and in close proximity to spawning grounds (Crance 1986; 
Kynard et al. 2012 Life History and Behaviour of Sturgeon). Spawning occurs the 
following spring, usually during April and May. The Susquehanna River may contain 
suitable spawning habitat and adult shortnose sturgeon have been documented in the 
river in February, April, and June, consistent with spawning time periods. However, it is 
unknown if adequate spawning or nursery habitat is present below the Conowingo Dam, 
which is the first barrier to upstream passage (NMFS 2014). 


Atlantic sturgeon is a federally listed endangered species that also occurs along the 
Atlantic coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers, including the Susquehanna 
(Chesapeake Bay). On February 6, 2012, certain Distinct Population Segments were 
designated as federally endangered. Atlantic sturgeon from the Chesapeake Bay and 
New York Bight Distinct Population Segment may occur in the action area. Similar to 
the shortnose sturgeon, the Atlantic sturgeon is also typically anadromous, sharing much 
of its range within rivers with the shortnose sturgeon. Although Atlantic sturgeon are 
expected to occur at least intermittently in the action area, and are most likely to occur 
between April and June, they are not found in exceptionally high abundance (USFWS 
2007 Atlantic sturgeon reward program). Atlantic sturgeon may occur in the action area 
year round as juveniles and sub-adults (NOAA 2007). The Chesapeake Bay DPS spawns 
in the James River in Virginia (NMFS 2014). There is not a spawning population in the 
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Susquehanna River due to the presence of the Conowingo Dam (SRAFRC 2010) and 
there is no hard-bottom spawning habitat present within the action area; therefore, 
Atlantic sturgeon eggs, larvae, and early juveniles are not expected to occur in the action 
area. On June 3, 2016, NMFS proposed a rule to designate critical habitat for three listed 
distinct population segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon found in U.S. waters (Gulf of 
Maine, New York Bight, and Chesapeake Bay DPSs) under GARFO jurisdiction (81 FR 
35701). The proposed action occurs within the proposed Susquehanna River area. 


Effects Determination 


The work planned for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is within the known and 
expected range of shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon. Both species are susceptible 
to the anticipated effects (i.e., increased turbidity, habitat modification, and vessel 
interactions). Construction or operation of the replacement bridges would not be 
expected to result in significant changes to water quality or other aquatic habitat 
parameters that would affect aquatic organisms. As described in detail in the attached 
NETR, the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose 
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) or any of the Distinct Population Segments of 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) that may be present in the action area. The 
table contained in this letter summarizes the total potential effects on natural resources 
from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. 


Turbidity and Water Quality 


Bottom disturbance during the construction of the in-water elements would have the 
potential to result in temporary sediment resuspension, and in turn, increased turbidity. 
However, any such effects would be highly localized and temporary, and would be 
expected to dissipate quickly, such that no significant or long-lasting changes in 
turbidity or other water quality parameters would occur. As the total suspended solids 
(TSS) will not reach levels that are toxic to benthic communities, the proposed action is 
extremely unlikely to result in reductions in the quality or quantity of sturgeon prey 
currently available. TSS is most likely to affect sturgeon if a plume creates a barrier in 
the waterway, and/or triggers an alteration of normal behaviors. However, because of 
turbidity curtains, sturgeon will not be exposed to elevated levels of resuspended 
sediment. Based on this, and the best available information, we conclude that when 
added to the baseline conditions, the effects of suspended sediment will be too small to 
be meaningfully measured or detected, and are therefore insignificant. The project will 
have no effect on salinity. No impacts to dissolved oxygen or temperature are 
anticipated. 


Habitat Modification 


The action area consists of soft substrate that may support benthic prey organisms. 
Sturgeon could opportunistically forage in the action area based on current conditions. 
The only activities that will impact soft substrate are pile installation. The estimated 
acreage of habitat loss due to the pile footprints of the bridge piers is <0.1 acres. The 
area of permanent habitat loss is therefore equivalent to <0.1% of the available soft- 
sediment benthic habitat in the action area and an even smaller percentage of the total 
soft-sediment benthic habitat in the Susquehanna River. Given the small size of the 
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bridge piers and the extremely small loss of soft-bottom benthic habitat, effects of 
habitat modification will be too small to be meaningfully measured or detected, and are 
therefore insignificant. 


The proposed action will not affect the habitat in a way that impedes the movements of 
spawning adults or juveniles; this is because it will not alter the depth of the action area 
in a way that makes the area inaccessible or will result in the placement of physical 
barriers to passage. While the project will result in additional structures in the water, 
neither the existing bridge piers, nor the replacement piers to be constructed, are likely 
to impede the movements of juvenile or adult sturgeon, as fish monitored with acoustic 
tags in the action area were unaffected and the new piers are designed to minimize 
surface area. 


Acoustic Impacts 


The installation and removal of steel piles using impact and vibratory hammers will 
produce sound pressure waves and therefore may affect aquatic species, including 
sturgeon. Underwater sound pressure waves can injure or kill fish (Reyff 2003; Abbott 
and Bing-Sawyer 2002; Longmuir and Lively 2001; Stephenson et al. 2010; Stotz and 
Colby 2001). Effects to fish can range from temporary startle resulting in avoidance of 
an area to death due to injury of internal organs, such as swim bladders. The type of 
hammer (i.e., vibratory hammer vs. impact hammer), size of the organism (smaller 
individuals are more susceptible to effects), and distance from the sound source (1.8... 
sound dissipates over distance, so noise levels are greater closer to the source) all 
contribute to the likelihood of effects to the individual. 


During unattenuated impact pile driving of steel pipe piles for temporary finger piers, 
underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of physiological injury to fish 
(i.e., 206 dB re: 1pPa SPLpeak) would extend up to 50 feet from the pile’. The use of a 
wooden cushion block during impact pile driving would provide approximately 11 to 26 
dB of noise attenuation, which would reduce the extent of the ensonified (sound-filled) 
area to within less than 33 feet of the pile. Given the small extent of the 206 dB SPLpcak 
noise isopleth, injurious effects to sturgeon in the action area are extremely unlikely and 
therefore discountable. The potential impacts of underwater noise would be further 
minimized if the impact pile driving was conducted between July and December, when 
sturgeon are less likely to occur in the action area. 


Underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of behavioral effects to fish 
(i.e., 150 dB re: 1pPa SPLims) would extend across the river during unattenuated impact 
pile driving of piles and approximately 1,800 feet (i.e., 50% of the river width within the 
action area) if a wooden cushion block was used to attenuate noise levels. These noise 
levels would only occur over a period of 1 to 2 hours per day. If an average of 6 piles 
were driven per day and 3 days of impact pile driving occurred each week, then impact 
pile driving would be completed within 2.5 months. The most likely response of 
sturgeon to the underwater sound produced during pile driving for the finger piers would 


' Noise isopleth estimates were made using the GARFO Acoustics Tool for analyzing 
the effects of pile driving on ESA-listed species in the Greater Atlantic Region. 
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Potential Effects on Natural Resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Resource Type Resource Category aes naa 
a 


Wetlands (acres) 


Relatively Permanent Waterways | 3,190 2,943 
(acres) Nontidal 172 


Forest Resources 2.08 


(acres) 
6.4 6. 
0.37 0.37 


0.23 


Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area (acres) 


k 


Permanent Impacts 


Susquehanna Riverbed 
/ Aquatic Biota (acres) 


Construction (Temporary 
Impacts, including finger piers) 


Permanent Impacts from bridge 
piers and construction (e.g., 
includes temporary finger pier 
and cofferdam impacts owing to 
length of construction) 


Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation - SAV 
(acres) 


Critical Habitat 


A proposed rule regarding the designation of critical habitat for the Chesapeake Bay 
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of the Atlantic sturgeon was published in the 
Federal Register on June 3, 2016. The proposed critical habitat includes the entirety of 
the action area. Once critical habitat is proposed, the requirement to conference is in 
place. Conference is required when a proposed action is likely to result in the destruction 
or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat. We have determined that 
conference is not necessary; here, we consider the impacts of the proposed action on 
critical habitat proposed for designation for the Chesapeake Bay DPS. 


The critical habitat designation is for habitats that support successful Atlantic sturgeon 
reproduction and recruitment. In order to determine if the project may affect critical 
habitat, we consider whether it would impact the habitat in a way that would affect its 
ability to support reproduction and recruitment. Specifically, we consider the effects of 
the project on the physical and biological features of the proposed critical habitat. The 
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be temporary avoidance of the area (AKRF and Popper 2012a,b). Behavioral avoidance 
by sturgeon would be temporary and limited to 1 to 2 hours during impact pile driving 
on any given day. Because the extent of the 150 dB SPLms isopleth is greater than the 
extent of the 187 dB re: 1pPa”*s cSEL isopleth (i.e., the potential onset of physiological 
injury due to prolonged sound exposure), sturgeon would avoid the ensonified area and 
would not likely be exposed to noise levels exceeding the 187 dB cSEL threshold. 


Should sturgeon move into the action area where the 150 dBRMS isopleth extends, as 
described above, it is reasonable to assume that a sturgeon, upon detecting underwater 
noise levels of 150 dBRMS, will modify its behavior such that it redirects its course of 
movement away from the ensonified area and therefore, away from the project site. If 
any movements away from the ensonified area do occur, it is extremely unlikely that 
these movements will affect essential sturgeon behaviors (e.g., spawning, foraging, 
resting, and migration), as the area is not a spawning or overwintering area, and the 
Susquehanna River is sufficiently large enough to allow sturgeon to avoid the ensonified 
area while continuing to forage and migrate. Given the small distance a sturgeon would 
need to move to avoid the disturbance levels of noise, any effects will not be able to be 
meaningfully measured or detected. Therefore, the effects of noise on sturgeon are 
insignificant. 


Increased Vessel Traffic 


The proposed project may result in a temporary increase in vessel traffic in the action 
area; however, at this time, the exact number of project vessels operating within the 
action area at any given time and the precise number of operating hours for those vessels 
are not known. At a minimum, the project will utilize work barges, delivery barges, and 
crew vessels (with personnel lifts). The drafts of these vessels are not likely to exceed 6 
to 8 feet in most cases. Water depths within most of the action area range from 20 to 50 
feet at mean lower low water. Therefore, the vessel clearance above the river bottom 
would be at least 12 feet. The factors relevant to determining the risk to listed species 
from vessel strikes vary, but may be related to the size and speed of the vessels, 
navigational clearance (i.e., depth of water and draft of the vessel) in the area where the 
vessel is operating, and the behavior of fish in the area (foraging, migrating, etc.). 
Because both Atlantic and shortnose sturgeons are demersal (bottom-dwelling) species 
and spend the majority of the time within a few feet of the bottom while foraging and 
below 15 feet from the water’s surface for Atlantic sturgeon (Balazik et al. 2012), vessel 
interaction with sturgeon is extremely unlikely and, therefore, discountable. 


essential features identified in the proposed rule are: 


e suitable hard bottom substrate (e.g., rock, cobble, gravel, limestone, boulder, 
etc.) in low salinity waters (i.e., 0.0-0.5 parts per thousand range) for settlement 
of fertilized eggs, refuge, growth, and development of early life stages; 

e transitional salinity zones of 0.5-30 parts per thousand inclusive of waters with a 
gradual downstream gradient and soft substrate (e.g., sand, mud) downstream of 
spawning sites for juvenile foraging and physiological development; 

e water depth of up to 27 meters absent physical barriers to passage (e.g., locks, 
dams, reservoirs, gear, etc.) between the river mouth and spawning sites for 
unimpeded movements of spawning adults as well as seasonal and physiological- 
dependent movement of juvenile Atlantic sturgeon to appropriate salinity zones 
within the river estuary, and; 

e water with the temperature, salinity, and oxygen values that, combined, provide 
for dissolved oxygen values that support successful reproduction and recruitment 
(e.g., 6 mg/L for juvenile rearing habitat) and are within the temperature range 
that supports the habitat function (e.g., 13 to 26° C for spawning habitat and no 
more than 30° C for juvenile rearing habitat). 


The first feature (hard bottom habitat with salinity less than 0.05 ppt) is not present in 
the action area. 


The remaining three features are present in the action area. The only activity remaining 
as part of the proposed action that will impact soft substrate is pile installation. The 
estimated acreage of habitat loss due to the pile footprints of the bridge piers is <0.1 
acres. The area of permanent habitat loss therefore is equivalent to <0.1% of the 
available soft-sediment benthic habitat in the action area and an even smaller percentage 
of the total soft-sediment benthic habitat in the Susquehanna River. Given the small size 
of the bridge piers and the extremely small loss of soft-bottom benthic habitat, effects 
will be insignificant. 


The proposed action will not affect the habitat in a way that impedes the movements of 
spawning adults or juveniles; this is because it will not alter the depth of the action area 
in a way that makes the area inaccessible or result in the placement of physical barriers 
to passage. While the project will result in additional structures in the water, neither the 
existing bridge piers, nor the replacement piers to be constructed, would impede the 
movements of juvenile or adult sturgeon, as fish monitored with acoustic tags in the 
action area were unaffected and the new piers are designed to minimize surface area. 


The project will have no effect on salinity. No impacts to dissolved oxygen or 
temperature are anticipated. Effects to water quality are extremely unlikely to occur and 
are, therefore, discountable. 


In sum, it is not expected that the temporary loss of a minimal amount of soft substrate 
that could be used for juvenile foraging would result in a direct or indirect alteration of 


the proposed critical habitat that appreciably diminishes the value of the critical habitat 
for the conservation of Atlantic sturgeon. Therefore, we do not anticipate the destruction 
or adverse modification of the proposed critical habitat and conference with NMFS is 
not necessary. 


Conclusion 


Overall, we have determined that the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project may affect, 
but is not likely to adversely affect, any listed species, or pending critical habitat, under 
NMFS’ jurisdiction. We request your concurrence with our determinations for these 
species, and hereby request informal consultation under Section 7 of the ESA. Please 
contact me, FRA Environmental Protection Specialist, at (202) 493-0844 or by email at 
Brandon. Bratcher@dot.gov. 


Thank you for your assistance with this project. 


Sincerely, 


nL. Bratcher 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

West Building, Mail Stop 20 
Washington, DC 20590 

(202) 493-0844 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


I. ENVIRONMENTAL OVERVIEW AND IMPACT ASSESSMENT 


The following report has been developed to assess the potential effects on natural resources from the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project (Proposed Project). The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), project sponsor, is 
proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland 
and the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). The U.S. Secretary of Transportation selected the MDOT for an award of $22 million through a 
cooperative agreement between the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT for the preliminary engineering 
and National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) phases of the Proposed Project. The FRA is the lead federal 
agency and the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual 
and preliminary engineering designs and is acting in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located at Milepost 60 along the NEC. The Proposed Project would span 
approximately six miles, between the “Oak” Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 south of the City of Havre de Grace and the 
“Prince” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville. The 110-year-old bridge is a critical link along one 
of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) designated high-speed rail corridors. The NEC is the busiest 
passenger rail line in the United States. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional Commuter (MARC), 
and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. 


This document evaluates the potential effects on natural resources from Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Both 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would construct: 


e anew two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to the west of the existing 
bridge, and 

e asecond new two-track bridge along the existing alignment. 
The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up to 150 mph for 
Alternative 9B. The bridge to the west of the existing bridge would be constructed first, including the river spans, 
approach structures, railroad systems, and embankment. The use of conventional ballasted track is anticipated for the 
fixed bridge portion of the Proposed Project. Under normal operations, this bridge would be used primarily by MARC 
commuter rail and NS freight rail service. 


Once the new bridge to the west is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of service, demolished, and 
replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the center of the right-of-way of the existing bridge 
alignment. This bridge would reduce the curve in Havre de Grace and allow for either 160 mph speeds for Alternative 9A 
or 150 mph speeds for Alternative 9B. Due to the flat curvature of Alternative 9A, it would require additional property 
acquisition outside of the current Amtrak-owned right-of-way (ROW). Since the west bridge will be built first, freight, 
MARC and Amtrak operations will be maintained throughout construction of both bridges. The south wye track 
(connecting the NS Port Road to the NEC in Perryville) would be realigned to accommodate the revised configuration of 
Perry Interlocking. It is assumed that a new undergrade bridge over Broad Street would be required to support the 
realignment of the south wye track. Although Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B are based on a four-track scenario, they 
could accommodate a three-track scenario with an option of a future fourth-track expansion. 


Separate from alignment Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, the Project Team evaluated four bridge type alternatives: 
girder approach / arch main span bridge design; delta frame approach / arch main span bridge design; truss approach / 
truss main span bridge design; and the girder approach / truss main span bridge design. Additional information regarding 
the evaluated bridge types can be found in Appendix A-2, Bridge Design Selection. All impact analyses and assessments 
included in this document are based on the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. 
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A. TOPOGRAPHY, GEOLOGY, AND SOILS 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 


Maryland Department __of Environment Erosion _and_ Sediment Control Regulations _(COMAR 26.17.02) 
Maryland’s Erosion Control Law and regulations specify the general provisions for program implementation; procedures 


for delegation of enforcement authority; requirements for erosion and sediment control ordinances; exemptions from plan 
approval requirements; requirements for training and certification programs; criteria for plan submittal, review, and 
approval; and procedures for inspection and enforcement. The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) has 
established minimum criteria for effective erosion and sediment control practices. The 2011 Standards and Specifications 
for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control serve as the official guide for erosion and sediment control principles, 
methodology, and practices (MDE 2014). 


Farmland Policy Protection Act (FPPA) of 1981 
The Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA) of 1981, 7 U.S.C. 4201, was enacted to minimize the loss of prime farmland 


and unique farmlands from Federal actions that convert these lands to nonagricultural land uses. Actions that result in the 
conversion of prime or unique farmland not already committed to urban development or water storage are reviewed for 
compliance with the FPPA. Compliance is coordinated with the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). 


Methodology 


Maps published by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and the Maryland Geological Survey (MGS) were used 
to obtain information on the topography and geology of the study area. Information on soil types within the study area was 
obtained from the USDA NRCS in the form of County Online Soil Surveys. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
a. Topography 


The topography at the study area ranges from less than 20 feet above sea level to over 100 feet. The topography in the 
Atlantic Coastal Plain physiographic province (south of the study area) is fairly flat. The topography in the Piedmont 
physiographic province is generally rolling hills, rising to over 400 feet north of the study area. 


b. Geology 


The Maryland Geologic Survey defines a physiographic province as a geographic area in which the geology (including 
lithology and structure) and climate history have resulted in landforms that are distinctly different from adjacent areas. 
Harford and Cecil Counties lie within the Fall Line separating two physiographic provinces, the Piedmont and the Atlantic 
Coastal Plain. The Atlantic Coastal Plain Province is underlain by a wedge of unconsolidated sediments including gravel, 
sand, silt, and clay whereas the Piedmont is composed of hard, crystalline igneous and metamorphic rocks. The study area 
is primarily located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain, with a small portion located within the Piedmont Province. 


The study area contains two Quaternary-age deposits, the Coastal Plain deposits and upland deposits. The Coastal Plain 
deposits are fluvial and are characterized by thin (less than 98 feet thick) sequences of sand, gravel, and silty clay that 
overlies Piedmont bedrock or upper Coastal Plain marine deposits. 


According to the Geological Survey of Maryland (1968), the majority of sediments associated with Coastal Plain deposits 
present in the study area are lowland (QI) composed of gravel, sand, silt, and clay (Figure E-1). Medium- to coarse- 
grained sand and gravel up to boulder size are common near the base of the deposits. The thickness ranges from 0 to 150 
feet. These deposits have been classified by others as the Talbot and Kent Island Formations. 
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Figure E-1 
Study Area Geology Map 
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The second Quaternary deposits are the Upland Deposits (Qtu). The Upland Deposits contain gravel and sand, which is 
commonly orange-brown and locally limonite-cemented. The Upland Deposits contain minor silt and red, white, or gray 
clay. There is a lower gravel member and an upper loam member with varying thickness of 0 to 50 feet. 


There are four small portions of the study area that contain rocks from the Piedmont Province. Most of the bedrock 
deposits are composed of Port Deposit Gneiss (Pzpd). The Port Deposit Gneiss is a moderately to strongly deformed 
intrusive complex composed of gneissic biotite quartz diorite, hornblende-biotite quartz diorite, and biotite granodiorite. 
All these rocks are foliated and some are strongly sheared. There is one small area composed of metamorphosed gabbro 
and amphibolite deposits (mgb).There is a ready source of sand and gravel at the Havre de Grace Quarry (Vulcan Havre 
de Grace Quarry) located approximately 7,800 feet northwest of the bridge. 


c. Soils 


According to the USDA Web Soil Survey, there are 31 soil series and 47 mapping units within the study area. A table 
listing the characteristics of the most significant percentages of mapped soil types is shown below (Table E-1) and 
illustrated on Figure E-2. 


The Drainage Class identifies the natural drainage conditions of the soil (e.g., very poorly drained, poorly drained). Study 
area soils range from poorly drained (Leonardtown silt loam and Othello silt loam) to well drained soils (Elsinboro loam, 
Matapeake silt loam, Nassawango silt loam and Sassafras and Croom). Hydric classification indicates if a soil type meets 
the hydric criteria which USDA defines as soil formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough 
during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part. This definition includes soils that developed 
under anaerobic conditions in the upper part but no longer experience these conditions due to hydrologic alteration such as 
those hydric soils that have been artificially drained or protected (e.g., ditches or levees). Two soil mapping units in the 
study area, Elsinboro loam and Matapeake silt loam, are considered not hydric; the majority of other soils units have some 
degree of hydric classification. 


Table E-1 
Soil Characteristics 


Map Description Drainage Class Hydric Farmland Erosion Class 
Unit P (Dominant) Classification Classification 


: Somewhat poorly . . Statewide : : 
AgA Aquasco silt loam Aa Partially hydric ieaporenee Not highly erodible 
Sacig Moderately well ; ‘ Prime ‘ : 
BeA Beltsville silt loam aeancd Partially hydric pias Not highly erodible 
; : : Prime Not highly erodible - 
EsA Elsinboro loam Well drained Not hydric fsrmiland potentially highly 
Lr Leonardtown silt loam Poorly drained All hydric Not prime Not highly erodible 
MkB Matapeake silt loam Well drained Not hydric Sue wice Not highly erodible 
importance 
: Moderately well : : Prime : : 
MIA Mattapex silt loam rained Partially hydric fa and Not highly erodible 
; : : ; Prime . ; 
NsA Nassawango silt loam Well drained Partially hydric paraiaa Not highly erodible 
Ot Othello silt loam Poorly drained All hydric See wite Not highly erodible 
importance 
Sassafras and Croom soils, ; ; . : . ; 
SME (15 -25% slopes) Well drained Partially hydric Not prime Highly erodible 
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Figure E-2 
Study Area Soils Map 
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The Erosion Class indicates the erodibility of a soil type. Only two soils that are classified as highly erodible are located 
within the study area: Sassafras and Croom soils (Cecil County) and Elsinboro loam (Harford County). 


The majority of soil types in the Cecil County portion of the study area are Urban soil. Urban soils are mapped in areas 
where either the native soil has been removed or covered with fill. The urban map unit consists of land that has been so 
altered or disturbed by urban works and structure that classifying the soil is no longer feasible. 


d. Prime Farmland Soils/Soils of Statewide Importance 


Prime Farmland Soils are defined by NRCS as “having the soil quality, growing season and moisture supply needed to 
economically produce sustained high yields of crops” (NRCS 2010). Soils of Statewide Importance are defined by NRCS 
as “having early Prime Farmland quality and that economically produce high yields of crops when treated and managed 
according to acceptable Methodology” (NRCS 2011). Figure E-2 illustrates Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide 
Importance within the study area. However, as shown in the figure, most of this land is part of the existing railroad ROW, 
and therefore is not used for agriculture. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


No effects to topography or geology in the study area are anticipated with the No Action Alternative. Changes to soils, 
erosion and sedimentation may change due to siltation and other natural processes. The No Action Alternative is used as a 
baseline scenario against which potential impacts of the Proposed Project will be measured. 


4, POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


Minimal impacts and/or changes to topography and geology are anticipated in the study area and the anticipated changes 
are similar for both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Local topography would be altered by excavation and grading that 
would be required for bridge and rail approach construction. The majority of the slopes within the vicinity of the Build 
Alternatives are classified as 0 to 15 percent slopes. Highly erodible soils and/or steep slopes associated with the 
Sassafrass and Croom Soils in Cecil County or Elsinboro loam in Harford County would not be impacted by either of the 
Build Alternatives. 


Both Build Alternatives would impact soils through earthmoving and soil storage and through potential erosion and 
subsequent sedimentation during the construction phase. Removal of existing vegetation, primarily at the termini of both 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, would result in increased exposure of soils to weather and runoff potential. Sites 
where surface water currently causes erosion, particularly along the Susquehanna River shorelines, would have a greater 
potential for erosion and sedimentation. 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would impact Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance (Table E- 
2). However, as previously noted, the majority of these soil types are located within the existing ROW. Impacts to Prime 
Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance are not subject to FPPA coordination when the land is “is within or 
committed to urban development or water storage, or land that occurs in an existing ROW purchased on or before August 
4, 1984.” Therefore, impacts were quantified to soils outside of ROW and designated as Prime Farmland and/or Soils of 
Statewide Importance. Alternative 9A would have a larger impact to Prime Farmland (1.37 acres) and Soils of Statewide 
Importance (0.62 acre). Alternative 9B would impact a smaller amount of Prime Farmland and Soils of Statewide 
Importance (0.18 acre and 0.04 acre, respectively). However, on February 8, 2016, the NRCS determined that the 
Proposed Project is not subject to the provisions of the Policy Act and therefore exempt. No further coordination is 
required. 


Please refer to Attachment A for the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form (NRCS-CPA-106) for corridor type 
projects submitted to NRCS, pursuant to FPPA. 
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Table E-2 
Effects to Prime Farmland Soils & Soils of Statewide Importance 
Prime Farmland Soils of Statewide 
Soils (Acres) Importance (Acres) 
Alternative 9A__| Alternative 9B | Alternative 9A_| Alternative 9B 
Harford County 1.37 0.18 0.58 0 
Cecil County 0 0 0.04 0.04 
Total 1.37 0.18 0.62 0.04 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


For both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, several methods could be implemented to decrease erosion effects, including 
structural, vegetative and operational methods during construction. These control measures may include: 


e seeding, sodding, and stabilizing slopes as soon as possible to minimize the exposed area during construction, 

e stabilizing ditches at the tops of cuts and at the bottoms of fill slopes before excavation and formation of 
embankments, 

e using sediment traps, silt fences, slope drains, water holding areas and other control measures, and 

e using diversion dikes, mulches, netting, energy dissipaters, and other physical erosion controls on slopes where 
vegetation cannot be supported. 


A grading plan and erosion and sediment (E&S) control plan will be prepared and implemented in accordance with MDE 
regulations (see Sections D and H). The grading and E&S control plans will minimize the potential for impacts to water 
quality from erosion and sedimentation that would occur before, during, and after construction. Furthermore, temporary 
and permanent controls will be reviewed and approved by MDE prior to initiation of construction. Additionally, the 
Proposed Project must obtain a Notice of Intent under the 2014 National Pollution Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) General Permit for Stormwater Associated with Construction Activity designed to control pollution runoff, 
including sediment, during construction. 


B. FLOODPLAINS AND WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 
Executive Order 11988 


Several federal regulations govern the act of fill and construction in floodplains to ensure that proper consideration is 
given to the avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of adverse floodplain effects. These regulations include Executive 
Order 11988, U.S. Department of Transportation Order 5650.2, entitled the “Floodplain Management and Protection” and 
the National Flood Insurance Act of 1968. MDE is responsible for coordination of all state floodplain programs, and 
floodplains are also governed by local Flood Insurance Programs administered by localities and supervised by the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 


Executive Order 13690 on “Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and _a Process for Further 
Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input” 


On January 30, 2015, Executive Order 13690 “Establishing a Federal Flood Risk Management Standard and a Process for 
Further Soliciting and Considering Stakeholder Input” was issued. The new Executive Order amends the existing 
Executive Order 11988 on Floodplain Management and adopts a higher flood standard for future federal investments in 
projects affecting floodplains, which will be required to meet the level of resilience established in the Federal Flood Risk 
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Management Standard. According to FEMA, the Standard establishes the flood level to which new and rebuilt federally 
funded structures or facilities must be resilient. Agencies will be given the flexibility to select one of three approaches for 
establishing the flood elevation and hazard area they use in siting, design, and construction: 


e Utilizing best available, actionable data and methods that integrate current and future changes in flooding based 
on climate science; 

e Two or three feet of elevation, depending on the criticality of the building, above the 100-year, or 1%-annual- 
chance, flood elevation; or 

e 500-year, or 0.2%-annual-chance, flood elevation. 


National Flood Insurance Program 


All Maryland counties and 92 municipalities participate in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). Local 
governments must adopt ordinances to manage development within 100-year floodplains to prevent increased flooding 
and minimize future flood damage. NFIP requires counties and towns to issue permits for all development in the 100-year 
floodplain. Development is broadly defined to include any man-made change to land, including grading, filling, dredging, 
extraction, storage, subdivision of land, and the construction or improvement of structures. If state and federal permits are 
required, development may not begin until all necessary permits are issued. Proposed development must not increase 
flooding or create a dangerous situation during flooding, especially on another person's property. If a structure is involved, 
it must be constructed to minimize damage during flooding. 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Maryland Wetlands Regulations 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act authorizes the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) to issue permits regulating 
the discharge of dredged or fill material into the Waters of the United States (WUS), including wetlands. Discharges 
require a permit from USACE based on regulatory guidelines developed in conjunction with the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA), and will only be permitted if: the project avoided impacts to wetlands and waterways, where 
practicable; minimized potential impacts, and mitigated any remaining unavoidable impacts. Additionally, the state of 
Maryland regulates nontidal wetland resources via the Maryland Non-tidal Wetlands Protection Act and tidal wetlands via 
the Tidal Wetlands Act. Impacts to WUS, including wetlands, deemed unavoidable will also require nontidal wetland 
permits issued by MDE and a tidal wetland license issued by the Board of Public Works under these Acts. 


Methodology 


Floodplains were identified within the study area using Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRM) produced by FEMA. Two 
sets of floodplain maps were available for Harford County, the effective FEMA floodplain and a preliminary FEMA 
floodplain that provides proposed updates to the current effective floodplain maps. Both have been included in this 
technical report. Acreages of the 100-year and 500-year floodplain within the corridor were calculated using a geographic 
information system (GIS) overlay of the FIRM map limits. 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and the Maryland Department of 
Natural Resources (DNR) Wetlands Inventory GIS layers were initially used to investigate the potential presence of 
wetlands within the study area. Where the DNR wetlands and NWI wetlands overlapped, the combined outer limits of 
each layer were used to create the wetland polygon. NRCS hydric soil layer was also used to note the potential location of 
wetlands within the study area. Estimated wetland limits within the study area were drawn using a combination of an 
inventory level field assessment in April 2014 and August 2014, agency field review in March 2015, mapped wetlands, 
and hydric soils limits. In October 2015, a wetland delineation was conducted within the proposed limits of disturbance 
for the alternatives retained for detailed study (Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B). Wetlands were identified in 
accordance with the Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Atlantic and Gulf 
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Coastal Plain Region, Version 2.0 (USACE 2010). This approach requires interpretation of indicators representing 
wetland hydrology, vegetation, and soils. Soils were sampled using three-inch diameter Dutch augers, and Munsell Color 
charts were used to characterize soil color (Munsell 1975). Wetland Determination Data Forms (USACE 2010) were 
completed during the field work in order to describe wetland characteristics and provide a rationale for delineation of the 
wetland boundary. Copies of each of the field marked datasheets are included in Attachment C. The wetland delineation 
was conducted within the existing Amtrak ROW and in areas except where the proposed alternatives extend beyond the 
existing ROW. All identified wetlands and waterways were flagged with pink wetland delineation tape and surveyed 
using a Trimble Global Positioning System (GPS). Stream resources within the 1,000-foot study area were identified 
using the National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) from USGS, Harford and Cecil County hydrology GIS layers, and FEMA 
FIRMs. Classification of these streams was based upon the 2014 inventory level field assessment and the 2015 wetland 
and waters delineation. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
a. Floodplains 


Floodplains have been mapped within the study area along the Susquehanna River, an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, 
an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and 
Principio Creek. According to the effective FEMA floodplain maps, approximately 320 acres of FEMA designated 100- 
year floodplains occur within the 1,560-acre study area. This includes approximately 160 acres within the Susquehanna 
River. For Harford County, the total amount of effective 100-year floodplain within the study area is 220 acres. For Cecil 
County, the total amount of effective 100-year floodplain within the study area is 100 acres. The total effective 500-year 
floodplain within the study area is approximately 345 acres, including 222 acres in Harford County and 123 acres in Cecil 
County. According to the preliminary FEMA floodplain maps for Harford County, the 100-year floodplain area in 
Harford County would be reduced to 203 acres and the 500-year floodplain area reduced to 209 acres if this mapping is 
finalized in its current form. 


The preliminary FEMA floodplain mapping indicates that within the study area, two of these waterways, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run and Lily Run, also have a regulated floodway within the overall floodplain. A floodway is “the 
channel of a...watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must be reserved in order to discharge the base flood without 
cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a designated height.” These floodways were designated 
through detailed hydrologic studies conducted by FEMA and are regulated by FEMA, MDE, and localities through the 
permitting process to ensure that development in the floodplain does not raise the base elevation of a designated floodway 
by more than a maximum of 1 foot or a smaller increment as determined by MDE. 


Floodplains along the Susquehanna River primarily consist of waterfront commercial properties, parkland and other 
developed properties. Floodplains within the Harford County portion of the study area are dominated by urban 
development with some isolated open space. Within the Cecil County portion of the study area, Mill Creek and Principio 
Creek floodplains largely consist of forest cover. 


According to FEMA, the majority of the study area is outside the 100- and 500-year floodplain. The 100- and 500-year 
FEMA designated floodplains located within the study area are illustrated on Figure E-3. 


b. Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. 


Across the entire study area, 22 waters of the U.S., including wetlands, were identified. The majority of the identified 
systems included nontidal forested wetlands within the floodplain of lower and upper perennial streams that drain to the 
Chesapeake Bay, Susquehanna River, or Furnace Bay. These systems included a few emergent/open water wetland 
stormwater management (SWM) ponds or drainage swales and a forested wetland ditch along the Amtrak railroad tracks, 
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which drain directly to streams or forested wetlands along the streams. Two identified forested wetlands and one emergent 
wetland appeared to be hydrologically isolated. Two systems were identified as tidal emergent or forested wetlands, one 
along the Susquehanna River and the other along the perimeter of Furnace Bay. Table E-3 provides a brief summary of 
the type and size of each wetland system identified within the Proposed Project study area. 


Wetlands are important natural resources, providing numerous values and functions to society, including fish and wildlife 
habitat, flood protection, erosion control and water quality preservation (MDE 2007). Since most of the wetlands in the 
study area are near the headwaters of their small watersheds and abut or lie adjacent to tributaries to the Susquehanna 
River, they are likely important in providing flood protection, production export, and water quality functions. Production 
Export is a wetland function that evaluates how effective a wetland is at producing food or other useful products for 
humans or other living organisms. This can include timber for wood products or decomposed organics that provide food 
for aquatic organisms. Water quality functions include short and long-term trapping of nutrients, sediments, and pollutant- 
laden water before it enters the tributaries and the Susquehanna River. Additionally, these wetlands would be expected to 
provide habitat for wildlife. The estuarine system in the eastern portion of the study area also likely provides flood 
protection to upland areas from tidal surges. The following is a brief description of wetlands and waters of the U.S., 
separated by county. 


Harford County 


In Harford County, twelve (12) potential nontidal wetlands were identified within the study area (Figure E-4). These 
include natural palustrine forested (PFO)/scrub shrub (PSS)/emergent (PEM) wetlands and manmade palustrine 
emergent/open water (POW and PUBH) wetlands. Eight (8) nontidal intermittent or perennial streams and one tidal river 
also cross the Amtrak ROW within Harford County, including: 


e anunnamed tributary to Swan Creek; 

e two unnamed tributaries to Gashey’s Creek; 

e Gashey’s Creek mainstem; 

e three unnamed tributaries to Lily Run; 

e = Lily Run; and 

e the mainstem of the Susquehanna River (tidal). 
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Table E-3 
Mapped and Delineated Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 

SDLORAt Approximate 
System Waters of the U.S. Classification’ wenland eu hence of Stream 

Number Type Wetland : 
(Linear Feet) 
(Acre) 
HARFORD COUNTY 
PFO1A/PFO1C/PSS1A : 53.7 - 

1 . ; Nontidal 
R2UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek) - 2,800 

5) PEM1/POWHx Noaidal 0.2 - 
R2UB1(Two unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek) - 2,500 
PFO1A/C 7.8 - 

3 R3UB1 (Gashey’s Creek) Nontidal - 2,275 
R2UB3 (Unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek) - 2,297 

4 PEM1/POWHx Nontidal 1.0 - 
PFO1C 4 5.4 - 

2 R2UB1/2 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) Noe : 1,953 
PFO1A/C 4.9 - 
PEM1C 0.2 - 

6 PUBHx Nontidal 0.6 - 
R3UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) - 2,659 
R4SB3/5 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) - 4,546 

7 PFO1A Nontidal 1.1 - 

8 PFO1A/PUBHx Nontidal 3.3 - 

14 Susquehanna River (R1IUBV/R1IOWV) Tidal - 2,000 
PEM1C : 0.05 - 

es R2UB1/2 (Lily Run) Noutidal : 2,893 

18 PEM1C Nontidal 0.04 - 
PFO1C 0.2 - 
PEM1C ; 0.1 - 

i R4SB3/4 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) Nontial : 725 
R2UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) - 228 

20 PFO1C Nontidal 0.9 - 
21 R4SB3 Nontidal - 4,197 
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Table E-3 (cont’d) 
Mapped and Delineated Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. 


SDDLORAt Approximate 
System Waters of the U.S. Classification’ Wetland RU Length of Stream 
Number Type Wetland : 
(Acre) (Linear Feet) 
CECIL COUNTY 
PFOIR 0.9 - 

9 PEM1N Tidal 0.4 - 
PEM1/5N 0.8 - 
Ephemeral Nontidal - 128 
PFOIE : 0.9 - 

w R3UB1 (Mill Creek) Nope : 2,495 
PFOIS 2.5 - 

11 E2SS1P6 Tidal 2.3 - 
E2USN6 (Including Furnace Bay) 8.3 - 
PFO1C ‘ 0.4 - 

ne R4SB4 (unnamed tributary to Susquehanna River Nontigat - 2,500 
PFO1C 0.2 - 

13 PEM1C Nontidal 0.3 - 
R4SB3 (unnamed tributary to Mill Creek) - 1,100 

15 PEM1C Nontidal 1.1 - 

POW : 0.1 - 

as R4SB3 (unnamed tributary to Furnace Creek) enue) - 1,500 

22 PEM1C Nontidal 0.3 - 


‘PFO1A = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Temporarily Flooded 
PFOI1C = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Seasonally Flooded 
PFO1E = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Seasonally Saturated 
PFO1R = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Seasonal Tidal 

PFO1S = Palustrine Forest, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Temporary Tidal 

PSS1A = Palustrine Scrub Shrub, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Temporarily Flooded 
PEM1H = Palustrine Emergent, Persistent Vegetation, Permanently Flooded 

PEMIC = Palustrine Emergent, Persistent Vegetation, Seasonally Flooded 

PEMIN = Palustrine Emergent, Persistent Vegetation, Regularly Flooded 

PUBHx = Palustrine Unconsolidated Bottom, Permanently Flooded, Excavated 

E2SS1P6 = Estuarine Intertidal, Scrub Shrub, Broad-leaved Deciduous Vegetation, Irregularly Tidal, Oligohaline 
E2USN6 = Estuarine Intertidal, Unconsolidated Shoreline, Regularly Flooded, Oligohaline 
R2UBI1 = Riverine lower perennial, unconsolidated bottom, cobble/gravel 

R2UB1/2 = Riverine lower perennial, unconsolidated bottom, cobble/gravel/sand 

R3UB3 = Riverine upper perennial, unconsolidated bottom, mud 

R3UBI1 = Riverine upper perennial, unconsolidated bottom, cobble/gravel 

R4SB3 = Riverine intermittent, stream bed, cobble/gravel 

R4SB3/4 = Riverine intermittent, stream bed, cobble/gravel/sand 

R4SB3/5 = Riverine intermittent, stream bed, cobble/gravel/mud 

R1UB/OWV = Riverine tidal, unconsolidated bottom/open water, permanent tidal 


Wetland 1 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The large palustrine forested/scrub shrub wetland lies 
mostly south of the NEC, south and east of Williams Drive (Figure E-4). This system is associated with the headwaters of 
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unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek and Gashey’s Creek. The USFWS/DNR mapped portions of this wetland system are 
classified as palustrine forested with a temporarily to seasonally flooded water regime (PFO1A/C) and palustrine scrub 
shrub with a temporarily flooded water regime (PSS1A). The portion of the forested wetland immediately adjacent to 
Williams Drive was dominated by red maple (Acer rubrum), sweet-gum (Liquidambar styraciflua), pin oak (Quercus 
palustris), sycamore (Platanus occidentalis), and tulip tree (Liriodendron tulipifera). Understory vegetation included 
spicebush (Lindera benzoin), rambler rose (Rosa multiflora), Japanese honeysuckle (Lonicera japonica), poison ivy 
(Toxicodendron radicans), and grape (Vitis sp.). Surface water and saturation was visible within portions of this wetland 
system. A Code of Maryland Regulations (COMAR) designated Wetland of Special State Concern (WSSC) is also located 
within this system just south of the Amtrak ROW along an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek (Figure E-4). Based on 
best professional judgment, this wetland complex provides numerous functions and is of high ecological and societal 
value. Functions provided by the system include flood flow alteration, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, production export, wildlife habitat, and endangered species habitat. An unnamed, 
perennial tributary to Gashey’s Creek crosses the ROW west of the Gashey’s Creek crossing. It is classified as R2UB1. 


Wetland 2 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The wetland is a small, excavated, emergent, and open 
water pond located just south of US 40 and just east of an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek. Based on the field 
assessment, the wetland is classified as palustrine emergent/open water with a permanently flooded water regime 
(PEM1/POWHx). Vegetated portions of the wetland contained broad-leaf cat-tail (Typha latifolia). Functions provided by 
the wetland include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, and wildlife habitat. 
The system includes two unnamed, perennial tributary streams that drain south to Swan Creek. The streams are classified 
as R2UB1. 


Wetland 3 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The system includes forested wetlands that occur north and 
south of the Amtrak ROW just west of Stancil Field. This system is associated with an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s 
Creek, and based on the field assessment, is classified as PFO1A/C. Dominant canopy trees included red maple, sweet- 
gum, pin oak, and sycamore. Understory vegetation included rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, and crow garlic (Allium 
vineale). No surface hydrologic indicators were evident from the field assessment; however, it is possible that near- 
surface groundwater was present and not visible from the inventory level assessment. Functions provided by this wetland 
include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, production 
export, and wildlife habitat. This system includes the crossing of Gashey’s Creek and an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s 
Creek that lies north of the ROW and east of Gashey’s Creek. Gashey’s Creek is classified as R3UB1, while the unnamed 
tributary is classified as R2UB3. 


Wetland 4 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The wetland is an excavated SWM system adjacent to an 
industrial development located south of the Amtrak ROW and west of Old Bay Lane. The wetland is classified as 
PEM1/POWHx. The vegetated portions of the wetland contained broad-leaf cat-tail, lamp rush (Juncus effusus), and 
scattered black willow (Salix nigra) saplings. The pond was full of water during the field assessment. Functions provided 
by the wetland include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, and wildlife 
habitat. 


Wetland 5 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The wetland occurs as a linear strip located between US 40 
and the Amtrak ROW. It begins just east of where MD 7 intersects US 40 and extends east to an unnamed tributary to the 
Susquehanna River. Based on the field assessment, the wetland is classified as PFO1C. Dominant canopy trees observed 
included red maple, sweet-gum, and green ash (Fraxinus pennsylvanica). Understory vegetation included southern arrow- 
wood (Viburnum dentatum), rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, grape, and an unknown species of grass that was 
emerging within the depressional areas with saturation or shallow inundation. Functions provided by the wetland likely 
include minor flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, 
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production export, and wildlife habitat. The system includes an unnamed tributary stream that drains south across the 
ROW to Lily Run. The stream is classified as R2UB1/2. 


Wetland 6 — This wetland/stream complex was assessed at both the inventory level and through delineation. The system 
abuts the Amtrak ROW on the north side and generally lies east of Lewis Lane. The forested wetland and perennial stream 
portion of this wetland was assessed at the inventory level. An intermittent stream and emergent wetland along the 
intermittent stream were delineated in October 2015. The system includes PFO1A/C and PUBHx adjacent to an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run. Dominant canopy trees within the forested wetland included red maple, sweet-gum, and tulip tree. 
Understory vegetation included northern spicebush, rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, and poison ivy. There were no 
visible signs of hydrology observed during the inventory level assessment, but the system lies within a depression in the 
floodplain of the stream. The perennial stream lies north of the ROW; however, the intermittent stream channel drains east 
along the toe of the railroad embankment, beginning approximately 1,600 feet west of Lewis Lane. The stream discharges 
into the perennial stream within the PFO portion of the wetland. PEMIC lies within the intermittent channel and extends 
approximately 1,400 feet west of Lewis Lane. Dominant plants within the PEM wetland include broad-leaf cat-tail, rice 
cutgrass (Leersia oryzoides), and rough barnyard grass (Echinochloa muricata). Likely functions provided by the system 
include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal, retention/transformation, production 
export, and wildlife habitat. 


Wetland 7 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The potential wetland lies within the floodplain of the 
same unnamed tributary stream as Wetland 6, but lies north of US 40. Based on the inventory level field assessment, the 
wetland is classified as PFO1A. Dominant canopy trees included red maple and sweet-gum. Visible understory vegetation 
included rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, crow garlic, grape, and Asiatic bittersweet (Celastrus orbiculatus). Pockets 
of saturation were visible in micro depressions within the floodplain. Likely functions provided by this wetland include 
flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal, retention/transformation, production export, 
and wildlife habitat. 


Wetland 8 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. It is located along an unnamed tributary to the 
Susquehanna River on the north side of the Amtrak right-of-way between Juniata Street North and Ohio Street. The 
system includes PFO1A within the floodplain of the stream and PUBHx. During the inventory level field assessment, 
visibility of the floodplain was difficult, but the stream appeared to be six to eight feet below the elevation of the 
floodplain. Dominant canopy trees included red maple, silver maple (Acer saccharinum), and sweet-gum. The understory 
included northern spicebush, rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, English ivy (Hedera helix), and grape. As a result of the 
dense vegetation, there were no visible signs of hydrology present. The pond was mostly open water with a narrow broad- 
leaf cat-tail fringe. Likely functions provided by the system include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/ pathogen 
retention, nutrient removal, retention/transformation, production export, and wildlife habitat. 


Wetland 17 — This wetland was delineated in October 2015. The system is located within the eastern floodplain of Lily 
Run, just west of the athletic track at Havre de Grace Middle School, and south of the Amtrak ROW. The system is 
classified PEM1C. The wetland appeared to be hydrologically supported by surface runoff from a culvert that discharges 
water from the athletic fields to the floodplain. At the time of the delineation in October 2015, soils were saturated 
throughout the wetland area. A few planted and natural trees were situated at the perimeter of the wetland, including bald 
cypress (Taxodium distichum) and black willow. However, the majority of the wetland was comprised of herbaceous 
plants, including rice cutgrass and planted harlequin blueflag (Iris versicolor). Likely functions provided by the system 
include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, and minor 
wildlife habitat. The system includes Lily Run, which is a second order stream that flows north through the ROW to a 
culvert that carries the flow to the Susquehanna River. The stream is classified as R2UB1/2. 
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Wetland 18 — This wetland was delineated in October 2015. The wetland is located within the Amtrak ROW, south of the 
railroad tracks west of the Lily Run crossing. It lies within a swale at the toe of the railroad embankment. The system is 
classified as PEM1C. The wetland appeared to be hydrologically supported by a perched, seasonal water table. During the 
October 2015 delineation, the hydrologic indicator was met by oxidized rhizospheres along living roots, active crayfish 
burrows, drainage patterns, and Facultative (FAC)-neutral test.' Dominant vegetation within the swale was common reed 
(Phragmites australis). Likely functions provided by the system include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention and nutrient 
removal/retention/transformation. 


Wetland 19 — This wetland was delineated in October 2015. The wetland lies within the Amtrak ROW south of the tracks 
and east of Lewis Lane. The system is comprised of swales along the toe of the railroad fill slope and floodplain wetlands 
adjacent to unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. The wetlands are classified as PFO1C and PEMI1C. The forested wetland 
within the floodplain of an intermittent stream was hydrologically supported by near-surface groundwater, while PEM 
within a swale upslope of the stream had only secondary hydrologic indicators, including crayfish burrows, surface soil 
cracks, drainage patterns, and FAC-neutral test. Vegetation within PFO was dominated in the canopy by red maple, in the 
shrub layer by black elder (Sambucus nigra), in the herbaceous layer by common reed and rice cutgrass, and in the vine 
layer by fox grape (Vitis labrusca). PEM was dominated by rough barnyard grass (Echinochloa muricata) and fall panic 
grass (Panicum dichotomiflorum). Likely functions provided by the system include flood flow alteration, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, and minor wildlife habitat. 


Wetland 20 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The system lies on the south side of the railroad tracks 
opposite Wetland 5. It is classified as PFO1C. Wetland hydrology included shallow inundation and surface soil saturation. 
Dominant canopy vegetation included red maple and sweet-gum. Common understory vegetation included white grass 
(Leersia virginica), Japanese stilt grass (Microstegium vimineum), and, in more open areas, reed canary grass (Phalaris 
arundinacea). Likely functions provided by the system include flood flow alteration, sediment/toxicant/pathogen 
retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, and minor wildlife habitat. 


Waters of the U.S. 21 — This relatively permanent waterway was delineated in October 2015. Relatively Permanent 
Waters is a category of Waters of the US as defined by the USACE and resulting from the 2006 Supreme Court case 
(Rapanos) to clarify Clean Water Act protections. The stream flows onto the ROW from Wetland 5 north of the railroad 
tracks, and extends west along the toe of slope of the tracks for approximately 1,400 feet to a culvert. It flows through the 
culvert, under the tracks, and continues west along the tracks out of the limits of disturbance to Gashey’s Creek. The 
intermittent stream is classified as R4SB3. There is very little in-stream habitat available, as the channel is mostly a 
shallow run within the Amtrak ROW. However, small fish and frogs were observed within the stream. 


Streams - With the exception of Gashey’s Creek and the Susquehanna River, all perennial streams were identified as 
lower perennial and had a cobble/gravel, sand, or mud substrate. These stream channels ranged in width from three to 40 
(Gashey’s Creek) feet, and the streams were down-cut between four and 12 feet below the elevation of the floodplain. The 
easternmost tributary to Gashey’s Creek, between US 40 and the Amtrak ROW, had a mud bottom substrate and was less 
down-cut than the other lower perennial streams. Bank height was less than two feet. The intermittent streams that flowed 


' The FAC-neutral test is performed by compiling a list of dominant plant species across all strata in the community, and dropping 
from the list any species with a Facultative indicator status (i.e., FAC). The FAC-neutral test is met if more than 50 percent of the 
remaining dominant species are rated Facultative Wetland (FACW) and/or Obligate (OBL). This indicator can be used in 
communities that contain no FAC dominants. If there are an equal number of dominants that are OBL and FACW verses Facultative 
Upland (FACU) and Upland (UPL), or if all dominants are FAC, non-dominant species should be considered (USACE 2011). 
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along the base of the railroad tracks were very shallow and were manipulated to maintain flow. Where these streams flow 
through the more developed areas or along the tracks, habitat complexity is relatively low, as the channels have been 
straightened to accommodate placement within culverts or bridges. For the streams draining to Swan Creek, habitat 
complexity is likely higher within the undeveloped forested sections. The Susquehanna River at the Amtrak crossing is 
classified as riverine tidal and is about 3,400 feet wide. 


Cecil County 


In Cecil County, two tidal wetland systems and six potential nontidal wetland systems were identified within the Proposed 
Project study area (Figure E-4). Mill Creek is the only perennial stream that crosses the study area in Cecil County. There 
are also three intermittent streams that flow parallel to the tracks on the south side and one ephemeral channel that drains 
into Wetland 9. Ephemeral channels contain a defined, natural bed and bank, and convey surface water to relatively 
permanent waters following precipitation or snow melt events. 


Wetland 9 — This tidal wetland system lies along the east side of the Susquehanna River in Perryville just north of the 
Amtrak ROW. According to the USFWS/DNR wetland mapping, the system is classified as palustrine scrub shrub and 
estuarine intertidal emergent with a seasonal tidal water regime and a mesohaline salinity range. Based on the wetland 
delineation in October 2015, the emergent wetland appears to be PEM1N and PEM1/5N. The forested portion of the 
wetland occurs on the periphery of the tidal emergent wetland and is dominated by black willow, ash-leaf maple (Acer 
negundo), and silver maple trees. This area was classified as PFO1R. The emergent portion of the wetland is dominated 
by common reed, Canadian clearweed (Pilea pumila), and marsh primrose-willow (Ludwigia palustris), and floating 
primrose-willow (Ludwigia peploides). Considerable trash has accumulated within the wetland, lowering its overall 
quality. Likely functions provided by the system include  sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient 
removal/retention/transformation, production export, and sediment/shoreline stabilization. A two-foot wide ephemeral 
channel drains runoff from an adjacent substation to the tidal wetland. 


Wetland 10 — This potential wetland is located within the floodplain of Mill Creek just upstream of the Amtrak right-of- 
way (ROW) and was assessed at the inventory level. The area was not mapped as wetland by the USFWS or DNR, but 
during the inventory level assessment, a portion of the floodplain at the toe of the east facing slope contained standing 
water and skunk cabbage (Symplocarpus foetidus), an OBL wetland plant. Canopy vegetation included red maple, sweet- 
gum, and sycamore. Based on these visible characteristics, this wetland portion is classified as PFO1E. The remainder of 
the floodplain was comprised of a mix of wetland and upland vegetation and no visible signs of hydrology. Likely 
functions provided by the relatively small wetland include groundwater recharge/discharge, flood flow alteration, 
sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, and nutrient removal/retention/transformation. Mill Creek is classified as lower 
perennial with a cobble/gravel bottom substrate. The stream channel width is about 
15 feet and the channel depth averages about three feet. Habitat complexity between MD 7 and Amtrak appeared good, 
with numerous riffle/pool complexes and in-stream habitat. 


Wetland 11 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. According to the NWI wetland mapping, a fringe of 
palustrine forested seasonally tidal wetland (PFO1S) borders the large estuarine system associated with Furnace Bay. A 
portion of the estuarine system is classified as scrub shrub wetland (E2SS1P6). The remainder of the system is classified 
as unconsolidated shoreline (E2USN6). Likely functions provided by wetlands along the periphery of Furnace Bay 
include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/transformation, production export, and 
sediment/shoreline stabilization. 


Wetland 12 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The depressional wetland system is located between 
Avenue G and the Amtrak paved access road south of the railroad tracks, and just west of Mill Creek. The wetland is 
classified as PFO1C. Dominant trees within the wetland include red maple, sweet-gum, and pin oak. Rambler rose was the 
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dominant understory plant. Standing water was present within the depression and stained leaves were also observed. An 
intermittent stream channel drains excess water from this depression through a shallow channel that runs parallel to the 
Maintenance-of-Way access road on the south side. The two-foot-wide by a 0.5-feet-deep channel is classified as R4SB4. 
It extends west to the Amtrak substation. Shallow flow was observed during the field assessment. Likely functions 
provided by the system include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient removal/retention/ transformation, and 
possibly production export. 


Wetland 13 — This wetland and stream system was assessed at the inventory level. The system is an incised ditch that 
occurs along the south side of the railroad tracks, between the tracks and the access road to the Amtrak Maintenance-of- 
Way facility. It extends approximately 3,000 feet and discharges into Mill Creek. From the confluence with Mill Creek to 
approximately 1,100 feet east, the system was determined to be an intermittent stream only. This stream was classified as 
R4SB3. The stream channel was about five feet wide and one foot deep with several inches of flowing water at the time of 
the field assessment. Fish were observed in the stream. Upslope of the intermittent stream, the channel was comprised of 
emergent and forested wetlands. The westernmost 950 feet or so of the wetland is classified as palustrine emergent with 
persistent vegetation and a seasonally flooded water regime (PEM1C). This portion of the wetland had been recently 
managed by the removal of woody vegetation from the side slopes. Emergent vegetation within the wetland was 
predominately comprised of unknown grasses. The easternmost approximately 900 feet of the wetland is classified as 
PFOI1C. The bottom of the ditch lies six to eight feet below the ground elevation, and likely receives some groundwater 
input at least early in the growing season. It also serves to divert surface runoff to Mill Creek. Damp to shallowly 
inundated soils were present during the site visit. Dominant woody vegetation included red maple and sweet-gum. Likely 
functions provided by the system include groundwater recharge/discharge, sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, nutrient 
removal/retention/transformation, and production export. 


Wetland 15 — This wetland was delineated in October 2015. The system is associated with a drainage ditch east of the 
Perryville Station that runs along the south side of the railroad tracks and north of Broad Street. The wetland is classified 
as PEMIC. The system drains west along the toe of the railroad embankment to a culvert beneath Broad Street. It was 
unclear where the water drains downstream of Broad Street, as it appeared to pool within a riprap lined swale. Hydrology 
of this system appears to be shallow groundwater, as a water table was present within 10 inches of the soil surface. The 
vegetated portion on the north side of Broad Street contained common reed, broad-leaf cat-tail, wand panic grass 
(Panicum virgatum), and rice cutgrass. Shallow surface water or saturation to the surface was present throughout the 
system at the time of the wetland delineation in October 2015. Mucky modified mineral soils meeting the redox dark 
surface wetland indicator were observed during the October 2015 delineation. Likely functions provided by the system 
include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention and nutrient removal/retention/transformation. 


Wetland 16 — This wetland was assessed at the inventory level. The system is composed of an excavated impoundment 
with an intermittent stream that drains excess water from the impoundment to Principio Creek. The system starts adjacent 
to the Prince Interlocking on the south side of the gravel access road, just east of the cart path crossing for the Furnace 
Bay Golf Course. The pond is classified as POW. At the time of the field assessment the pond was filled to capacity and 
water was observed flowing through the intermittent channel at the eastern end. The pond did not appear to contain a 
vegetated wetland fringe. The intermittent channel is classified as R4SB3. The channel varied in size from three feet wide 
and a half foot deep at the upstream end and eight feet wide and three feet deep at the downstream end. Functions likely 
provided by the system include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention. 


Wetland 22 — This wetland was assessed in the inventory level assessment. The wetland is located within a drainage ditch 
along the north side of the Amtrak ROW at the end of McLhinney Street. The wetland drains northwest to a culvert. 
Saturated soils were present within the swale. Common vegetation included red maple and sweet-gum. Functions likely 
provided by the system include sediment/toxicant/pathogen retention, and flood flow alteration. 
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Summary 


The total area of the potential wetlands identified within the Harford County portion of the study area is 77.3 acres of 
PFO/PSS/PUBHx and 2.2 acres of PEM/POW/PUBH«x. The total area of potential wetlands identified within the Cecil 
County portion of the study area is 2.3 acres of estuarine intertidal with scrub shrub (E2SS), 8.3 acres of estuarine 
intertidal with an unconsolidated bottom (E2US), 4.9 acres of PFO, 2.9 acres of PEM, and 0.1 acre of POW. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Without the Proposed Project, existing floodplains and wetlands/waters of the U.S. will remain as described in Affected 
Environment above. The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts of the 
Proposed Project will be measured. 


4. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
a. Floodplains 


Both Build Alternatives will occur within regulated floodplains. As noted above, Harford County has a preliminary 
FEMA floodplain map that is proposed to replace the effective FEMA floodplain map. Portions of each build alternative 
occurring within the effective and preliminary 100-year and 500-year floodplains are included in Table E-4. These values 
represent Proposed Project footprint encroachments within the floodplain only and do not reflect actual fill volumes. 
Project alternatives are not configured in such a manner that major longitudinal floodplain encroachments (encroachment 
that parallels the stream channel) would occur. The majority of floodplain encroachments would be from transverse 
crossings for each of the alternatives (encroachment that crosses the valley width of floodplains). 


Any construction within the 100-year floodplain would require a Waterway Construction Permit from the MDE. Based on 
the current design of the two Build Alternatives and current guidelines, an increase in the base flood elevation (greater 
than one foot) in the floodways is not anticipated. However, the Proposed Project will require additional fill in both of 
these floodways. The new crossings of the Susquehanna River will occur in the same location as the existing crossing and 
on the upstream side of the existing crossing, with the bridge piers aligned with the stream to minimize any change in the 
flow characteristics. The new bridge may have a slightly higher water velocity owing to the closer spacing of more bridge 
piers. The closer spacing of the bridge piers of 30 to 90 feet over 3,200 feet of the river will only result in a very slight 
change in velocity and therefore would not produce a significant impact to the hydrologic properties of the river upstream 
or downstream. More detailed hydrologic and hydraulic studies will be undertaken later in design, allowing for more 
precise floodplain impacts and scour analyses at that time. 


Table E-4 

Floodplain Encroachments and Impacts to Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands 

Resource Type Resource Category Alternative 9A | Alternative 9B 
Effective FEMA 100-Year 2.72 2.15 
Floodplains (acres) 500-Year 4.83 4.24 
Preliminary FEMA 100-Year 3.09 2.63 
Floodplain (acres)* 500-Year 3.16 2.69 
Tidal 0.06 0.06 
Wetlands (sce) Nontidal 0.83 0.71 
Suede inent feat Relatively Permanent Waterways 3,190 2,943 

Ephemeral 19 19 

Tidal 0.27 0.27 
Wetland Buffers (acres) NGnEdaT 716 172 
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Susquehanna Riverbed 
(acres) 
*Preliminary FEMA floodplain information available for Harford County only 


Girder Approach/Arch Main Span Bridge 0.37 0.37 


In addition, as the Proposed Project moves into the design phase, regulatory guidance issued regarding Executive Order 
13690 and/or revisions to Executive Order 11988 will be reviewed and incorporated into the overall design of the 
Proposed Project (e.g., design standards and specifications for culvert design, bridge and approach heights, etc.), as 
applicable. 


b. Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. 


The two Build Alternatives will have relatively minor effects on wetlands and somewhat greater effects on streams. 
Overall, the proposed new alignments will occur within and immediately adjacent to the existing rail alignment where 
wetlands and streams that are potentially affected by the Proposed Project have been historically altered to a considerable 
degree for the construction and maintenance of the rail existing alignment. Potential effects to tidal and nontidal wetland 
buffers take into consideration the existing land use within the buffers. For example, areas of existing impervious 
surfaces, such as pavement or buildings, were not included in the buffer impact totals. 


Alternative 9A 


Alternative 9A would result in direct impacts to tidal and nontidal wetland resources along the Amtrak ROW (Table E-4). 
Nontidal wetland impacts in Cecil County would occur within Wetland 15 that lies between the existing railroad tracks 
and the access road to the Perryville Maintenance Facility, just east of the Perryville Station (Table E-5). The only tidal 
wetland in the study area, Wetland 9, would also be slightly impacted (0.06 acre) by the construction of the west bridge 
over the Susquehanna River. In Harford County, nontidal wetland impacts would occur within Wetlands 5 and 6 on the 
north side of the ROW east and west of Lewis Lane and within Wetlands 18 and 19 on the south side of the ROW east of 
Lewis Lane. 


Alternative 9A would also cross four perennial nontidal streams and three intermittent nontidal streams, resulting in minor 
impacts to these waterways (Table E-5). The total stream impact includes 251 linear feet of impact to replace existing 
culverts and 2,939 linear feet of impact for new crossings. This also includes approximately 613 linear feet of intermittent 
stream that currently flows within a maintained ditch along the base of the existing track fill slope in an area where no 
track bed widening is being proposed. An additional 19 linear feet of ephemeral channel will also be impacted on the 
Cecil County portion adjacent to the tidal wetland along the Susquehanna River. The crossing impacts to Lily Run and 
two unnamed tributaries of Lily Run in Harford County and Mill Creek in Cecil County would result from the extension 
of culverts to accommodate the new tracks. For the Mill Creek crossing, the existing stone masonry arch culvert will be 
extended to the south by attaching a culvert extension. A similar culvert extension design is proposed for the south side of 
the existing stone masonry culvert of the Lily Run crossing. Smaller concrete culverts would need to be extended for the 
two unnamed tributaries to Lily Run. The intermittent stream that drains west along the existing tracks from Wetland 5 
may be shifted slightly north to accommodate a shift in the track bed, if needed. The intermittent stream on the south side 
of the existing tracks that flows east from east of Lewis Lane would likely need to be placed in a culvert, as new ROW 
will be needed from Havre de Grace Middle School/High School to accommodate the track shift in that location, thus 
likely precluding a shift in the stream channel farther to the south. 
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Table E-5 
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Effects by System and Habitat Classification 
Potential Wetland (Ac) and Stream 
ce Waters of the U.S. Classification rane (Lf) Impacts 
Alternative 9A | Alternative 9B 
5 PFO1C Nontidal 0.06 0.06 
PEM1C 
6 R4SB3/5 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Nontidal 0.28 0.28 
Run) 1,717 1,717 
PFO1R Tidal 0.06 0.06 
9 PEM1N 0.01 0.01 
Ephemeral Nontidal 19 19 
10 R3UB1 Nontidal 83 83 
14 Susquehanna River (RIUBV/R1IOWV) Tidal 0.37 0.37 
15 PEM1C Nontidal 0.20 0.20 
17 R2UB1/2 (Lily Run) Nontidal 84 11 
18 PEM1C Nontidal 0.04 0.03 
PFO1C 
PEM1C 0.19 0.11 
19 R4SB3/4 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Nontidal 0.06 0.03 
Run) 286 169 
R2UB1 (Unnamed tributary to Lily Run) 84 28 
21 R4SB3 Nontidal 936 935 


The girder approach / arch main span bridge design would include 37 in-water piers (with a pier diameter of 5.67 feet for 
all piers except 13 and 14 at 6.67 feet). Eight of the piers, five along the Cecil County shoreline and three along the 
Harford County shoreline, will be encased in permanent cofferdams. The remaining piers will be encased in permanent 
caissons. Permanent pier impacts to the riverbed of the Susquehanna River are included in Table E-4. Potential impacts to 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) within the Susquehanna River are discussed in Section D, “Aquatic Resources.” 


Alternative 9B 


Alternative 9B follows the same alignment as Alternative 9A in Cecil County, but has a slightly reduced footprint relative 
to Alternative 9A within Harford County, resulting from slightly lower design speeds. As a result, overall wetland and 
stream impacts are slightly less for Alternative 9B (Table E-5). Wetland buffer impacts are also slightly lower overall for 
Alternative 9B (Table E-5). Alternative 9B would cross the same streams as Alternative 9A, but total stream impacts 
would be slightly less (Table E-5) resulting from a narrower crossing of Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. 
Bridge pier impacts within the Susquehanna River would be the same for Alternative 9B as for Alternative 9A. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 
a. Floodplains 


Efforts to minimize impacts to 100-year and 500-year floodplains are ongoing, and will continue throughout the Proposed 
Project planning and design process. Longitudinal crossings have been avoided where possible to reduce the potential for 
greater floodplain fill, and resulting reductions in flood conveyance and floodplain storage. Any construction within the 
100-year floodplain would require a Waterway Construction Permit from MDE. To ensure that floodwater impacts due to 
rail construction are minimized, drainage structures are required to maintain the current flow regime and prevent 
associated flooding (COMAR 26.17.04). This is being investigated for the proposed Lily Run crossing where a new 
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bottomless culvert may be installed to increase the hydraulic capacity, resulting in desirable flood relief for the area of 
Havre de Grace upstream of the rail project. Other minimization and mitigation efforts that may be investigated in later 
planning and design phases for impacted 100-year and 500-year floodplains could also include: 


e Bridge spans over the 100-year and 500-year floodplain; 
e Reducing encroachments by using 2:1 minimum slopes for rail berms, and 
e Building retaining walls where practicable. 


As part of the MDE Waterways Construction Permit application process, hydrologic and hydraulic studies will be 
performed for the selected alternative to determine the effects of the proposed track bed fill on floodplain elevations 
during the design and permitting phase. 


b. Wetlands/Waters of the U.S. 


Unavoidable impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S. will require federal and state permit authorizations. A 
Section 404 permit from the USACE is required for the discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands. The Proposed Project will require a Section 404 Individual Permit, as it will result in greater than 
2,000 linear feet of stream impact. A USACE Section 10 permit will also be required for construction of bridge structures 
over the navigable waters of the Susquehanna River. A U.S. Coast Guard (USCG) permit under Section 9 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act will also be required for construction of a new bridge over a navigable waterway. Impacts to waters of 
the U.S., including wetlands also require a Section 401 Water Quality Certification from MDE. In addition, MDE requires 
a Nontidal Wetland and Waterways permit for impacts to nontidal wetlands and streams, including a 25-foot buffer 
surrounding the wetland; a Waterway Construction Permit for work in streams and floodplains; and a Tidal Wetland 
License issued by the Board of Public Works for impacts to tidal wetlands and waters associated with the Susquehanna 
River. 


The two alternatives retained for detailed study were selected in part because of their reduced impacts to 
wetlands/waterways and other natural resources, as compared to the conceptual alternatives considered. These alternatives 
lie closer to the existing track ROW and generally involve replacement of the existing track with the new eastbound and 
westbound tracks. These two alternatives would have some direct impacts on both nontidal and tidal wetland resources 
and their corresponding buffers. Both alternatives would also have impacts to streams from culvert extensions, possible 
relocations, and piping, and would have permanent impacts to the riverbed of the Susquehanna River from bridge pier 
installation. 


The Project Team has incorporated avoidance and minimization measures with respect to wetland impacts, in part by 
optimizing the use of the existing rail ROW. The Project Team will continue to explore minimization measure during final 
design (e.g., considering steeper slopes and/or additional retaining walls). Construction of the culvert extensions, or 
replacements as needed, will include the minimum extent necessary to provide support for the additional rail tracks. Also, 
these necessary extensions or replacements will use bottomless culverts to provide for a more natural stream bed through 
the culvert. 


Impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, from the Build Alternatives would total less than an acre of wetlands 
and more than 3,000 linear feet of streams. After all practicable measures have been taken to avoid and minimize impacts 
to aquatic resources, unavoidable impacts may require mitigation in the form of creation, enhancement, or preservation to 
replace the loss of wetland, stream, and/or other aquatic resource (e.g., SAV) functions. 


Compensatory mitigation must be evaluated in accordance with state and federal regulations and guidance. Compensatory 
mitigation focuses on the replacement of the functions provided by an aquatic resource or wetland, in addition to the 
acreage affected. Traditionally, mitigation requirements under Section 404 and COMAR are determined by the ratio of 
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wetland acres replaced to wetland acres lost. Emergent wetlands are often mitigated on a 1:1 replacement basis, while 
forested and scrub-shrub wetlands are mitigated on a 2:1 basis. Tidal wetland compensation follows similar ratios, except 
emergent tidal wetlands are also replaced at a 2:1 ratio. However, these ratios can provide only a preliminary estimate of 
required mitigation, as functional replacement is the guiding mitigation principal, and ratios may be adjusted at the 
discretion of the USACE or MDE depending on the practicability and functional effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. 
The agencies also typically require compensatory stream mitigation projects to replace stream functions when feasible. In 
addition to stream channel improvements, mitigation measures for waterway impacts consider the size, stream order, and 
location of the stream to determine appropriate stream mitigation. Other mitigation measures, such as removal of fish 
blockages, riparian buffer enhancements, and water quality improvements, may also be used at the agencies’ discretion. 
Table E-6 summarizes the wetland and stream impacts and estimated minimum mitigation required to offset those 
impacts. 


Table E-6 
Wetland and Stream Impacts and Estimated Minimum Required Mitigation 
Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 
Resource Impact | Replacement | Mitigation | Impact | Replacement | Mitigation 
(Ac/Lf) Ratio (Ac/Lf) (Ac/Lf) Ratio (Ac/Lf) 
Nontidal Forest (acre) 0.25 2:1 0.5 0.17 2:1 0.34 
Neutge bineteet 0.58 1:1 0.58 0.54 1:1 0.54 
(acre) 
Tidal Forest (acre) 0.05 2:1 0.1 0.05 2:1 0.1 
Tidal Emergent (acre) 0.01 2:1 0.02 0.01 2:1 0.02 
Intermittent and 
Perennial Streams 3,190 1:1 3,190 2,943 1:1 2,943 
(linear feet) 


Few onsite mitigation options are likely available to compensate for unavoidable nontidal wetland impacts given the 
linear nature of the Amtrak ROW. Even so, opportunities will be investigated during Proposed Project design, including 
within nontidal Wetland 13 in Cecil County that will not be impacted, but is a disturbed ditch wetland that may be 
enhanced. If Alternative 9A is selected, wetland creation may also be possible within the expanded ROW adjacent to 
Havre de Grace Middle School. For the tidal wetland impacts along the Cecil County shoreline, mitigation could occur in 
the form of control of existing, invasive common reed and establishment of native, tidal wetland species. The area of 
degraded tidal wetland is approximately two acres in size, more than sufficient size to accommodate the higher 
enhancement ratio of at least 4:1. Other potential onsite mitigation options will also be investigated as the Proposed 
Project advances through later design phases. If further onsite mitigation is not an option, compensation could be sought 
through the purchase of credits at an approved mitigation bank or through permittee sponsored mitigation at an approved 
offsite location. 


Based on the currently identified stream impacts, the Proposed Project would be expected to provide stream restoration 
totaling at least 3,190 linear feet for Alternative 9A and 2,943 linear feet for Alternative 9B. However, of these stream 
impacts, over 2,500 linear feet of impact is to previously disturbed headwater streams running parallel to the existing track 
that had been relocated during construction of the original rail track. These stream reaches are currently linear ditches with 
mostly rock ballast or sand substrates and little habitat structure. To mitigate for these stream impacts resulting from track 
widening, the reaches would be relocated to the new track toe of slope. As part of this relocation, opportunities for in- 
stream habitat and water quality improvements will be investigated. Further mitigation options will be determined as the 
Proposed Project moves forward in design. 
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To address the potential need for off-site mitigation, a preliminary level desktop mitigation site search was conducted 
within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds, as Proposed Project impacts will occur within those 
two watersheds. All nontidal wetland impacts will occur within the Lower Susquehanna River watershed so the site search 
for nontidal wetlands was conducted only within that watershed. Site search criteria included non-forested sites located 
within topographic depressions or floodplains with areas of mapped hydric soils providing at least an acre of created 
wetland. The site search also targeted potential tidal wetland creation or restoration sites and hardened shoreline areas 
where more natural shoreline protection measures might allow for creation or enhancement of aquatic habitat. For stream 
mitigation, riparian areas within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds were investigated for their 
restoration potential, including stream channel stabilization, fish blockage removal, in-stream habitat improvements, 
riparian buffer enhancements, and water quality improvements. 


The results of the preliminary desktop site search identified 27 potential nontidal wetland creation sites totaling 
approximately 123 acres; 10 in Harford County (43 acres) and 17 in Cecil County (80 acres). Twenty-six (26) stream 
restoration sites were identified, including nine (9) in the Swan Creek watershed and 17 in the Lower Susquehanna River 
watershed. Fifteen (15) of the sites had potential fish blockage removal opportunities and two (2) sites also had wetland 
creation potential. A map of the potential wetland and stream mitigation sites and a summary of the site search process are 
described in more detail in Attachment D. For those potential mitigation sites visible from publicly accessible locations, a 
windshield survey was completed in March 2016 to confirm landscape position and existing conditions within the 
potential site. Based on the windshield surveys, one new potential wetland creation site was added, but the number of 
potential nontidal wetland creation sites to carry forward was reduced to eight. For potential stream restoration sites, one 
site was extended and the overall number of potential stream sites to carry forward was reduced to 17. Information on 
potential wetland and stream sites recommended for more detailed on-site investigations are shown in Tables E-7 and E- 
8, respectively. Sites were eliminated for various reasons, including changed site conditions, steep topography, presence 
of utilities, etc. Additionally, an offsite potential tidal wetland enhancement area was identified along the Susquehanna 
River in Harford County. During the subsequent final design and permitting phase, these potential sites will be explored in 
more detail, and property access notification letters will be sent seeking permission to conduct more detailed on-site 
investigations. 


Any mitigation measures employed due to unavoidable Proposed Project impacts to Waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands, will follow the Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 325 and 40 
CFR Part 230), and Maryland state compensatory mitigation guidelines, as well as other practicable recommendations 
from federal and state resource agencies. Mitigation options under both the Federal Rule and state mitigation guidelines 
could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee-responsible mitigation using a watershed approach in 
that order of preference. 
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Table E-7 


Potential Nontidal Wetland Mitigation Sites: Post Windshield Site Search 


SITE 
ID 


COUNTY 


CURRENT 
LAND USE 


APPROXIMATE 
SIZE (AC) 


HYDRIC 
SOILS 


(Y/N) 


STATUS/COMMENTS 


Cecil 


Agricultural 
Field 


N 


Low lying ag field abuts emergent marsh 
with thin strip of young trees (willow, 
sweetgum, planted leyland cypress); 3-4' 
cut could yield about 5 Ac wetland. 


Cecil 


Agricultural 
Field 


Low lying field lies adjacent to Coudon 
Creek and potentially created wetland on 
Perryville Elementary School property. 
Site not accessible, but might be worth 
further investigation. 


Harford 


Scrubby / 
Mowed Field 


Site mostly existing shrubby wetland. 
Small (<0.5Ac), low lying field adjacent 
to common reed wetland with creation 
potential and enhancement of common 
reed. Lies adjacent to Proposed Project. 
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Harford 


Pasture 


Site not completely visible from road, but 
part of a large abandoned agricultural 
area with many small streams/ditches 
draining through; some portions likely 
existing wetlands. Site appears relatively 
flat, but according to contours, has over 
10 feet of elevation change. Potential 
stream restoration opportunities. More 
investigations warranted. 
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Harford 


Harford 


Pasture 


Agricultural 
Field 


Part of large abandoned agricultural area 
on the south side of a gravel driveway 
from Site 22. Land form appears 
relatively flat, but contours suggest as 
much as a 20' elevation difference within 
the site. Existing wetland mapped 
adjacent to site. Potential stream 
restoration opportunities. More 
investigations warranted. 

Relatively flat field adjacent to forested 
floodplain of small stream. Wet patches 
observed in field; portion of field mapped 
hydric soils. Possibly suitable to create 2 
Ac wetlands. 
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W-28 


Cecil 


Cecil 


Agricultural 
Field 


Maintained 
ROW 


1.5 


Small (1 Ac.), gently sloping area 
mapped as hydric soil adjacent to forested 
floodplain along stream. 

Linear uplands within transmission ROW 
would require less than 3' of cut. Within 
transmission ROW so only PSS possible; 
may restrict access to towers. No more 
than 2 Ac of creation. 
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Table E-8 


Potential Stream Mitigation Sites: Post Windshield Site Search 


SITE 
ID 


COUNTY 


WATER- 
SHED 


APPROX. 
LENGTH 
(LF) 


FISH 
BLOCK- 
AGES 


RIPARIAN 
ZONE 


(Y/N) 


STATUS/COMMENTS 


No obvious blockages; some 


Lower aaa minor erosion on bends; right 
S-2 Harford | Susquehanna 607 Yes apa , bank with scattered planted trees 
River areca and lawn, more plantings 
maintained P A 
possible, but no restoration. 
Forested Not accessible, but scored low 
between for water quality by MBSS. 
ae de nen Creeks ens ne agricultural | Potential instream habitat 
fields improvements. 
Site not visible, but potentially 
one contains an old culverted road 
S-6 Cecil Susquehanna 545 Yes Forested : , 
Rive crossing that could be a fish 
blockage. 
Fish blockage on upstream side 
of primary channel culvert at 
Jackson Station Rd where 
Lower Forested, vertical wooden slats have been 
5-8 Cecil Susquehanna 830 Yes residential | installed. Secondary channel 
River property culvert beneath Jackson Station 
Rd mostly filled with sediment. 
No other stream habitat 
improvements necessary. 
Forested, 
abuts Impoundment not visible, but 
ne Beno Sw snCIee’ Cae ae residential | likely functions as fish blockage. 
properties 
Lower Paraceai Not visible, as site lies within 
S-10 Cecil Susquehanna 474 Yes large, fenced Bainbridge 
‘ scrub-shrub 
River Development Corp property. 
ower No visible, but several small 
S-12 Harford | Susquehanna 755 Yes Forest/ scrub- | streams flow through large 
: shrub abandoned farm site; most of 
River : 
streams without forest cover. 
Between Superior and Erie Sts, 
Partial recent clearing of vegetation on 
Lower rataaer| right bank, left bank mowed 
S-13 Harford | Susquehanna 2,168 Yes igs aaneal lawn with large planted trees. 
River : Between Erie St and US 40 
properties 


gabion baskets on right bank 
with minor fish blockage. 
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Table E-8 (cont’d) 


Potential Stream Mitigation Sites: Post Windshield Site Search 


E-27 


FISH 
APPROX. 
SITE WATER- BLOCK- RIPARIAN 
ID COUNTY SHED Bee AGES ZONE STATUS/COMMENTS 
(Y/N) —— 
Concrete apron on downstream 
side of Chapel Road culvert that 
S-14 Harford Swan Creek 266 Yes Forested acts as fish blockage. Large 
debris jam 200' farther 
downstream. 
At Hopewell Road crossing, 
stream appears stable with 
S-15 Harford Swan Creek 1,314 No Forested a Sa er i 
poor habitat index, possible 
instream improvements. 
Lower Reach not fully visible from 
S-19 Cecil Susquehanna 464 Yes Forested road; instream habitat 
River improvements possible. 
Most of reach not visible from 
Frenchtown Rd; reach just 
Hower ith high gradient and 
5-20 Cecil Susquehanna 1,550 Yes Forested sero eee 
River ! oulder substrate. Possible 
instream habitat improvements 
elsewhere within the reach. 
Partially Not visible, but left bank not 
S-22 Harford Swan Creek 718 No forested; possible planting and/or 
forested 
instream habitat enhancements. 
Lower Forested and | Not visible from driveway; flows 
S-23 Cecil Susquehanna 595 No agricultural | through agricultural area with 
River fields thin forest buffer. 
Flows through old field managed 
Heese) for wild turkey by National Wild 
5-24 Harford Swan Creek 1,480 No Turkey Federation. Stream banks 
scrub-shrub F2b% : : : 
3' high with minor erosion. Most 
of reach not accessible. 
Portions of Lily Run through 
school property lacking forest 
cover. Other portions of reach 
Lower Maintained | are currently piped. If Amtrak 
S-26 Harford Susquehanna 2,384 No school takes school ROW for new track, 
River property could investigate opening piped 
sections and doing other 
instream habitat improvements 
and tree plantings. 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


No matter what form of compensatory mitigation is adopted, the mitigation plan must follow the same 12 fundamental 
components that are required for permit issuance. These components include: 


Objectives 

Site selection criteria 

Site protection instruments (e.g., conservation easements) 
Baseline information (for impact and compensation sites) 
Credit determination methodology 

Mitigation work plan 

Maintenance plan 

Ecological performance standards 

Monitoring requirements 

Long-term management plan 

Adaptive management plan 

Financial assurances 


C. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 
1, REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


Regulatory Context 


Maryland Reforestation Law & Maryland Forest Conservation Act 


The Maryland Reforestation Law establishes a program to produce a no-net-loss impact to wooded acres resulting from 
State funded transportation projects. The Maryland Forest Conservation Act regulates any activity requiring an application 
for a subdivision, grading permit, or sediment erosion control permit on areas 40,000 square feet or greater. 


Nongame Endangered Species Conservation Act 


The Nongame Endangered Species Conservation Act regulates activities that impact the habitats of plants and animals 
listed on the Maryland Threatened and Endangered Species list. Any constructing agency (federal, state, local or private) 
is required to cooperate and consult with DNR regarding: the presence of listed species within a project area; field 
verification of habitat and/or populations of listed species, and avoidance and minimization efforts as appropriate. 


Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) (COMAR 27.01.09.04C(2) (b)(iv) 


FIDS are regulated as a protected resource within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Critical Area). Regulated FIDS 
habitat includes documented FIDS breeding areas within existing riparian forests that are at least 300 feet in width and 
that occur adjacent to streams, wetlands, or the Bay shoreline, and other forest areas used as breeding areas by forest 
interior dwelling birds (for example, relatively mature forested areas within the Critical Area of 100 acres or more, or 
forest connected with these areas). 


Methodology 


Forest boundaries were identified using the most recent publically available aerial imagery and vegetation GIS layers 
from both counties. For the desktop review, forest resources were assessed on a broad scale using the Vegetation Map of 
Maryland (Brush et al. 1976). Forest interior habitat was identified using guidelines from A Guide to the Conservation of 
Forest Interior Dwelling Birds in the Critical Area (Jones et al. 2000). Based on this guidance, FIDS habitat exists where 
riparian forests average a minimum of 300 feet in total width and occur in blocks of at least 50 acres. FIDS habitat is also 
present where forests occur in blocks of at least 50 contiguous acres with 10 or more acres of forest interior (defined as 
the area of the forest minus a 300-foot wide edge). Areas meeting these definitions were mapped within the Proposed 
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Project study area. For the inventory level assessment, forest resources were characterized, including the size class and 
dominant species of trees, understory conditions, and degree of disturbance. 


Information on terrestrial wildlife was obtained using data available through DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) 
online resources, the 2° Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Maryland and District of Columbia (Ellison 2010), and 
preliminary data of the Maryland Amphibian and Reptile Atlas (MARA) project (MARA Database Online Resource 
2010). Wildlife observed during the field inventory were recorded and listed below in tables of potential and observed 
species within the study area. 


To assess potential terrestrial rare, threatened, or endangered (RTE) species, Proposed Project review letters, dated 
January 13, 2014, were sent to the DNR-WHS, DNR Integrated Policy Review Unit, and the USFWS. Mapped DNR 
Sensitive Species Project Review Areas (SSPRA) were also reviewed to determine areas supporting or providing habitat 
buffers for RTE species within the study area. The lists of current and historic RTE species of Harford and Cecil Counties 
(DNR 2010) were also reviewed to determine which species could potentially occur within the study area. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
a. Forest Resources 


A majority of the forest resources within the study area consist of smaller patches of deciduous forest that lie between the 
Amtrak ROW and residential or commercial properties. Therefore, these forests are not likely of high quality. One of the 
exceptions is a large forested area in the southern portion of the study area in Harford County. This area is associated with 
unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek and Gashey’s Creek and the largest wetland crossed by the Proposed Project, which 
contains a WSSC. The interior of this forested area may also be considered regulated FIDS habitat, as it is a part of a large 
(>500 acres) contiguous forest that lies within the Critical Area. 


All forests in Harford County are classified within the Tulip Poplar Association according to Brush et al. 1976 (Figure E- 
5). Characteristic species in this forest association include, tulip tree, red maple, flowering dogwood (Cornus 
florida), Virginia creeper (Parthenocissus quinquefolia), black gum (Nyssa sylvatica), and white oak (Quercus alba). The 
results of the inventory level field assessment were generally consistent with the mapped association according to Brush et 
al. The primary differences occurred within forested wetland areas. As noted in the “Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.” 
section, forested wetlands were dominated by red maple and sweet-gum trees with scattered tulip tree, pin oak, and 
sycamore. Upland forest stands within the Harford County portion of the study area occur within relatively small, isolated 
patches, often along streams, and are characterized by varying degrees of disturbance. Other upland forest stands were 
linear strips of trees that border roadways, property boundaries, and the railroad ROW. The majority of these stands were 
early to mid-successional in seral stage, and contained canopy species, including tuliptree, white oak, red maple, sweet- 
gum, ash (Fraxinus sp.), American beech (Fagus grandifolia), and black locust (Robinia pseudoacacia). The average size 
of canopy trees was generally greater than four inches for red maple and sweet-gum and larger than eight inches for 
tuliptree. The understory was generally dense with either shrubs or vines or a combination of both. Common species 
included rambler rose, bush honeysuckle (Lonicera sp.), Japanese honeysuckle, and grape. One mature forest stand was 
identified on the south side of the Amtrak ROW between two industrial warehouse buildings west of Old Bay Lane. This 
stand was comprised of mature oaks (primarily white oak) and tuliptree in the 10 to 20-inch diameter size range. Slightly 
smaller red maple and sweet-gum were also common in the canopy. The understory was sparse, with scattered American 
beech and American hornbeam (Carpinus caroliniana). 


Cecil County has fewer forest resources within the study area than Harford County (Figure E-5). Most of the forests in 
the study area have also been classified by Brush et al. within the Tulip Poplar Association. However, the floodplain of 
Mill Creek has been classified by Brush et al. within the Sycamore-Green Ash-Box Elder-Silver Maple Association. 
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Characteristic species in this forest association include sycamore, green ash, box elder (Acer negundo), silver maple, red 
maple, Virginia creeper, white oak, flowering dogwood, and grape. Results of the inventory level field assessment in 
Cecil County were generally consistent with the mapped forest associations according to Brush et al. Most of the forested 
areas in Cecil County are smaller rows of deciduous trees bordering the Amtrak ROW and roads within the study area. 
The canopy species composition of these generally small, disturbed upland stands includes tuliptree, red maple, and 
sweet-gum. The understory is characterized by dense vines and shrubs, including rambler rose, Japanese honeysuckle, 
Asiatic bittersweet, and grape. The forest stand associated with Mill Creek was characterized by relatively mature upland 
and wetland cover types. Common canopy trees included tuliptree, sweet-gum, and sycamore in the 10 to 30-inch 
diameter size class and red maple in the four to ten-inch diameter size class. Common understory species included black 
cherry (Prunus serotina), American beech, American holly (Ilex opaca), rambler rose, bush honeysuckle, and Japanese 
honeysuckle. At the extreme eastern end of the study area, forest stands lie on the north and south sides of the Amtrak 
ROW just east of the Furnace Bay Golf Course. 


While a formal specimen tree survey has not been conducted, trees with diameters of 30 inches or greater were observed 
as individual trees along the shoreline of the Susquehanna River just south of the Amtrak ROW adjacent to Avenue A. On 
the grounds of the Rodgers Tavern, two trees appeared to be greater than 30 inches in diameter, including a sycamore and 
willow oak (Quercus phellos). Within the floodplain of Mill Creek between MD 7 and the Amtrak ROW, several trees 
(sweet-gum, sycamore) appeared to have diameters equal to or greater than 30 inches. 


b. Wildlife 


The majority of the study area is characterized by urban, suburban, commercial, and agricultural land uses with few 
natural habitat areas remaining. Forests in the study area are generally fragmented by development and/or past and present 
agricultural use. Terrestrial habitat within the study area consists mostly of smaller patches of low quality deciduous forest 
that lie between the Amtrak ROW and residential or commercial properties. However, there are also several deciduous 
forests present within the study area along stream corridors. The remainder of the terrestrial habitat in the study area 
consists of commercial/residential properties with scattered trees and landscaping, undeveloped meadows, agricultural 
fields, and residential yards. Aquatic wildlife habitat within the study area consists of the Susquehanna River, Furnace 
Bay, numerous wetlands, and several perennial and intermittent streams. 


Preliminary data from the MARA indicate that 30 species of reptiles and amphibians have been documented within 
portions of the Aberdeen and Havre de Grace USGS quadrangles that are crossed by the study area Table E-9 lists 
Herpetofauna documented near the study area. 


Table E-9 
Herpetofauna Documented Near the Study Area 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


AMPHI 


BIANS 


REPTILES 


Acris crepitans 
Ambystoma maculatum 
Anaxyrus fowleri 


Eastern cricket frog 
Spotted salamander 
Fowler’s toad 


Chelydra serpentine 
Chrysemys picta 
Clemmys guttata 


Eastern snapping turtle 
Painted turtle 
Spotted turtle 


Eurycea bislineata 


Eurycea longicauda 
longicauda 


Hyla versicolor 


Northern two-lined 
salamander 


Long-tailed salamander 


Gray treefrog 


Coluber constrictor constrictor 


Diadophis punctatus 


Kinosternon subrubrum 
subrubrum 


Northern black racer 
Ring-necked snake 


Eastern mud turtle 
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Table E-9 (cont’d) 
Herpetofauna Documented Near the Study Area 


Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name Common Name 
AMPHIBIANS REPTILES 
Lithobates clamitans E325 
Northern green frog Nerodia sipedon sipedon Northern watersnake 
melanota 
Lithobates palustris Pickerel frog Plestiodon fasciatus Common five-lined skink 
East dbacked i Itis traingul 
Plethodon cinereus rage Sasa ae Cnc Eastern milksnake 
salamander Triangulum 
Pseudacris crucifer Spring peeper* Pantherophis alleghaniensis Eastern ratsnake 
North d-bellied 
Pseudemys rubriventris a eres Storeria dekayi dekayi Northern brownsnake 
Rana catesbeiana American bullfrog Thamnophis sirtalis sirtalis Eastern gartersnake 
Trachemys scripta elegans Red-eared slider 


Eastern smooth 
earthsnake 
Source: Maryland Amphibian and Reptile Atlas 2010-2014, Natural History Society of Maryland, Interim results used 
with permission) 

* Observed during the inventory level field assessment. 


Virginia valeriae valeriae 


The 2™ Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Maryland and the District of Columbia (Ellison 2010) indicates that 120 species of 
breeding birds have been documented within portions of the Aberdeen and Havre de Grace USGS quadrangles crossed by 
the study area (Table E-10). 


Table E-10 
Breeding birds documented near the study area 
Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name Common Name 
Accipiter cooperii Cooper's hawk* Melanerpes carolinus Red-bellied woodpecker* 
Actitis macularius Spotted sandpiper MOPS Red-headed woodpecker 
erythrocephalus 
Agelaius phoeniceus Red-winged blackbird* Meleagris gallopavo Wild turkey 
Aix sponsa Wood duck* Melospiza melodia Song sparrow* 
Anas discors Blue-winged teal Mimus polyglottos Northern mockingbird* 
Anas platyrhynchos Mallard* Mniotilta varia Black-and-white warbler 
Anas rubripes American blackdDuck Molothrus ater Brown-headed cowbird* 
Antrostomus carolinensis Chuck-will's-widow Myiarchus crinitus Great crested flycatcher 
Antrostomus vociferous Whip-poor-will Nyctanassa violacea evo ye cowned 
night-heron 
Archilochus colubris Sa ae Nycticorax nycticorax ae” 
Ardea alba Great egret Pandion haliaetus Osprey* 
Ardea herodias Great blue heron* Parkesia motacilla Louisiana waterthrush 
Baeolophus bicolor Tufted titmouse* Passer domesticus House sparrow* 
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Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Table E-10 (cont’d) 


Breeding birds documented near the study area 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Bombycilla cedrorum 


Botaurus lentiginosus 


Cedar waxwing 


American bittern 


Passerculus 
sandwichensis 
Passerina caerulea 


Savannah sparrow 


Blue Grosbeak 


Branta canadensis 


Canada goose* 


Passerina cyanea 


Indigo bunting 


Bubo virginianus 


Great horned owl 


Phalacrocorax auritus 


Double-crested cormorant* 


Buteo jamaicensis 


Red-tailed hawk 


Phasianus colchicus 


Ring-necked pheasant 


Buteo lineatus 


Red-shouldered hawk 


Picoides pubescens 


Downy woodpecker* 


Butorides virescens 


Green heron 


Pipilo erythrophthalmus 


Eastern towhee* 


Cardinalis cardinalis 


Northern cardinal* 


Piranga olivacea 


Scarlet tanager 


Cathartes aura Turkey vulture* Podilymbus podiceps Pied-billed grebe 
Catharus fuscescens Veery Poecile carolinensis Carolina chickadee* 
Chaetura pelagica Chimney swift Polioptila caerulea Blue-gray gnatcatcher 
Charadrius vociferous Killdeer* Porzana carolina Sora 

Circus cyaneus Northern harrier Progne subis Purple martin 
Cistothorus palustris Marsh wren Protonotaria citrea Prothonotary warbler 
Coccyzus americanus Yellow-billed cuckoo Quiscalus quiscula Common grackle* 
Colaptes auratus Northern flicker* Rallus elegans King rail 


Colinus virginianus Northern bobwhite Riparia riparia Bank swallow 
Columba livia Rock pigeon* Sayornis phoebe Eastern phoebe* 
Contopus virens Eastern wood-pewee Scolopax minor American woodcock 
Coragyps atratus Black vulture* Seiurus aurocapilla Ovenbird 

Corvus brachyrhynchos American crow* Setophaga americana Northern parula 
Corvus ossifragus Fish crow* Setophaga citrina Hooded warbler 
Cyanocitta cristata Blue jay* Setophaga discolor Prairie warbler 
Cygnus olor Mute swan Setophaga petechia Yellow warbler 


Dryocopus pileatus 
Empidonax virescens 


Pileated woodpecker 
Acadian flycatcher 


Setophaga ruticilla 
Sitta carolinensis 


American redstart 
White-breasted nuthatch* 


Eremophila alpestris 


Horned lark 


Spinus tristis 


American goldfinch* 


Falco peregriuns 


Peregrine falcon 


Spizella passerina 


Chipping sparrow* 


Geothlypis formosa 


Kentucky warbler 


Stelgidopteryx 
serripennis 


Northern rough-winged 
swallow* 


Geothlypis trichas 


Common yellowthroat 


Setophaga pinus 


Pine warbler 


Haemorphous mexicanus House finch* Sternula antillarum Least tern 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Bald eagle Strix varia Barred owl 
Helmitheros vermivorum Worm-eating warbler Sturnella magna Eastern meadowlark 
Hylocichla mustelina Wood thrush Sturnus vulgaris European starling* 


Icteria virens 


Yellow-breasted chat 


Tachycineta bicolor 


Tree swallow* 


Icterus galbula 


Icterus spurius 


Baltimore oriole 


Orchard oriole 


Thryothorus 
ludovicianus 
Toxostoma rufum 


Carolina wren* 


Brown Thrasher 


Ixobrychus exilis Least bittern Troglodytes aedon House wren 
Larus argentatus Herring gull* Turdus migratorius American robin* 
Larus delawarensis Ring-billed gull* Tyrannus tyrannus Eastern kingbird 


Larus marinus 


Great Black-backed gull* 


Vireo gilvus 


Warbling vireo 


Lophodytes cucullatus 


Hooded merganser 


Vireo griseus 


White-eyed Vvireo 
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Table E-10 (cont’d) 


Breeding birds documented near the study area 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Megaceryle alcyon 


Belted kingfisher 


Vireo olivaceus 


Red-eyed vireo 


Megascops asio 


Eastern screech-owl 


Zenaida macroura 


Mourning dove* 


Source: 2nd Atlas of the Breeding Birds of Maryland and the District of Columbia 
*Observed during the inventory level field assessment. 


Similar statewide distributional data are lacking for mammals. However, the study area provides habitat for numerous 


mammals that are adapted to urban/suburban environments, as well as more natural areas. Table E-11 includes a list of 
mammal species that could potentially inhabit the study area (DNR-WHS website accessed November 20, 2014). 


Table E-11 


Mammals potentially occurring near the study area 


Scientific Name 
Blarina brevicauda 


Common Name 
Northern short-tailed shrew 


Scientific Name 
Nycticeius humeralis 


Common Name 
Evening bat 


Canis latrans 


Coyote 


Odocoileus virginianus 


White-tailed deer* 


Castor canadensis 


American beaver* 


Ondatra zibethicus 


Muskrat 


Condylura cristata parva 
Cryptotis parva 


Southeastern star-nosed mole 
Least shrew 


Oryzomys palustris 
Peromyscus leucopus 


Marsh rice rat 


White-footed deer mouse 


Didelphis virginiana 


Virginia opossum 


Peromyscus 
maniculatus 


Deer mouse 


Eptesicus fuscus 


Big brown bat 


Pipistrellus subflavus 


Eastern pipistrelle 


Glaucomys volans Southern flying squirrel Procyon lotor Raccoon* 
Lasionycteris noctivagans Silver-haired bat Rattus norvegicus Norway rat 
Lasiurus borealis Eastern red bat Rattus rattus Black rat 


Lasiurus cinereus 


Lutra canadensis 


Hoary bat 


Northern river otter 


Reithrodontomys 
humulis 
Scalopus aquaticus 


Eastern harvest mouse 


Eastern mole 


Marmota monax Woodchuck* Sciurus carolinensis Eastern gray squirrel* 

Mephitis mephitis Striped skunk Sciurus niger Eastern fox squirrel 

Microtus pennsylvanicus Meadow vole Sorex hoyi winnemana Southern pygmy shrew 

Microtus pinetorum Woodland vole Sylvilagus floridanus Eastern cottontail* 

Mus musculus House mouse Synaptomys cooperi Southern bog lemming 

Mustela vison Mink secu Red squirrel 
hudsonicus 

Myocastor coypus Nutria Co”, a Gray fox 
cinereoargenteus 

Myotis lucifugus Little brown myotis Vulpes vulpes Red fox 


Myotis septentrionalis 


Northern long-eared bat! 


Zapus hudsonius 


Meadow jumping mouse 


Napaeozapus insignis 


Woodland jumping mouse 


*Observed (directly or indirectly — tracks) during the inventory level field assessment. 


" Federally Endangered 


The smaller, disturbed forest habitats within the study area would be expected to support disturbance tolerant wildlife and 
edge adapted species. These habitats could support herpetofauna species such as eastern toads (Anaxyrus spp.), common 
five-lined skink (Plestiodon fasciatus), eastern redbacked salamander (Plethodon cinereus), northern black racer, 
(Coluber constrictor constrictor), eastem ratsnake (Pantherophis alleghaniensis), eastern garter snake (Thamnophis 
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sirtalis sirtalis), and the eastern box turtle (Terrapene carolina carolina), among other species. Mammals such as mice 
(Peromyscus spp.), voles (Microtus spp.), the eastern mole (Scalopus aquaticus), bats (Myotis spp.), squirrels (Sciurus 
spp. and Tamiasciurus hudsonicus), foxes (Urocyon cinereoargenteus and Vulpes vulpes), raccoon (Procyon lotor), 
woodchuck (Marmota monax), and white tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), among other species, likely inhabit 
terrestrial areas within the study area. More urban environments such as Havre de Grace may also support species such as 
the Norway rat (Rattus norvegicus) and the black rat (Rattus rattus). Bird species likely to occur within the smaller, more 
disturbed forests with abundant edge habitat would be common species such as red-bellied woodpecker (Melanerpes 
carolinus), downy woodpecker (Picoides pubescens), eastern wood-pewee (Contopus virens), American crow (Corvus 
brachyrhynchos), blue jay (Cyanocitta cristata), Carolina chickadee (Poecile carolinensis), tufted titmouse (Baeolophus 
bicolor), white-breasted nuthatch (Sitta carolinensis), Carolina wren (Thryothorus ludovicianus), American robin (Turdus 
migratorius), and northern cardinal (Cardinalis cardinalis). With the exception of the eastern wood-pewee, all of these 
bird species were observed during the inventory level field assessment in early April 2014 (See Table E-10). 


One large, contiguous forest habitat is located within the study area and occurs southeast of the Amtrak ROW at the 
southwestern end of the study area. This forest may support a specialized group of birds of FIDS. Table E-12 lists the 
FIDS potentially occurring within the Critical Area. According to the breeding birds listed in Table E-12, 20 of the 25 
FIDS have been documented within breeding bird atlas blocks near the study area. It is likely that at least some of these 
species would be found within the forest interior habitat mapped within the study area. 


Table E-12 
List of Maryland’s FIDS 


Scientific Name 


Common Name 


Buteo lineatus 


Red-shouldered hawk' 


Buteo platypterus 


Broad-winged hawk" 


Strix varia 


Barred owl! 


Caprimulgus vociferous 


Whip-poor-will 


Picoides villosus 


Hairy woodpecker 


Dryocopus pileatus 
Empidonax virescens 


Pileated woodpecker 
Acadian flycatcher 


Certhia Americana 


Brown creeper" 


Catharus fuscescens 


Veery 


Hylocichla mustelina 
Vireo flavifrons 


Wood thrush 
Yellow-throated vireo 


Vireo olivaceus 


Red-eyed vireo 


Setophaga americana 


Northern parula 


Setophaga virens waynei 
Setophaga cerulea 


Black-throated green warbler’ 
Cerulean warbler’ 


Mniotilta varia 


Black-and-white warbler! 


Setophaga ruticilla 


American redstart’ 


Protonotaria citrea 
Helmitheros vermivorum 


Prothonotary warbler 
Worm-eating warbler’ 


Limnothlypis swainsonii 


Swainson’s warbler’ 


Seiurus aurocapillus 


Ovenbird 


Parkesia motacilla 


Louisiana waterthrush’ 


Setophaga citrina 


Hooded warbler’ 


Geothlypis formosa 


Kentucky warbler’ 


Piranga olivacea 


Scarlet tanager 


"Highly area-sensitive species most vulnerable to forest loss, fragmentation, and overall habitat degradation. 
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*State-listed as Endangered. 
Wetlands and vernal pools within the study area could support herpetofauna species such as the eastern cricket frog (Acris 


crepitans), spring peeper (Pseudacris crucifer), American bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana), northern green frog (Lithobates 
clamitans melanota), pickerel frog (L. palustris), wood frog (L. sylvaticus), painted turtle (Chrysemys picta), snapping 
turtle (Chelydra serpentina), northern watersnake (Nerodia sipedon sipedon), and spotted salamander (Ambystoma 
maculatum), among other species. The spring peeper was observed during the early spring inventory level field 
assessment (See Table E-9). Smaller streams could support the northern two-lined salamander (Eurycea bislineata) and 
the long-tailed salamander (E. longicauda longicauda). Larger waterbodies within the study area, such as the 
Susquehanna River, are also habitat for species such as the northern map turtle (Graptemys geographica), red-bellied 
cooter (Pseudemys rubriventris), American beaver (Castor canadensis), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), and the northern 
river otter (Lutra canadensis). The northern map turtle is a state-endangered aquatic turtle discussed in Section D. Bird 
species using forested wetlands would include those listed above, including some FIDS. Within tidal marsh and riverine 
habitats along the Susquehanna River, birds, such as geese, ducks, egrets, herons, rails, and red-winged blackbird 
(Agelaius phoeniceus) would be expected. In addition, many species of waterfowl, gulls and terns, and raptors, such as the 
osprey (Pandion haliaetus) and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), forage in and rest on the Susquehanna River 
during different seasons. 


c. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Terrestrial Species 
Listed Species 


On April 2, 2015, USFWS listed the northern long-eared bat (NLEB) (Myotis septentrionalis) as threatened under the 
Endangered Species Act (ESA). The NLEB spends winter months hibernating in caves and mines (hibernacula) that have 
constant temperatures, high humidity, and no air currents. During the summer months, NLEB roost undermeath bark, in 
cavities or in crevices of trees. Breeding begins in late summer or early fall. A response from USFWS dated January 15, 
2016 indicated that the NLEB is a threatened species that has the potential to occur within the boundary of the Proposed 
Project, but is not likely to be adversely affected by the Proposed Project. 


In response to a December 13, 2013 letter requesting information on RTE species in the Proposed Project study area, 
DNR issued a letter dated March 20, 2014 and an updated response in September 1, 2015 (Refer to Attachment E) that 
identified potential RTE species or species of statewide importance that could occur within the study area. The letter 
identified the presence of a WSSC located within the Swan Creek drainage just south of the Amtrak ROW at the western 
end of the study area. The presence within the study area of historic waterfowl concentration and staging areas within the 
Susquehanna River was also referenced in the March 2014 DNR letter (see below). At the eastern end of the study area, 
DNR identified the presence of a known site within the Furnace Bay wetlands that supports a population of state-listed 
endangered water horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Both plant species are found in 
aquatic habitats. No other state-listed species were documented by the DNR as potentially occurring within the study area. 
A response letter was submitted to DNR on April 7, 2016 regarding all potentially occurring resources within the study 
area (Attachment E). On May 9, 2016, DNR issued a subsequent letter elaborating on the aforementioned resources and 
listing additional concerns with the state-listed endangered northern map turtle (Graptemys geographica) and Forest 
Interior Dwelling Bird Species (FIDS). A follow-up response letter was submitted to DNR on June 14, 2016 providing 
additional information on further coordination on these resources and documenting that the listed plant species are outside 
of the project limit of disturbance and will receive additional protection by the project strictly adhering to best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control. 


Waterfowl Concentrations & Colonial Waterbird Colonies 
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The Critical Area law has identified types of natural resources that should be protected from excessive development along 
the Chesapeake Bay and its tidal tributaries. These habitat protection areas include significant plant and wildlife habitat, 
including colonial water bird nesting areas and aquatic areas of historic waterfowl concentration. The intent of the CBCA 
law is to protect these sensitive areas from water-dependent development activities, such as docks, piers, bulkheads, etc. 


According to the Maryland Environmental Resources and Land Information Network (MERLIN) online mapping tool, 
two waterfowl areas occur within the study area, one in the Susquehanna River crossed by the existing Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge and the other within Furnace Bay at the extreme eastern end of the study area. These are historic waterfowl 
staging areas and wintering sites for waterfowl, such as diving ducks, swans, and geese that forage on fish and shellfish 
near the mouth of the Susquehanna River and within Furnace Bay. Prior to the 1960s, the expansive SAV beds at the 
mouth of the Susquehanna River supported hundreds of thousands of these waterfowl (USFWS 2013). The rich SAV 
growth began declining in the 1960s as increased development in the watershed above the Conowingo Dam led to poorer 
water quality and quantity. Remaining SAV beds were destroyed by Hurricane Agnes in 1972. Since then, SAV have 
begun to rebound, providing increasing habitat for wintering waterfowl. The boundary of the waterfowl area within the 
Susquehanna River lies primarily within Cecil County, from the US 40 Bridge to the mouth of the river. The Furnace Bay 
waterfowl area lies outside of the Proposed Project limits of disturbance. 


Colonial water bird colonies are nesting colonies for colonial water bird species, such as herons and egrets. No colonial 
water bird nesting areas occur within the study area. The closest colonial water bird nesting site occurs along the Cecil 
County shoreline of the Susquehanna River near the Conowingo Dam. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Without the Proposed Project, terrestrial resources are expected to remain the same as described in Affected Environment. 
The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential Proposed Project impacts will be 
measured. 


4. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
a. Forest Resources 


Forest resources are protected in Maryland under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act for any activity requiring 
application for a subdivision, grading permit, or sediment and erosion control plan that will disturb at least 40,000 square 
feet of area. Before a sediment and erosion control permit is issued for a project, the Maryland Forest Conservation Act 
requires that a Forest Stand Delineation (FSD) and a Forest Conservation Plan (FCP) be submitted and approved by the 
DNR, Forestry Division. A more detailed forest assessment, including preparation of a FSD and FCP, would need to be 
completed for the Proposed Project during final design and permitting. 


The two Build Alternatives will have minor impacts to forest resources, primarily to narrow forest strips immediately 
adjacent to the existing tracks. The largest, contiguous forest resources occur at the far western end of the Proposed 
Project study area. The Build Alternatives all terminate over a mile east of this forested area thus avoiding any impact to 
these resources. 


Alternative 9A 


Alternative 9A would have the greatest forest impacts of the two Build Alternatives. Impacts would occur to forested 
habitat between the existing tracks and the Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. This forest is relatively narrow 
and disturbed. Forest impacts from Alternative 9A would total approximately 2.92 acres. 


Alternative 9B 
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Alternative 9B would also impact the same forested habitat adjacent to Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. 
However, the Proposed Project footprint for Alternative 9B is narrower than that of Alternative 9A, resulting in a potential 
impact of approximately 2.08 acres. 


b. Wildlife 


Few wildlife impacts are anticipated from construction of the either of the two Build Alternatives, as both alternatives will 
be constructed immediately adjacent to and within the same alignment as the existing tracks. As noted in “Forest 
Resources,” impacts to forest will occur only adjacent to the Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. This forest is 
relatively thin and disturbed and likely only supports common residential species of wildlife, primarily birds and a few 
species of small mammals. However, mammals and birds would be displaced by the clearing of forest habitat. The habitat 
may also support a few common species of amphibians and reptiles that could also be impacted or displaced. 


c. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Terrestrial Species 


NLEB roost during the summer months in forested areas; therefore, Alternative 9A has a higher potential for impacts to 
NLEB habitat. However, the majority of forest impact occurs in relatively narrow and disturbed areas immediately 
adjacent to the existing tracks/ROW. In a letter dated January 15, 2016 (Refer to Attachment E), the USFWS indicated 
that because of the relatively small forest impacts and the absence of documented NLEB within the area, the Proposed 
Project is “not likely to adversely affect” the species. The letter further indicated that for these reasons, there would be no 
time of year restrictions on forest clearing related to the NLEB. The letter also stated that other than transient species, no 
other federally proposed or listed threatened or endangered species are known to occur within the Proposed Project area. 


Neither of the Build Alternatives will impact areas known to support terrestrial state listed threatened or endangered 
species or areas that are designated as a WSSC. The WSSCG, and associated state listed species, lies more than a mile west 
of the termination of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Two state-endangered plants, water horsetail (Equisetum 
fluviatile) and vetchling (Lathyrus palustris), are aquatic plants that lie within tidal marsh wetlands of Furnace Bay 
directly south of the eastern end of the project area. While these plants would not be directly impacted by the Proposed 
Project, DNR has recommended that, to avoid indirect impacts to the plants, the project strictly adhere to best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control. As very little natural habitat lies within the limits of disturbance 
for the two Build Alternatives, it is unlikely that state or federally listed terrestrial species would occur within the 
Proposed Project area. 


An historic waterfowl staging area occurs within the Proposed Project footprint of the two Build Alternatives in the 
Susquehanna River along the Cecil County side. This area is known to support winter concentrations of ducks and geese 
that forage on fish, invertebrates, and submerged aquatic vegetation. Waterfowl will not be permanently impacted by 
either bridge alternative, but may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. DNR has indicated that 
further coordination will be required, as the project progresses into later phases of design, regarding any potential 
disturbances along the shoreline and adjacent open waters, and appropriate protection measures. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 
a. Forest Resources 


Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B lie immediately adjacent to the existing track alignment, resulting in only minor 
forest impacts on the south side of the existing alignment near Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. This forest is 
relatively narrow and disturbed. Avoidance of a much larger forest tract farther to the west was accomplished by reducing 
the scope of the Proposed Project to tie back into the existing tracks prior the start of the large forest tract. Incorporation 
of tree protection measures during the development of FCP will be coordinated, reviewed, and approved by DNR. 
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Where unavoidable forest impacts occur, Amtrak will offset those impacts by planting trees in cleared areas 
(reforestation) and/or in areas not previously forested (afforestation). During the final design and permitting stage, Amtrak 
will develop and implement a DNR-approved FCP that prescribes the reforestation and afforestation acreage, mitigation 
site selection process, planting requirements and specifications, and monitoring plan. 


Goals of the FCP are to: maintain forest at or above the break-even point, protecting all priority forests, specimen trees, 
and sensitive areas on-site where possible; minimize impacts to other on-site vegetated areas to the greatest extent 
practicable; and define mitigation areas for unavoidable impacts to forest resources and specimen trees. Priority forests are 
those that include wetlands, streams, 100-year floodplains, endangered species, and specimen trees. 


Forest mitigation must comply with Forest Conservation Act requirements for linear transportation projects. Based on 
afforestation and reforestation rules under this law, preliminary calculations of required mitigation for effects including 
forested and non-forested areas would total approximately 5.0 acres of tree planting for Alternative 9A and 3.4 acres of 
tree planting for Alternative 9B. This meets the requirements of the State Forest Conservation Technical Manual as 
defined in the Forests Section, Section III. 


D. AQUATIC RESOURCES 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 


Regulatory Context 
Clean Water Act (33 USC §§ 1251-1387) 


The objective of the Clean Water Act, also known as the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, is to restore and maintain 
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the waters of the United States. It regulates point sources of water 
pollution, such as discharges of municipal sewage, industrial wastewater, and stormwater runoff; the discharge of dredged 
or fill material into navigable waters and other waters; and non-point source pollution (e.g., runoff from streets, 
construction sites, etc.) that enter water bodies from sources other than the end of a pipe. Applicants for discharges to 
navigable waters in Maryland must obtain a Water Quality Certification from MDE. 


Safe Drinking Water Act (42 USC 8§§ 330f-300j 


The Safe Drinking Water Act Amendments of 1986 requires each state to develop Wellhead Protection Programs. The 
EPA approved Maryland’s Wellhead Protection Program in June of 1991. Maryland’s program provides technical 
assistance, information, and funding to local governments, to help them protect their water supplies. Wellhead Protection 
is a strategy designed to protect public drinking water supplies by managing the land surface around a well where 
activities might affect the quality of the water. 


Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 


Section 7 of the ESA protects listed species, assists with species recovery, and protects lands that provide critical habitat 
for federally-listed endangered and threatened species. Section 7 requires that federal agencies consult with the National 
Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) for marine and anadromous species, or the USFWS for freshwater species and wildlife, 
on any federal action that has the potential to affect listed species or critical habitats. 


Executive Order 13508 on Chesapeake Bay Protection and Restoration 


The purpose of the Executive Order, signed on May 12, 2009, is to “protect and restore the health, heritage, natural 
resources, and social and economic value of the nation’s largest estuarine ecosystem and the natural sustainability of its 
watershed.” Under the Executive Order, multiple federal agencies were required to make recommendations concerning 
water quality, agricultural conservation practices, SWM practices, impacts of climate change, public access, and 
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environmental research. These recommendations were integrated into a coordinated strategy for restoration and 
protection, which was presented on May 12, 2010. The strategy launches major environmental initiatives, establishes two- 
year milestones for water quality and other action items, and sets specific and measurable restoration and water quality 
goals with the help and partnership of local communities. 


National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) (Annotated Code of Maryland, Environment Article, 


Environment Article, Title 9, Subtitle 3, and implementing regulations in COMAR 26.08.04). 


State Environment Article, Title 9, Subtitle 3 authorizes the MDE to develop comprehensive programs and plans for the 
prevention, control, and abatement of pollution of the waters of the State and to issue, modify, or revoke orders and 
permits that prohibit discharges of pollutants into Maryland waters, in accordance with Section 402 of the federal Clean 
Water Act. The MDE regulates discharges to Maryland State waters under COMAR 26.08.04. Activities requiring a 
NPDES permit include point source discharges of wastewater, discharge of stormwater runoff, thermal discharges, and 
construction activities that disturb one or more acres. 


Methodology 
Existing conditions for aquatic resources were summarized using the following: 


e Published literature, including information obtained from governmental and non-governmental agencies, such as 
DNR, Maryland Department of Planning, and MDE. 


e Data mapping tools provided by state agencies, including tools for watershed boundaries and health; designated 
use classes for surface waters; water quality assessments; river bathymetry; and stream health data including fish 
and benthic sampling results. 


e DNR’s response to a request for information on fisheries data, including rare, threatened, or endangered species in 
the study area. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The study area for aquatic resources comprises the Lower Susquehanna River from the head of tide north of Port Deposit 
to the confluence with the Upper Bay, and the Upper Bay down to the Elk River at Turkey Point to include the shallow 
Susquehanna Flats area where much of the larger grained sediment discharged by the Susquehanna River is deposited 
(Figure E-6) (STAC 2000). The study area also includes the following streams: an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, an 
unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and 
Principio Creek. 


a. Hydrology 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge crosses the Lower Susquehanna River’, just north of its confluence with the 
Chesapeake Bay (Figure E-6), the largest estuary in the United States. Estuaries are partially enclosed bodies of water 
where fresh water from rivers and streams mix with salt water from the ocean. The main portion of the Chesapeake Bay 
extends approximately 186 miles from the Atlantic Ocean up to the Susquehanna River, varying in width from about 3.4 
miles near Aberdeen, Maryland, to 35 miles near the mouth of the Potomac River (USEPA 2010). 


The Susquehanna River supplies most of the freshwater (about 60 percent) to the Bay, with the remainder primarily 
supplied by the Potomac, Rappahannock, York, and James Rivers (Cerco et al. 2013). Much of the freshwater inputs to 
the Bay occur during winter and spring, with occasional large discharges in late summer during tropical storm events 


* The Lower Susquehanna River is an approximately 10-mile length of the river in Cecil and Harford Counties, Maryland, that extends from 
Conowingo Dam to the Upper Chesapeake Bay 
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(Cerco and Noel 2013). Flow within the Lower Susquehanna River is affected by natural flow of the river and operation 
of the Safe Harbor Corporation’s Safe Harbor Dam located upriver from the Conowingo Dam. The Conowingo Project 
has limited active storage available due to reservoir size and a relatively small allowable variation in headwater level. 
Additionally, the Conowingo Project must also maintain certain minimum flows downstream of the dam: 3,500 cubic feet 
per second (cfs) or natural river flow in March; 10,000 cfs or natural river flow, whichever is less in April; 7,500 cfs or 
natural river flow in May; 5,000 cfs or natural river flow, whichever is less from June 1 through September 14; 3,500 cfs 
or natural river flow, whichever is less from September 15 to November 30; and 3,500 cfs intermittent from December 1 
through February 28 (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011a). Mean Susquehanna River flow recorded at Conowingo 
(USGS gage 01578310) located just downstream of the Conowingo Dam was about 41,233 cfs for the period between 
January 1, 2008 and November 11, 2013. The average flow at Havre de Grace is 40,100 cfs (SRBC 2013). According to 
USGS, the mean river discharge is 65,700 cubic feet per second (cfs) averaged over 46 years of records at the Conowingo 
Dam, 9.9 miles upstream from the mouth. Minimum discharge was 10,700 cfs in 1993 and the maximum was 330,000 cfs 
in 1975 (USGS 2014). 


The Chesapeake Bay is partially mixed, freshwater from the tributaries flows downstream toward the Atlantic Ocean and 
saltier water from the Atlantic Ocean flows upstream along the bottom. Wind and other climatic events can disrupt this 
pattern (Cerco et al. 2013; USEPA 2004) and during storm events, with large discharges of freshwater all water depths 
within the Upper Bay flow south (STAC 2000). The mean tide range in the Bay decreases from about 2.5 feet at the 
mouth to less than 1.3 feet in the Upper Bay (Cerco et al. 2013). The Lower Susquehanna is tidal up to the northern end of 
Robert Island to the north of Port Deposit, where Deer Creek discharges to the river on the western bank (Gomez and 
Sullivan Engineers, P.C. 2011). Salinity within the Bay ranges from marine levels at the mouth to freshwater in the Upper 
Bay in the vicinity of the Susquehanna River (Cerco et al. 2013, Chesapeake Bay Program 2016). 


Within the study area, the tide ranges from 0.2 feet at Mean Low Water (MLW) to 2.1 feet at Mean High Water (MHW) 
at Havre de Grace. The Susquehanna River is tidal at Havre de Grace with a mean semi-diurnal variation of 2.1 feet and 
approximately 2.5 feet during spring neap tides. The Susquehanna River empties into the head of Chesapeake Bay from 
northwestward. The entrance is between Concord Point and Perry Point, one mile east-northeastward. 


Bathymetry of Susquehanna River 


A review of the NOAA Nautical Chart: Head of the Chesapeake Bay (NOAA Chart 12274) was conducted to determine 
approximate bathymetry for the Susquehanna River within the vicinity of the study area. The Upper Bay in the 
Susquehanna Flats (shallow waters at the mouth of the Susquehanna River) region is shallow, ranging from about 0.5 feet 
to 10 feet at Mean Lower Low Water (MLLW). Deeper channels exist along the borders of this shallow region, ranging in 
depth from 16 to 35 feet at MLLW on the west side and from 15 to 30 feet at MLLW on the east side. At Turkey Point, 
south of the Susquehanna Flats, depths range from three feet at MLLW in the shallows near the banks to about 22 feet in 
the deeper channel (NOAA Chart 12274). 


In the vicinity of the existing bridge on the Lower Susquehanna River, depths at MLLW in the deeper channel range from 
about 19 feet on the west bank of the deeper channel to about 51 feet at MLLW on the east bank where the Susquehanna 
River flows to the east of Garrett Island. Shallow waters on either bank range in depth from about three feet to five feet at 
MLLW. Where the Susquehanna River discharges to the Upper Bay, water depths are up to approximately 42 feet at 
MLLW, and decrease rapidly to the shallow depths of the Susquehanna Flats area of the Upper Bay (NOAA Chart 
12274). 


Maryland’s Tier II High Quality Waters 


Maryland’s Antidegradation Policy under COMAR 26.08.02.04 was implemented due to required water quality standards 
under the Clean Water Act. The Antidegradation Policy requires the State of Maryland to identify Tier II Waters where 
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water quality is better than the minimum requirements and where water quality should be maintained. The Proposed 
Project area is located along the southern edge of the Mill Creek 1 and Principio Creek 3 Tier II Catchments in Cecil 
County. The MDE regulates activities with potential discharges or impacts to water quality within Tier II catchments. 


b. Groundwater 


The groundwater system is controlled by the thickness of the residual weathered bedrock (saprolite) and the degree of 
fracturing in the bedrock. The saprolite is usually thickest on hilltops and slopes and thinnest in valleys. The saprolite is 
relatively porous and permeable, and acts as a source of recharge to the bedrock below. Where the saprolite is saturated, 
groundwater occupies the spaces between unconsolidated soil particles and rock fragments and is under unconfined 
conditions. The flow water table water-bearing zone generally mimics the land surface contours. 


In contrast, groundwater in the bedrock is only in secondary porosity caused by stresses and weak spots. The number and 
size of the voids determine the secondary porosity of the bedrock; the degree to which the openings are interconnected 
determines its secondary permeability, and hence groundwater yield. Groundwater in bedrock is commonly under 
confined conditions due to the essentially impermeable bedrock on the sides of the voids. However, because there are no 
well-defined, continuous confining beds and because the degree of hydraulic connection between the saprolite and the 
secondary openings in the underlying bedrock is generally high, the entire groundwater flow system may be considered 
one complex unconfined aquifer. 


The flow system is recharged by precipitation that infiltrates the saprolite and percolates to the water table unit. 
Frequently, this groundwater is of poor quality and low yield. The bedrock, on the other hand, has very low primary 
porosity and is less permeable than the saprolite. The number, size, and interconnection of the secondary openings differ 
with depth below land surface and with topographic setting. Secondary porosity and permeability decrease with depth 
owing to the increase in pressure and the decrease in weathering and solution. Also, secondary porosity and permeability 
are relatively low under hilltops and relatively high under draws and valleys. 


Groundwater is utilized in Cecil County by public and private water systems and private on-lot wells. The latter includes 
industrial, commercial, institutional, agricultural enterprises, and individual domestic wells. The depth of the weathering 
and topography are such that there appears to be little potential for a well of more than 25 gallons per minute (gpm) within 
the vicinity of the study area. 


In Harford County, the City of Havre de Grace owns and operates a surface water treatment plant for which the source is 
the Susquehanna River. Havre de Grace maintains its own water distribution system. Only a small portion of residents 
utilize private groundwater wells since the reported low well yields (average reported well yields of 10 to 15 gpm with 
higher yields of about 50 gpm in draws and valleys) are not sufficient for consideration as a major groundwater source. 


Wellhead Protection Areas 


A wellhead protection area (WHPA) is a designated area, either surface or subsurface, that is regulated to prevent 
contamination of a well or well-field supplying a public water system. Designation of WHPA has been established under 
the Safe Drinking Water Act and is implemented through the Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE). Existing 
and potential sources of contamination are identified for each WHPA which may include: underground storage tanks, 
sources of discharge to septic systems, agricultural operations, solid waste disposal facilities, and abandoned wells. 
Limited data is available regarding existing wellhead protection areas within the vicinity of the study area. However, 
several Source Water Assessment Program (SWAP) reports have been prepared for communities in both Harford and 
Cecil Counties. The intent of the SWAP reports are to document to delineate the area that contributes to the water source, 
identify potential sources of contamination and susceptibility of the water supply to contamination. SWAP reports 
completed within the vicinity of the study area include: 
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Swan Harbor Dell Mobile Home Community, Harford County (2003) 
Havre De Grace, Harford County (2003) 

Chestnut Estates Mobile Home Park, Cecil County (2003) 

Perryville, Cecil County (2003) 


c. Water Quality 


Water quality of the Chesapeake Bay is poor—high nutrient concentrations (i.e., nitrogen and phosphorus) promote algal 
blooms that die and sink to the bottom of the Bay and consume oxygen, leading to zones of low oxygen (hypoxic) where 
fish and shellfish cannot survive. High concentrations of suspended sediment and algal blooms limit the penetration of 
light into the water important to the growth and survival of SAV and other aquatic biota. Because of these high nutrient 
and suspended sediment concentrations, the waters of the mainstem and tidal tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay are 
considered impaired for aquatic life resources (USEPA 2010). This impairment has persisted despite extensive restoration 
efforts implemented within the Bay over the last 25 years, prompting the USEPA to establish the Chesapeake Bay Total 
Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) on December 29, 2010. 


The Chesapeake Bay TMDL establishes a comprehensive “pollution diet” for the Bay with respect to nitrogen, 
phosphorus, and sediment to improve water quality in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. The TMDL is required under the 
Clean Water Act and responds to consent decrees in Virginia and the District of Columbia from the late 1990s. It is also 
the principal component of a federal strategy to meet Executive Order 13508. It sets watershed limits of 185.9 million 
pounds of nitrogen, 12.5 million pounds of phosphorus, and 6.45 billion pounds of sediment per year. The pollution limits 
are further divided by jurisdiction and major river basin based on modeling, extensive monitoring data, peer-reviewed 
science, and close interaction with jurisdiction partners (USEPA 2010). 


The MDE classifies the Lower Susquehanna River and Upper Chesapeake Bay within the study area as Use Class II-P for 
tidal freshwater estuaries. Individual designated uses within the Use Class II-P grouping for the study area include: growth 
and propagation of fish, other aquatic life and wildlife, water contact sports, leisure activities involving direct contact with 
surface water, fishing, agricultural and industrial water supply, seasonal migratory fish spawning and nursery use, 
seasonal shallow-water SAV use, open-water fish and shellfish use, and public water supply. 


Tidal tributary reaches of the Lower Susquehanna River within the aquatic resources study area are classified as Use II 
streams, with sub-designations within the segment for migratory fish spawning and nursery use, shallow water submerged 
aquatic vegetation, and open water fish and shellfish use.” 


The Proposed Project study area crosses an unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, 
Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed tributary to Lily Run, and Lily Run on the western shore of the Susquehanna, and Mill 
Creek and Principio Creek on the eastern shore. All of these tributaries, except Principio Creek, are nontidal and classified 
as Use I streams, for water contact recreation and protection of aquatic life. There are no Maryland Biological Stream 
Survey (MBSS) sites in the unnamed tributary to Swan Creek, but volunteer monitoring data shows the benthic Index of 


- According to DNR (October 22, 2014 correspondence), several very small tributaries to the Susquehanna River on the Cecil County side have been 
classified as Use Class III and have been documented to support wild trout, either consistently or occasionally. Two new Use Class III designations 
include Happy Valley Branch and its tributaries and an unnamed tributary to the Susquehanna River crossing Frenchtown Road in Cecil County. 
These tributaries discharge to the portion of the Lower Susquehanna River within the aquatic resources study area but are not crossed by the rail 
corridor. 
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Biotic Integrity (IBI) is “Fair.” Similarly, in the unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek there are no MBSS sites, but 
volunteer monitoring data shows the benthic IBI is “Poor.” According to MBSS data, fish and benthic IBIs for Gashey’s 
Creek within the rail corridor are both defined as “Poor.” Habitat quality including instream habitat, epifaunal substrate, 
and pool quality are Optimal, and velocity/depth diversity and riffle quality are Suboptimal. Within the unnamed tributary 
to Lily Run there are no MBSS sites, though volunteer monitoring shows the benthic IBI is “Poor” (labeled as Lillie [sic] 
Run in volunteer data). No MBSS or volunteer monitoring sites are located in Lily Run near the rail corridor. There are no 
MBSS sites in Mill Creek near the rail corridor on the eastern shore of the Susquehanna, but volunteer monitoring data 
shows that the benthic IBI is “Fair.” Principio Creek is tidal within the rail corridor, and its tributaries near the site are 
classified as Use II streams (natural trout waters). Principio Creek has “Good” IBIs for both fish and benthic 
invertebrates; instream habitat, epifaunal substrate, velocity/depth diversity, pool quality, and riffle quality are all defined 
as Optimal according to MBSS data. 


The 8-digit Lower Susquehanna River Watershed is listed on the 2012 303(d) list as impaired for total nitrogen, total 
phosphorus, and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) in fish tissue (MDE 2012). A draft TMDL for PCBs is currently under 
development to support the “fishing” designated use of the Lower Susquehanna River, which is protective of human 
health related to the consumption of fish (MDE 2013). The Lower Susquehanna River was listed in 1996 by MDE as 
impaired by cadmium. However, this impairment listing was removed in 2009 after further studies indicated that cadmium 
levels within the Lower Susquehanna River segment remained below water quality criteria. 


The Susquehanna River is used as a public water supply source by the City of Havre de Grace and Town of Perryville. 
The City of Havre de Grace water treatment plant also supplies drinking water to Harford County. Municipal wastewater 
treatment plants (WWTP) discharging to the Lower Susquehanna and the Upper Bay include the Aberdeen Advanced 
WWTP (NPDES MD0021563), Aberdeen Proving Ground (NPDES MD0021237), the Havre de Grace WWTP (NPDES 
MD0021750), and the Perryville WWTP (NPDES MD0020613) (MDE 2010). 


The 8-digit Conowingo Dam/Susquehanna River Watershed was listed on the 2010 303(d) list as impaired by nutrients 
and sediment, both originally designated in 1996. The nutrient impairment was further refined on Maryland’s 2008 list to 
indicate that phosphorus was the specific nutrient for which the listing was made. After further studies, MDE’s water 
quality analysis indicated that the impairments for both phosphorus and sediment should be removed. The USEPA agreed 
in letters dated May 18, 2012. Therefore, there are currently no TMDL impairments for the Conowingo 
Dam/Susquehanna River Watershed. 


The Upper Chesapeake Bay is listed as impaired for total nitrogen and total phosphorus. USEPA also considers Total 
Suspended Solids (TSS) to be an “unlisted impairment” for this region of the Bay, meaning that a TMDL is required for 
the parameter, but it is not listed as an official impairment in the current 303(d) list. The 2010 Chesapeake Bay TMDL 
allocates a total nitrogen load of 1,466,462 lbs/yr, a total phosphorus load of 70,734 lbs/yr, and a TSS load of 70,310,967 
Ibs/yr for the portion of the Upper Bay within the study area (MDE 2010). 


The Chesapeake Bay scientific and management community, which includes a number of public and private institutions, 
produces an annual assessment (or report card) each spring of the Bay’s ecosystem health. The report card combines 
multiple water quality and habitat indicators into a single score for 15 regions of the Bay; scores are presented in numeric 
and narrative formats. Indicators include: chlorophyll-a, SAV, dissolved oxygen (DO), Benthic Index of Biological 
Integrity, water clarity, total nitrogen, total phosphorus, and Bay Health Index. Chlorophyll-a is used as a measure of 
phytoplankton biomass, excess levels of which can lead to reduced water clarity and DO levels. Aquatic grasses and 
Benthic Index of Biological Integrity give a picture of available habitat conditions. Water clarity, DO, total nitrogen, and 
total phosphorus are important water quality parameters that affect the quality of aquatic life. The Bay Health Index is an 
average of the other seven indicators. In 2015, the Upper Bay received scores of 58 percent for total nitrogen (“C”), 23 
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percent for water clarity (“D”), 35 percent for chlorophyll-a (“D”), 39 percent for aquatic grasses (“D”), 61 percent for 
benthic habitat (“B”), 70 percent for total phosphorus (“B”), and 88 percent for DO (“A”). The overall Bay Health score 
in 2015 for all regions of the Bay combined was 53 percent, or a C, which was improved from 50 in 2014. 


DNR conducts regular water quality monitoring of tidal tributaries and the mainstem of the Chesapeake Bay. Sampling 
for various forms of the nutrient elements (e.g., nitrogen, phosphorus, carbon), the photosynthetic pigment chlorophyll a, 
silicon, suspended solids, and water clarity and/or turbidity, in addition to water temperature, conductivity, salinity, DO, 
and pH, began in June 1984. Sampling at each station was conducted biweekly during spring, summer, and fall months, 
and monthly during the winter. Table E-13 summaries water quality monitoring data for water temperature, DO, and 
chlorophyll-a, three parameters important to survival of aquatic life, and parameters related to the Chesapeake Bay TMDL 
(Total Nitrogen [TN], Total Phosphorous [TP], and TSS) for one DNR sampling stations on the Lower Susquehanna 
River (CB1.0 at Conowingo Dam), two Chesapeake Bay mainstem sampling locations within the study area (CB1.1 at the 
mouth of the Susquehanna River, midchannel, and CB2.1 at Elk Neck State Park, just southeast of the Susquehanna Flats) 
(see Figure E-6) for a five year period (August 5, 2008 through July 31, 2013). Sampling of surface and bottom waters 
was conducted at Stations CB1.1 and CB2.1. Only sampling of the surface was conducted at the Conowingo Dam station, 
CB1.0. 


Figures E-7 through E-10 show the seasonal variation of DO, total suspended solids, and total nitrogen and phosphorous 
from 2008 through 2013. Measurements taken on September 7 and 8, 2011 were excluded from analysis; these data were 
collected immediately following flooding from Tropical Storm Lee and are not representative of typical conditions. DO 
concentrations were always above the criteria, were fairly similar at surface, mid, and bottom depths for the Upper Bay 
stations, peaked in late winter to early spring and were lowest during the summer, typically in August (Figure E-7). 


TSS (Figure E-8) concentrations at Conowingo Dam (CB1.0) fluctuated over the course of the time period, with the 
highest discharges typically in the spring and fall. The Upper Bay station at the mouth of the Susquehanna River (CB1.1) 
showed greater fluctuation in TSS concentration than the Conowingo Dam Station, but surface and bottom concentrations 
were fairly similar and peak concentrations generally occurred in the spring and fall. The Upper Bay station at the 
southern end of the study area, CB2.1, showed the greatest fluctuation, with substantially higher bottom than surface 
concentrations. 


This station is located within the area of the Chesapeake Bay Estuarine Turbidity Maximum (ETM), generally located 
between Turkey Point and Tolchester, Maryland, which likely contributes to the higher TSS concentrations. ETM traps 
particles of intermediate settling speeds—larger particles from the Susquehanna River settle out in the Susquehanna Flats 
before reaching the ETM, smaller slow settling particles are carried through the ETM toward the Atlantic Ocean (STAC 
2000). 


Excess nutrients, especially nitrogen and phosphorus, can lead to eutrophication and excess growth of plant matter. When 
these plants decompose, the decomposition process depletes the water of available oxygen, which can lead to hypoxic 
(low DO) or anoxic (lack of DO) conditions and result in a loss of aquatic life. National criteria have not been established 
for total nitrogen or phosphorus; however, USEPA has recommended a desired goal of 0.1 mg/L for total phosphorus and 
0.38 mg/L for total nitrogen (USEPA 2013). 


Maryland has not set water quality standards for either nitrogen or phosphorus in either dissolved or particulate forms, but 
reduction of these nutrients has been a major focus of the Chesapeake Bay TMDL efforts. Surface and bottom values were 
fairly similar for both total nitrogen and total phosphorus at the Upper Bay stations, with peak concentrations usually 
occurring in the fall and early spring (Figures E-9 and E-10). The highest concentration of total nitrogen was 2.3 mg/L 
and occurred at Station CB1.0. The highest concentration of total phosphorus was 0.12 mg/L and occurred at Station 
CB2.1. Nutrient loads from the Susquehanna River are the major source of nutrients to the mainstem of the Bay, with the 
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Figures E-7 


Dissolved Oxygen 
2008 through 2013 
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Figures E-8 
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largest contributions occurring during times of largest flows (Cerco and Noel 2013). 


Table E-13 

Water Quality Measurements for Stations in the Lower Susquehanna River 

and Upper Chesapeake Bay, August 2008 — July 2013 
Station CB1.0 Station CB1.1 (Mouth of Station CB2.1 (Chesapeake 
(Conowingo Dam) Susquehanna River) Bay at Elk Neck State Park) 


Use 
: Class 
Max | Avg Min | Max | Avg ILP 
iteri Criteria 


A | 15.0 | | 2 | 30.2 | 18.0 | 
= hed e298 |[et85| 


a 
| 6.6 | 14.4| 9.7 | 
| - | 5 [65 | 144] 96 | 5 | 5.1 | 
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Parameter in Water 
Column | Min 
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oxygen (mg/L) 
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Chlorophyll-a | Surface 
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jee) 
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| 09 | 27.3| 8.5 | 
aed | 0.8 | 27.8 | 7.3 | 


ea Bee Pree ree Ee 
zea 


oa Pees Ria ee Pee Ei 
ee | 0.9 | | 0.6 | 
Ne Loe = 
Lae | 0.8 | 2. 
sage Oot ; 
fet alee 0.01 | 0.10 
Total dissolved | Surface 


0.006] 0. 0.005] 0.039| 0.013 
phosphorus 
(inigi.} Bottom - 0.004] 0.035] 0.012 0.006] 0.044 | 0.021 


Notes: | Avg=average NC — denotes no criteria for that parameter 

* Measurements taken on September 7 and 8, 2011 were excluded from analysis; these data were collected immediately following 
flooding from Tropical Storm Lee and are not representative of typical conditions. 

** Because multiple subcategories, each with their own criteria, apply to the CB1.1 and CB2.1 stations, the most protective criteria 
would be enforced. These stations are subject to additional DO criteria based on the use class subcategories. For 
Migratory Spawning & Nursery Use, DO must be greater than or equal to 5 mg/L as an instantaneous minimum and 
must have a 7-day average of at least 6 mg/L between February 1st and May 31st. For both Shallow Water SAV Use 
and Open Water Fish & Shellfish Use, DO must be at least 5.5 mg/L as a 30-day average, at least 4 mg/L as a 7-day 
average, and at least 3.2 mg/L as an instantaneous minimum. 

*** Tn lieu of national criteria, which have not yet been established for total nitrogen or total phosphorus, USEPA has 
recommended a desired goal of 0.38 mg/L for TN and 0.1 mg/L for TP. 

TN comprises all forms of nitrogen in a waterbody, including both dissolved and particulate forms. TDN comprises the forms of 
nitrogen that will pass through a filter, including ammonia, nitrate, and nitrite. TP comprises both soluble and insoluble 
forms of phosphorus in a sample, including orthophosphate, condensed phosphate, and organic phosphate. TDP is a 
measurement of organic and inorganic phosphorus that will pass through a filter. 

Sources: Chesapeake Bay Program Water Quality Database 
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d. Sediment Quality & Contaminants 


The Lower Susquehanna River bottom within the study area comprises boulders and imbedded rock covered with silt that 
is deposited in this section due to the drop in current associated with the widening and deepening of the river in this 
section (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011a). 


Sediment grain size characteristics demonstrate a distinct gradient from fine to coarse grained particles from north to 
south in the deeper portions of the Bay mainstem; in the tributaries, sediments tend to be muddier upstream and coarser 
near the mouths of the rivers (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007). However, in the marginal shallow areas of the bay (depths 
less than 11 feet), mechanical energy tends to be higher and sediments are generally sand-sized (STAC 2000). The 
sediments in the Upper Bay comprise fine grain sediments of the Susquehanna Flats with between 0 and 20 percent silt 
and clay, and finer grained sediments toward the southern end of the study area with between 20 and 80 percent silt and 
clay (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007; STAC 2000). 


The rate of sediment deposition throughout much of the bay is less than about 0.06 inches/year. Deeper channel regions 
show higher rates of accumulation, approaching about 0.2 inches/year in the middle and lower portions of the estuary. In 
the Upper Bay, however, rates of sediment accumulation are influenced by the large sediment loads supplied by the 
Susquehanna River. Between 1980 and 2000, the mean annual discharge of sediment from the Susquehanna River was 
1.31 million metric tons per year (Mt/y), with a median annual discharge of 0.95 Mt/y (STAC 2000). Sediment 
accumulation in the Upper Bay reaches an average of about 2 to 3 inches/year, with significantly higher rates, up to 7 
inches/year, in deeper maintained shipping channels (STAC 2000). In general, sediment accumulation rates in the upper 
Bay are 2 to 10 times higher than sedimentation rates in the middle and lower Bay, and sediment that accumulates in the 
Upper Bay tends to remain settled for longer than it would in other areas farther downstream (Hartwell and Hameedi 
2007). Almost all of the sediment delivered by the Susquehanna River is deposited north of Baltimore, with higher rates 
of accumulation of finer materials in the deeper channels. 


Contaminants enter the Bay via atmospheric deposition, dissolved and particulate runoff from the watershed, or direct 
discharge, and sediments tend to accumulate most toxic contaminants (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007). Depositional areas in 
the Susquehanna Flats region and the upper portions of the deep trough of the mainstem, two areas where sedimentation 
rates are high and sediments are fine grained, have higher concentrations of contaminants (e.g., Polycyclic Aromatic 
Hydrocarbons [PAHs], PCBs, dichlorodiphenyltrichloroethane [DDT], pesticides and metals) than the middle and lower 
Bay (Hartwell and Hameedi 2007). In a 2006 sediment quality study, there was no toxicity contributing to mortality or 
reduced rates of reproduction for benthic organisms in samples taken in the Lower Susquehanna River (MDE 2008). 


e. Aquatic Biota 


Phytoplankton & Zooplankton 


Phytoplankton are microscopic plants whose movements within the system are largely governed by prevailing tides and 
currents. Several species can reach larger sizes as chains or in colonial forms. Light penetration, turbidity and nutrient 
concentrations are important factors in determining phytoplankton productivity and biomass. Phytoplankton are most 
abundant within the Chesapeake Bay during spring, as a result of the high level of nutrients washed into the Bay from 
snow melt and rain. In 2012, Cyclotella spp, and Synechococcus spp., were the most abundant phytoplankton throughout 
much of the year, along with unidentified flagellates, particularly in the spring at Station CB2.1 located at the southern 
end of the study area. Cyclotella, Diatoma, Melosira, Cyanobium, Kirchneriella, and unidentified flagellates were the 
most abundant phytoplankton within the Upper Bay in 2010 and 2011 (DNR 2012). 


Zooplankton are an integral component of aquatic food webs—they are primary grazers on phytoplankton and detritus 
material, and are themselves used by organisms of higher trophic levels as food. Cladocerans (Bosmina longirostris, 
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Diaphanosoma leuchtenbergianus, Moina micrura), cyclopoid Copepods (Cyclops bicuspidatus, Mesocyclops edax, 
Cyclops vernalis), and calanoid Copepods (Eurytemora affinis) are the most abundant zooplankton within the freshwater 
portions of the Chesapeake Bay. Cladocerans are the most numerically abundant in the warmer months and the calanoid 
copepod Eurytemora affinis is usually the most numerically abundant zooplankton in the winter months (DNR 2014b). 


Benthic Macroinvertebrates 


Tidal-fresh and transitional habitats tend to be the most productive regions in estuarine systems. In the Lower 
Susquehanna River Basin, dominant benthic macroinvertebrate species typically include mayflies (Ephemerellidae), non- 
biting midges (Cricotopus spp. and Orthocladius spp.), blackflies (Simuliidae), and caddisflies (Cheumatopsyche spp.). 
The most common taxa found by the Maryland Biological Stream Survey was a burrowing mayfly, which occurred in 86 
percent of samples taken throughout the basin, followed by non-biting midges at 78 percent (Millard et al. 1999). Other 
macroinvertebrates collected within the Lower Susquehanna River include the primitive flatworm (Dugesia spp.), and 
oligochaete worms (Nais spp.) (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2012). At the mouth of the Susquehanna River, benthic 
macroinvertebrates are found at extremely low numbers possibly due to low residence time resulting from high river flow 
(Versar and CES 1995). Polychaete and oligochaete worms are the dominant macroinvertebrates in terms of abundance 
and number of taxa within the Susquehanna Flats portion of the study area, followed by clams, snails, and amphipods 
(Hartwell and Hameedi 2007; Holland et al. 1989). Within the Susquehanna Flats, the most abundant benthic invertebrates 
sampled between 2009 and 2013 belonged to the Gammaridae and Tubificidae families. Gammarus daiberi was the most 
common species collected, comprising about 36 percent of the total (CBP 2014). Freshwater mussel species may occur in 
the study area; new field data are being developed, and further coordination with DNR would determine which species 
occur in the area. 


Maryland Stream Waders data show that mayflies (32 percent) and midges (Chironomidae; 32 percent) are the most 
common macroinvertebrates in Mill Creek near its confluence with the Bay on the eastern shore of the Susquehanna. 
Blackflies and stoneflies (Acroneuria spp. and Strophopteryx spp.) were also found, each comprising about 5 percent of 
samples. Caddisflies (20.5 percent) were the most common macroinvertebrates found in MBSS samples from Principio 
Creek, followed by midges (Orthocladius spp. and Hydrobaenus spp.; 16.9 percent total) and stoneflies (9 percent total). 
Blackflies and mayflies were found in smaller numbers, comprising about 7.1 percent and 3.6 percent of samples, 
respectively. Benthic IBI data were not provided for Gashey’s Creek, on the western shore of the Susquehanna. 


Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) 


SAV, also referred to as bay grasses, are submerged plants that grow in the shallow waters of the Chesapeake Bay and its 
tributaries. SAV is of critical importance to the health of the estuary, providing food and shelter for waterfowl, fish, 
shellfish and invertebrates, by addition oxygen to the water, and by their capacity to trap sediments, absorb nutrients, and 
reduce erosion (USEPA 2004). SAV have high light requirements and are adversely affected by suspended sediment, due 
to surface deposits of sediment on leaves and by the attenuation of light that occurs with increased turbidity. Suspended 
sediments have the greatest potential to adversely affect SAV during the growing period (March to November), and have 
less potential to adversely affect them outside this period when light requirements are low due to decreased metabolic 
rates (STAC 2000). More than 20 species of bay grasses grow in the Bay and its tributaries, with more diversity in less 
saline areas. Widgeon grass (Ruppia maritima), Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum), sago pondweed 
(Stuckenia pectinata), redhead grass (Potamogeton perfoliatus), Curly pondweed (Potamogeton crispus), Slender 
pondweed (Potamogeton pusillus), horned pondweed (Zannichellia palustris), wild celery (Vallisneria americana), 
common elodea (Elodea canadensis), coontail (Ceratophyllum demersum), hydrilla (Hydrilla verticillata), water stargrass 
(Heteranthera dubia), southern naiad (Najas guadalupensis), brittle waternymph (Najas minor), slender waternymph 
(Najas gracillima), and at least one other species of Najas sp. are the SAV species present within the Upper and Middle 
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Bay (VIMS 2013). Eurasian watermilfoil, wild celery, hydrilla, coontail, water stargrass and brittle waternymph are the 
SAV most commonly found within the Susquehanna Flats (Orth et al. 2010 in URS and Gomez and Sullivan 2012). 
Eurasian watermilfoil and hydrilla were the two SAV species found within the Susquehanna River in the northern portion 
of the study area around Robert, Wood, and Spencer Islands (URS and Gomez and Sullivan 2012). 


Presence and density of SAV vary from year to year and are mapped annually within the Chesapeake Bay (VIMS 2013). 
Figure E-11 presents the distribution of SAV within the study area in 2009, 2012, and 2013. Over a five-year period 
(2009 to 2013), the location of the SAV beds in the Lower Susquehanna River portion of the study area have remained 
relatively consistent, except for a decrease in coverage in 2011 and 2012. Again with the exception of 2011 and 2012, 
SAV density within the beds has also remained consistent. Bed densities were generally dense (70 to 100 percent 
coverage) from 2009 through 2010, and decreased to very sparse (0 to 10 percent), sparse (10 to 40 percent) and moderate 
(40 to 70 percent) density classes in 2011 and 2012. Within the Upper Bay/Susquehanna Flats portion of the study area, 
SAV beds have shown a similar decrease in areal extent and density with the majority of the Susquehanna Flats bed 
remaining at dense cover where present. The changes in SAV beds in 2011 reflect the effects of Hurricane Irene in August 
and Tropical Storm Lee in September that resulted in high turbidity and deposition of large amounts of sediment in the 
system (VIMS 2013). Projected SAV coverage in 2014 is similar to that of 2013. However, the unconfirmed 2014 SAV 
results indicate that no SAV occurred under the existing Amtrak bridge on the Cecil County side and SAV occurred both 
upstream and downstream of the Amtrak bridge on the Harford County side. 


Oyster Beds 


The region of the Chesapeake Bay near the mouth of the Susquehanna River, and the Upper Chesapeake Bay in general, 
does not contain suitable habitat for eastern oysters (Crassostrea virginica). Both the current and historic northern ranges 
for eastern oysters are well downstream of the study area. Salinity, DO, and depth conditions in the Upper Bay are not 
suitable for oysters in wet, dry, or normal hydrological years (USACE 2012). There are no oyster beds present within the 
study area. 

Fish 

The tidal fluctuations, presence of SAV beds, range of water depths and variety of bottom habitats within the Lower 
Susquehanna and Upper Chesapeake Bay create spatially and temporally dynamic abiotic conditions, which influence the 
species composition and relative abundance of fishes within the study area (Nordlie 2006; Lefcheck et al. 2014). A 
number of semi-anadromous and anadromous species have been documented as spawning near and/or migrating through 
the study area, including: yellow perch (Perca flavescens), white perch (Morone americana), blueback herring (Alosa 
aestivalis), alewife (Alosa pseudoharengus), and American shad (Alosa sapidissima). Game fish known to occur in the 
mainstem of the Susquehanna River include striped bass (Morone saxatilis), walleye (Sander vitreus), largemouth bass 
(Micropterus salmoides), smallmouth bass (M. dolomieu) and catfish species (Siluriformes) (DNR 2014c). Table E-14 
lists the fish taxa known to occur within the study area. 
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Table E-14 
Fish of the Lower Susquehanna River and Susquehanna Flats 

Common Name Scientific Name Common Name Scientific Name 
Alewife Alosa pseudoharengus Inland silverside Menidia beryllina 
American eel Anguilla rostrata Inshore lizardfish Synodus foetens 
American shad Alosa sapidissima Killifish Fundulus spp. 
Atlantic croaker Micropogonias undulatus Largemouth bass Micropterus salmoides 
Atlantic menhaden Brevoortia tyrannus Northern pipefish Syngnathus fuscus 
Atlantic silverside Menidia menidia Pumpkinseed Lepomis gibbosus 
Atlantic sturgeon Acipenser oxyrinchus Redear sunfish Lepomis microlophus 
Bay anchovy Anchoa mitchilli Shorthead redhorse Moxostoma macrolepidotum 
Black crappie Pomoxis nigromaculatus Shortnose sturgeon Acipenser brevirostrum 
Black drum Pogonias cromis Smallmouth bass Micropterus dolomieu 
Blueback herring Alosa aestivalis Spot Leiostomus xanthurus 
Bluefish Pomatomus saltatrix Spottail shiner Notropis hudsonius 
Bluegill Lepomis macrochirus Striped anchovy Anchoa hepsetus 
Bluespotted sunfish Enneacanthus gloriosus Striped bass Morone saxatilis 
Brown bullhead Ameiurus nebulosus Summer flounder Paralichthys dentatus 
Chain pickerel Esox niger Tessellated darter Etheostoma olmstedi 
Channel catfish Ictalurus punctatus Walleye Sander vitreus 
Common carp Cyprinus carpio White catfish Ictalurus catus 
Eastern silvery minnow Hybognathus regius White perch Morone americana 
Golden shiner Notemigonus crysoleucas Winter flounder Pacey ac HTOneRES 

americanus 

Hickory shad Alosa mediocris Yellow perch Perca flavescens 
Hogchoker Trinectes maculatus 


Source: NOAA Maryland Environmental Sensitivity Index Maps 115 and 123 (NOAA 2007) 


A large body of data on the fishes of the Lower Susquehanna River is available from decades of electrofishing, fish 
ladder, gill net, and creel surveys conducted in association with the operation of Conowingo Hydroelectric Project. While 
the relative abundance of different fish species has fluctuated over time, the most abundant species are generally gizzard 
shad (Dorosoma cepedianum), American shad (Alosa sapidissima), blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis), American eel 
(Anguilla rostrata), white perch (Morone americana), channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), banded killifish (Fundulus 
diaphanus), sunfish (Lepomis spp.), largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), and yellow perch. Common carp (Cyprinus 
carpio), quillback (Carpiodes cyprinus), comely shiner (Notropis amoenus), walleye, smallmouth bass, alewife (Alosa 
pseudoharengus), sea lamprey (Petromyzon marinus), and striped bass also occur within this portion of the river (NAI and 
Gomez and Sullivan 2012a). Comely shiner is a state-threatened species, but was not specifically referenced as a species 
of concern on the Proposed Project by the DNR-WHS. Gizzard shad, a pollution tolerant species, has become increasingly 
abundant in the Lower Susquehanna River since the 1970’s while other species, such as white crappie (Pomoxis 
annularis) and blueback herring, have declined (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2012a). The abundance of diadromous 
species (fish that migrate between fresh and salt waters, e.g., American shad, blueback herring, striped bass, alewife) 
reflects the importance of the Lower Susquehanna River, the Chesapeake Bay and other Bay tributaries as important 
spawning and nursery habitat. 


Special attention has been given to the management of American eel in recent years due to their ecological and economic 
importance and their declining population numbers, although they are not protected under the Endangered Species Act. 
American eels migrate upstream through the Upper Chesapeake Bay region to smaller streams where they grow to adult 
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sizes. They then migrate downstream on spawning runs as adults to the Sargasso Sea region of the Atlantic Ocean. Some 
eels may reside in the study area long-term (DNR 2014c). 


Since the construction of the Conowingo Dam in the 1920s, the Lower Susquehanna River has not supported large runs of 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) or shortnose sturgeon (A. brevirostrum). Recent observations of these federally 
endangered species in the Susquehanna River are similarly scant and limited to just a few individuals in as many years 
(NMFS 1998; NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon are discussed in further detail below, 
under “Threatened and Endangered Species.” 


The nontidal and tidal tributaries to the Susquehanna River support a number of fish species found in brackish or 
freshwater habitats. American eel (50 percent of samples), blacknose dace (Rhinichthys atratulus; 20.5 percent), bluegill 
(Lepomis macrochirus; 15.9 percent), creek chub (Semotilus atromaculatus; 6.8 percent), green sunfish (Lepomis 
cyanellus; 4.5 percent), and tessellated darter (Etheostoma olmstedi; 2.3 percent) dominated MBSS samples collected in 
Gashey’s Creek. Common shiner (Luxilus cornutus; 28.2 percent), rosyside dace (Clinostomus funduloides; 14.1 percent), 
tessellated darter (13.3 percent), blacknose dace (12 percent), American eel (9 percent), and white sucker (Catostomus 
commersonii; 8.8 percent) dominated the MBSS samples collected in Principio Creek. Cutlip minnow (Exoglossum 
maxillingua), creek chub, swallowtail shiner (Notropis procne), northern hogsucker (Hypentelium nigricans), river chub 
(Nocomis micropogon), margined madtom (Noturus insignis), pumpkinseed (Lepomis gibbosus), satinfin shiner 
(Cyprinella analostana), redbreast sunfish (Lepomis auritus), and rainbow trout (Oncorhynchus mykiss) were found in 
smaller numbers within Principio Creek. 


Invasive Species 


Some of the aquatic invasive species currently known to occur in the Lower Susquehanna River Basin include zebra 
mussels (Dreissena polymorpha), quagga mussels (Dreissena bugensis), Asian clam (Corbicula fluminea), purple 
loosestrife (Lythrum salicaria), water chestnut (Eleocharis dulcis), rusty crayfish (Orconectes rusticus), and flathead 
catfish (Pylodictis olivaris). Zebra mussels had spread to the Lower Susquehanna River by 2008 (SRBC 2013). 


f. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Aquatic Species/Section 7 
Consultation 


Federally Listed Species 


An on-line Proposed Project review with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) indicated that there are no federally 
listed species within the study area, but critical habitat is present for the federally-endangered Maryland darter 
(Etheostoma sellare). However, Maryland darter has not been found within the study area since 1965, and occurs only in 
Deer Creek (DNR 2016). The Project Team sent a letter requesting information on threatened and endangered species to 
NMES on February 14, 2014. In a response dated March 5, 2014, NMFS identified the Atlantic sturgeon from the Gulf of 
Maine Distinct Population Segment (DPS) and the loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta) as threatened species that may 
be found within the Chesapeake Bay and mouth of the Susquehanna River and shortnose sturgeon, Atlantic sturgeon 
(New York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, and South Atlantic DPS), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempi), 
green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), and leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea) as endangered species that may occur 
within that area. NMFS noted that “in Maryland waters of the Chesapeake Bay, sea turtles are most often documented in 
marine and estuarine waters and are not likely to be present in upper reaches of major tributaries because of salinity and 
prey availability requirements.” The study area is located in tidal fresh waters above the estuarine mixing zone where 
salinities in this area of the Susquehanna Flats and lower Susquehanna River are less than 0.5 parts per thousand year 
round (Chesapeake Bay Program, 2016). According to Endangered Species Maps provided as Section 7 guidance by 
NMEFS (2016), none of the sea turtle species are expected to occur in the Chesapeake Bay north of Baltimore, which 
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includes the study area in the lower Susquehanna River. While sea turtles are expected to be present in the Chesapeake 
Bay between April 1 and November 30, there are no confirmed sitings of live sea turtles north of Baltimore. The 
occasional reported strandings of dead turtles are believed to have been swept north by winds or currents (Aberdeen 
Proving Ground 1998). 


The southern portion of the study area in the vicinity of Turkey Point is designated as providing essential fish habitat 
(EFH) for adult and juvenile stages of windowpane flounder (Scophthalmus aquosus) (Chang et al. 1999). No other EFH 
has been designated for the study area. The study area is also an important migration area for diadromous fish species 
such as American shad, alewife, blueback herring, striped bass, hickory shad, gizzard shad, and American eel. 


Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires federal agencies to consult on any action that may affect a 
federally listed endangered or threatened species. Initial stages of this process typically begin with a request to the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) for information on listed species 
in the vicinity of the Proposed Project area. This stage may be followed by formal or informal consultation with NMFS or 
USFWS depending on the degree of potential impacts to listed species as determined by the federal sponsor. 
Alternatively, if the federal sponsor concludes that the Proposed Project will have “no effect” on listed species, 
consultation with NMFS or USFWS is not initiated. In the event that consultation is necessary, the federal sponsor 
evaluates the potential effects of the Proposed Project on listed species, makes a determination, and requests concurrence 
from NMFS or USFWS. 


FRA, as the lead agency of the Proposed Project, initiated informal consultation with NMFS regarding federally listed 
species on May 10, 2016 (Attachment E). Coordination is ongoing. If NMFS concurs with FRA’s determination, Section 
7 consultation will be concluded. 


Shortnose Sturgeon 


Shortnose sturgeon is a federally and state-listed endangered species. Shortnose sturgeon are found along the Atlantic 
coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers such as the Hudson, Delaware, and Susquehanna (Chesapeake Bay). 
It is considered "amphidromous" — that is, like anadromous species it spawns in freshwater but regularly enters saltwater. 
In general, adult shortnose sturgeon occur primarily in either brackish estuarine waters or, more rarely, higher salinity 
coastal waters, while juveniles tend to remain in the estuary. There are currently 19 riverine populations of shortnose 
sturgeon recognized by NMFS; however, there does not appear to be a spawning population in the Susquehanna River, 
only migrants from the Delaware River (Wirgin et al. 2009). 


Shortnose sturgeon may occur in the study area year round (NOAA 2007), but are most likely to occur there between 
January and April based on previous observations (NOAA 2007). Between 1996 and 2008, the USFWS sturgeon reward 
program captured shortnose sturgeon in the vicinity of the southern portion of the study area in the upper Bay, between 
Kent Island and the mouth of the Susquehanna River (NMFS 2014). Although they have been reported in the study area, 
they are thought to be uncommon. For this reason, little is known about the abundance, local home range, or habitat use 
by shortnose sturgeon in the study area and in the Chesapeake Bay in general (Welsh et al. 2002). Historically, shortnose 
sturgeon have been observed in the Susquehanna River and in the Susquehanna Flats area of northern Chesapeake Bay 
just downstream of the river mouth (Dadswell et al. 1984; SRAFRC 2010). More recently, between 1992 and 2004, 
approximately twenty shortnose sturgeon were reported within the tidal portion of the Susquehanna River and on the 
Susquehanna Flats; however, there have been no reports of shortnose sturgeon in this area since 2004 (NMFS 1998; NAI 
and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). Monitoring for acoustic-tagged sturgeon in the tidal Susquehanna River between March 
and November 2010 failed to detect any shortnose sturgeon (NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). Shortnose sturgeon are 
more likely to occur 9 to 22 miles downstream of the study area and closer to the freshwater-saltwater interface where 
primary productivity is high (Crance 1986; Sanford et al. 2001). Shortnose sturgeon tracking in another tributary of the 
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Chesapeake Bay indicated that the sturgeon were predominantly located over mud substrates and were in areas 
characterized by prolific SAV and algae blooms (NMFS 2014). 


In preparation for spawning, shortnose sturgeon in many rivers migrate in the fall to overwintering areas located in the 
furthest upstream areas of rivers and in close proximity to spawning grounds (Crance 1986; Kynard et al. 2012 Life 
History and Behaviour of Sturgeon). Spawning occurs the following spring, usually during April and May. Because of the 
presence of dams on many historical spawning rivers, shortnose sturgeon have been observed to spawn in the area just 
downstream of dams (Kynard et al. 2012; NMFS 2014). The eight shortnose sturgeon reported prior to 2004 occurred in 
the tidal Susquehanna River just downstream of the Conowingo Dam during winter and spring (January to April). 
Because adult shortnose sturgeon are known to overwinter just downstream of the spawning grounds, the presence of 
these fish during the winter and early spring months suggests the presence of overwintering and/or spawning habitat in the 
river. Spawning habitat is commonly located in waters ranging from 3 to 16 feet deep, with relatively strong currents (1 to 
4 feet per second (fps)) and daily mean temperatures of 44 to 58° F, and over substrates composed of coarse gravel or 
cobble (Crance 1986; NMFS 2014). Suitable spawning area between the Conowingo Dam and I-95 is relatively limited 
(approximately 19 percent of the available habitat; NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2012b). Moreover, the availability of 
suitable larval and juvenile habitat in this area is even more limited (1.2 to 2.1 percent). Critical habitat has not been 
designated for shortnose sturgeon; therefore, the Proposed Project will not impact critical habitat for this species. 


Atlantic Sturgeon 


Atlantic sturgeon is a federally-listed threatened and endangered“ species that occurs along the Atlantic coast of North 
America in estuaries and large rivers such as the Hudson, Delaware, and Susquehanna (Chesapeake Bay). Similar to the 
shortnose sturgeon, the Atlantic sturgeon is also typically anadromous, sharing much of its range within rivers with the 
shortnose sturgeon. Of the two species, Atlantic sturgeon can grow considerably larger, is more oceanic, and does not 
typically migrate as far upstream to spawn. Although Atlantic sturgeon are expected to occur at least intermittently in the 
study area, it has not been found there in exceptionally high abundance (USFWS 2007 Atlantic sturgeon reward program). 
In the Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic sturgeon are more commonly associated with deep-water areas (typically 16 to 164 feet) 
of the estuary and its tidal tributaries and have been most frequently reported from the mainstem of the estuary (USFWS 
2007; NMFS 2014). Critical habitat has not been designated for Atlantic sturgeon; however NMFS issued a proposed 
critical habitat in June 2016 with a final designation scheduled for summer 2017. At that time, potential impacts for 
Atlantic sturgeon will be re-evaluated. 


Atlantic sturgeon may occur in the study area year round as juveniles and sub-adults (NOAA 2007). Sub-adults are most 
likely to occur in the study area between spring and fall, spending the colder months in the Atlantic Ocean (Bain 1997). 
Individuals from any DPS may occur throughout the Chesapeake Bay, provided suitable habitat is present, and 
distribution is strongly associated with prey availability (NMFS 2014). Although they have been reported in the study 
area, these fish are thought to have migrated from the Delaware or Hudson River populations and occur relatively 
infrequently. For this reason, little is known about the abundance, local home range, or habitat use by Atlantic sturgeon in 
the study area. While Atlantic sturgeon were historically once abundant in the Susquehanna River and in the Susquehanna 
Flats area of northern Chesapeake Bay just downstream of the river mouth (SRAFRC 2010), only four Atlantic sturgeon 
have been collected in the Susquehanna Flats area during a 19-year monitoring program conducted by the USFWS; these 
sturgeon were collected between 1996 and 1999 (= NAI and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). Collections were far more 
common in the mainstem of the estuary downstream of the Susquehanna River. Monitoring for acoustic-tagged sturgeon 


4 On April 6, 2012, Atlantic sturgeon was designated as federally threatened (Gulf of Maine Distinct Population Segment) or endangered (New York 
Bight, Chesapeake, Carolina, and South Atlantic DPS). Atlantic sturgeon from each of these DPSs may occur in the study area. 
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in the tidal Susquehanna River between March and November 2010 failed to detect any tagged Atlantic sturgeon (NAI 
and Gomez and Sullivan 2011b). 


The Chesapeake Bay DPS spawns in the James River in Virginia (NMFS 2014). There is not a spawning population in the 
Susquehanna River due to the presence of the Conowingo Dam (SRAFRC 2010); therefore, Atlantic sturgeon eggs, 
larvae, and early juveniles are not expected to occur in the study area. Adult sturgeon spend most of their time in the 
Atlantic Ocean, returning to the estuary in the spring and early summer to spawn. Older juveniles that have emigrated 
from the estuary (i.e., subadults) are thought to mimic the migratory patterns of the adults as they return to coastal rivers 
and bays during the spring and summer months, and probably use the estuary to forage. 


Sea Turtles 


Several species of sea turtles, including loggerhead, green, Kemp’s ridley, and leatherback, are known to be present in the 
Chesapeake Bay and off the Atlantic coast of Maryland. Leatherback sea turtles are present off the Maryland coast but are 
predominantly pelagic and not expected to occur in the study area. Loggerhead and Kemp’s ridley are the two most 
common sea turtle species in the estuary (VIMS 2016, DGIF 2016) and are not expected to occur in the Chesapeake Bay 
north of Baltimore where salinities are typically less than 5 ppt (CBP 2016, NMFS 2016). Green sea turtles are less 
common and are present primarily during late summer and early fall (VIMS 2016). In general, sea turtles are present in 
the Chesapeake Bay between April 1 and November 30 when water temperatures are relatively warm. Satellite tracking 
studies of sea turtles has found that foraging sea turtles mainly occurred in areas where the water depth was between 
approximately 16 and 49 feet. This depth was interpreted not to be as much an upper physiological depth limit for turtles, 
as a natural limiting depth where light and food are most suitable for foraging turtles. In Maryland waters of the 
Chesapeake Bay, sea turtles are most often documented in marine and estuarine waters and are not likely to be present in 
upper reaches of major tributaries because of salinity tolerance and prey availability requirements. Given the tidal 
freshwater conditions (< 0.5 ppt) conditions on the Susquehanna Flats and lower Susquehanna River (CBP 2016), sea 
turtles are not expected to occur in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. This is consistent with Section 7 guidance (NMFS 
2016) that indicates the northern extent of sea turtle distribution in the Chesapeake Bay is Baltimore, which is downstream 
of the study area. 


Critical habitat has not been designated for sea turtles in the vicinity of the Proposed Project area; therefore, Proposed 
Project activities will not affect critical habitat for sea turtles. 


State Listed Species 


The Project Team also sent a letter to DNR’s Integrated Policy Review Unit on February 14, 2014. In a response dated 
October 22, 2014, DNR identified American eel as an important fishery within the study area, as discussed previously, 
and the presence of shortnose and Atlantic sturgeon was noted within the study area. Both sturgeon are protected species, 
and are under specific management requirements and the subject of research and conservation efforts undertaken by 
NMFS, USFWS, and with cooperation from DNR. DNR also identified the presence of freshwater mussels within the 
study area, some of which are state-listed as threatened or endangered. As discussed previously, DNR Wildlife and 
Heritage Service is the state lead for state-listed freshwater mussel species. As there is a potential for these species to be 
found within the study area, further coordination will be necessary on the potential mussel presence and Best Management 
Practices for their protection in later phases of design. 


Logperch 


Logperch (Percina caprodes) is state-listed in Maryland as threatened and is considered imperiled or critically imperiled 
due to its rarity. This freshwater perch in the family Percidae is most commonly found in riverine habitats characterized 
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by coarse sand and gravel substrates with or without aquatic vegetation. This species can be found in swift currents or 
slow-moving lotic habitats. 


Adult logperch may occur year-round upstream of the study area between the Conowingo Dam and the Interstate 95 
bridge. Spawning occurs in the spring and summer between March and July. 


Northern Map Turtle 


The state-listed endangered northern map turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented in the Proposed Project study 
area both within and along the banks of the Susquehanna River. The shores of the Susquehanna River are used by the 
northern map turtle for habitat, nesting, and foraging and the turtles hibernate on the river bottom in winter. DNR has 
indicated that further coordination will be required as the project progresses into later phases of design to ensure that 
appropriate protection measures are in place to avoid negative effects on Norther Map Turtles during construction. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Water quality and the condition of aquatic communities in the Chesapeake Bay watershed are expected to continue to 
gradually improve as a result of many ongoing large- and small-scale public and private initiatives to restore and protect 
the bay. Otherwise, aquatic resources within the study area would be expected to remain much the same as at present in 
the future without the Proposed Project. No significant in-water construction projects are currently planned or ongoing 
nearby. Hydrology, bathymetry, and other abiotic conditions within the Susquehanna River would not change under the 
No Action Alternative, and the same assemblages of aquatic organisms would be expected to occur. 


4. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 
a. Hydrology 


During operation of the Proposed Project under Alternative 9A, the piers supporting the new west and east bridges would 
not be expected to significantly change river hydrology in the Proposed Project site relative to the existing condition. The 
number of bridge piers in the river would be 37 for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. There are currently 
16 in-water piers supporting the existing bridge and 13 remnant piers just downstream of the existing bridge that were left 
in place following demolition of the 1866 Philadelphia, Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) bridge. The spacing 
of the new bridge piers for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design ranges from 160-170 feet. The spacing of 
the existing bridge piers is 200-260 feet. For the girder approach / arch main span bridge design, there would be a net 
decrease of 4,074 square feet of structure volume below the water surface after removal of the existing bridge and the 
remnant piers. In addition, the majority of the west and east bridge piers would be aligned or nearly aligned with each 
other and parallel with the direction of the river’s incoming and outgoing tidal flow. As such, sediment deposition, scour, 
and overall hydrology in this section of the river would not be expected to significantly change. Most of the river in the 
vicinity of the Proposed Project site is expected to be a mix of areas of dynamic scour, likely occurring around the 
downstream side of the existing bridge’s piers, and dynamic drift (areas characterized by deposition in the lee of 
obstacles), likely occurring around their upstream side. However, the contrast may not be well pronounced because flow 
direction alternates with the tide. Replacement of the existing bridge with the proposed west and east bridges would likely 
cause a small shift in this current spatial distribution of areas with scour and sediment deposition. Also because the 
spacing of the new bridges’ piers would be closer together than the existing bridge’s piers, water velocity and scouring 
between the piers would potentially increase, but would be expected to be minimal and would not significantly alter the 
hydrological properties of the river within, upstream, or downstream of the Proposed Project site and would not alter the 
site bathymetry. 
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In-water structures of the new bridges under Alternative 9B would be identical to those of Alternative 9A, and any 
differences between the two alternatives in other ways would be inconsequential with regard to potential operational 
effects on hydrology. 


b. Groundwater 


The Proposed Project would be constructed mostly within, or immediately adjacent to, the existing ROW and would not 
introduce a new source of potential pollutants. Contamination of groundwater resources occurs when man-made 
chemicals such as gasoline, oil, and road salts enter aquifers and render the water unsafe and unfit for human use. Some of 
the major sources of these contaminants include storage tanks, septic systems, hazardous waste sites, landfills, and the 
widespread use of salts and chemicals. The improved design of the new bridges complies with all federal, state and local 
safety regulations that improve the safety and reliability of the rail bridge, and which will reduce the chances of 
contaminant spills from derailments 


The Proposed Project entails primarily aerial bridge work with extension of the existing trackbed berm along landward 
areas. Impacts to groundwater resources are anticipated to be negligible. In addition, treatment of surface water runoff 
from Proposed Project construction and stormwater best management practices (BMPs) will effectively reduce even 
further these negligible impacts on groundwater. 


c. Water Quality 


There would be no differences between the operation of the new bridges under Alternative 9A and the operation of the 
existing bridge that would have the potential to influence water quality. As discussed above, under “Hydrology,” some 
minor changes in sedimentation and scouring properties within the Proposed Project area would possibly occur shortly 
following the completion of the new bridges’ in-water support structures and the removal of the existing bridge, but no 
significant increases in turbidity or other water quality parameters would be expected to occur. Operational differences 
between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would be inconsequential with regard to potential operational effects on water 
quality. The improved design of the new bridges complies with all federal, state and local safety regulations that improve 
the safety and reliability of the rail bridge, and which will reduce the chances of contaminant spills from derailments. 


d. Sediment Quality & Contaminants 


Sediment containment techniques, such as turbidity curtains and other approved best management practices, will be used 
during construction to minimize sediment releases from the Proposed Project. However, under Alternative 9A, some 
minor resuspension of sediment and changes in sedimentation properties within the Proposed Project area have the 
potential to occur following the completion of the new bridges’ in-water support structures and the removal of the existing 
bridge. Any such redistribution of sediments within the area would be minor and temporary, and therefore, would not be 
expected to cause a significant release of any contaminants or otherwise impact sediment quality in the area. Operational 
differences between Alternative 9B and Alternative 9A would be inconsequential with regard to potential operational 
effects on sediment quality and contaminants. As such, operation of Alternative 9B would not be expected to have any 
significant or long-lasting effects on sediment quality and sediment-bound contaminants. 


e. Aquatic Biota 


Under Alternative 9A, operation of the replacement bridges in place of the existing bridge would not have effects on 
water quality or other habitat characteristics that would alter the biological community present within the Proposed 
Project area. As discussed above, under “Water Quality,” areas of scouring and sedimentation would initially shift upon 
replacement of the existing bridge outside of its current alignment, but erosion and sedimentation processes would not 
change substantially, and overall bottom conditions for benthic organisms and their predators would not differ from the 
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existing condition. The same assemblages of aquatic species would be expected to occur as at present. Although the 
replacement bridges under Alternative 9A would result in a net increase of 21,095 square yards of shading, both bridges 
would have a large height to width ratio (0.8 [44 feet high by 52 feet wide at their widest point]) that would slightly 
exceed the level below which shading impacts to aquatic organisms are generally considered to occur (0.7; Struck et al. 
2004). The east and west bridges would be separated by open space varying from 16 to 25 feet wide through which light 
could pass, and because the sun changes positions throughout the day, no area of river around the proposed bridges would 
be shaded for prolonged periods of time. As such, no shading effects on aquatic biota would be expected to occur during 
operation of Alternative 9A. 


As with Alternative 9A, the operation of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9B would not differ from the 
operation of the existing bridge in a way that would impact aquatic biota. The current community of aquatic organisms 
would not be altered by the operation of Alternative 9B, and because the dimensions of the replacement bridges would be 
the same under both alternatives, no impacts to aquatic biota from shading would be expected to occur. 


SAV 


SAV is regulated at the federal and state levels. At the federal level, SAV is regulated under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1344) and Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act (33 U.S.C. 403). In the Section 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines, SAV is referred to as vegetated shallows, which are defined under 40 CFR 230.43(a) as “permanently 
inundated areas that under normal circumstances support communities of rooted aquatic vegetation.” The definition also 
includes vegetated shallows that may occur in marine and estuarine systems as well as in freshwater lakes and rivers. SAV 
is regulated under this vegetated shallows definition as one of several categories of “Special Aquatic Sites,” each of which 
is a subset of Waters of the United States. SAV is also directly protected under the Coastal Zone Management Act (15 
CFR 930.11) as a “resource,” and indirectly protected under the Environmental Protection Agency’s National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination Program (NPDES; 40 CFR 122.26), which regulates point source discharge of pollutants into 
navigable waters. At the state level, SAV may be regulated under seven statutes of COMAR, including those related to 
Section 401 water quality certifications, NPDES permits, Surface Water Use Designations, and dredging. 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would each have the same number of bridge piers within the Susquehanna River 
depending upon bridge design. Both alternatives appear to include four bridge piers that would intercept SAV resources in 
slightly different amounts and locations. Based on the preliminary engineering drawings, two bridge piers for the new 
west bridge would fall within the mapped SAV area along the Cecil County shoreline. Following removal of the existing 
bridge, one pier for the new east bridge would also potentially impact a portion of the SAV bed just downstream of the 
existing bridge alignment. Permanent cofferdam bridge pier design is proposed immediately adjacent to the two 
shorelines. The permanent impacts to SAV for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design would total 
approximately 3,357 square feet (0.08 acre) under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. 


Indirect SAV shading impacts of the new bridge are also possible; however, the new bridges will be slightly higher than 
the existing bridge, providing the potential for sufficient light to support SAV beneath the bridge. As noted under the 
Aquatic Biota section, the lowest bridge height to width ratio is 0.8 along the Cecil County shoreline. On the Harford 
County shoreline, the ratio would be 1.22 (48.8 feet in height and 40 feet wide). The existing bridge is approximately 32 
feet wide and the base of the catwalk and girder structure is approximately 25 feet high over the Susquehanna River at the 
approaches (the river segments of the track outside of the channel section) yielding a ratio of 0.8. This ratio is comparable 
to the proposed bridge designs at the Cecil County shoreline. These results suggest that SAV should continue to be able to 
grow beneath the replacement bridge, regardless of which alternative is selected. 


Fish 
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As noted above, water velocities through the bridge structure may be slightly higher for the new bridge than for the 
existing bridge because of the closer spacing of more bridge piers. However, the replacement bridge will occur within the 
tidal portion of the river, with daily changes in flow direction and velocity. Also, the change in velocity is expected to be 
minimal since the decrease in the spacing of the bridge piers of 30 to 90 feet would occur over a span of 3,200 feet of the 
Susquehanna River. In addition, anadromous fish moving upriver to the dam and fish ladder are stimulated to do so by 
much faster flows than would be experienced at the bridge. Therefore, no effect on anadromous fish behavior through the 
Proposed Project area would be expected from the new bridge structures. 


f. Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Aquatic Species/Section 7 
Consultation 


As discussed above, under “Aquatic Biota,” operation of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9A would not be 
expected to result in significant changes to water quality or other aquatic habitat parameters that would affect aquatic 
organisms. As such, the Proposed Project would not have significant adverse impacts to any Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose 
sturgeon, sea turtles, freshwater mussels, logperch, or northern map turtles potentially occurring in the Proposed Project 
area. Potential effects to these resources from construction of the Proposed Project are discussed in Section H. 


As with Alternative 9A, the operation of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9B would not differ from the 
operation of the existing bridge in a way that would impact aquatic biota, including Atlantic sturgeon, shortnose sturgeon, 
sea turtles, freshwater mussels, logperch, and northern map turtles. Operation of Alternative 9B would not have 
significant adverse impacts to any federally- or state-listed species. FRA will continue with the informal consultation 
process with NMFS regarding a selected/preferred alternative. As noted above, potential effects to these resources from 
construction of the bridge are discussed in Section H. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


The Project Team minimized aquatic impacts through refined engineering design and reducing the number of in-water 
piers required for the proposed bridges. Further minimization of aquatic impacts will be achieved in the form of time of 
year in-stream work restrictions for the protection of fish spawning or migration. These stream closure periods prohibit in- 
stream work from February 15 through June 15 for tidal Use II streams. Additional restrictions for work in SAV areas in 
described below. As with most large bridge projects, certain activities may be allowable within time of year restriction 
periods and these will be determined through coordination with the responsible agencies. 


SAV 


Sediment containment techniques, such as turbidity curtains and other approved best management practices, will be used 
during construction to minimize sediment releases that could harm SAV. In addition, MDE sediment and erosion control 
regulations require time of year work restrictions within designated SAV beds. The closure period for work within 
designated SAV areas is from April 1 through October 15. 


As noted under Section B.4.b above, mitigation for unavoidable impacts to SAV will follow the Federal Compensatory 
Mitigation Rule (33 CFR Parts 325 and 40 CFR Part 230), and other state compensatory mitigation guidelines, as well as 
other recommendations from federal and state resource agencies. The typical in-kind compensation ratio for SAV impacts 
is 3:1. For the estimated permanent impacts to SAV from the two selected alternatives, replacement of at least 1.83 acres 
would be required. Successful in-kind compensation for SAV impacts has proven extremely difficult within the 
Chesapeake Bay area (Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Workgroup 1995), and out-of-kind compensation in the form of 
water quality or stream habitat improvements is typically accepted by the regulatory agencies. However, the NMFS has 
indicated that mitigation of SAV impacts should include replanting the beds disturbed during construction following 
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removal of all temporary structures. The NMFS provided the following recommendations for mitigation after removal of 
the temporary finger piers: 


e Allow the sediment to settle. 

e Replant the area during the following growing season to restore existing conditions. 

e Mitigate for the temporal loss of SAV habitat by planting additional SAV at a 3:1 ratio, preferably in locations 
where SAV has been successful in the past but has disappeared or has minimal density. 

e Monitor the entire project site for five years to determine if there are additional SAV losses resulting from the 
proposed project that require mitigation and to determine the success of replanting. If SAV growth has not been 
documented by year three, a second round of planting may be necessary. 


If sufficient SAV planting area cannot be found or SAV replanting efforts fail, the remainder of the mitigation 
requirement would need to be compensated out-of-kind. As noted under Section B.4.b above, mitigation options under 
both the Federal Rule and state mitigation guidelines could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee- 
responsible mitigation using a watershed approach in that order of preference. As discussed in Section B.5.b, a 
preliminary site search was conducted to identify potential mitigation sites to offset wetland, stream, and special aquatic 
sites (SAV). Details of the mitigation site search, including sites that could potentially be used to offset Proposed Project 
SAV impacts above those compensated through the replanting of the temporarily disturbed existing SAV bed, are 
included in (Attachment D). The final decision to replace function, acreage, or both may be adjusted at the discretion of 
the USACE or MDE, depending on the practicability of the proposed mitigation. 


E. CHESAPEAKE BAY CRITICAL AREA 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 


Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Protection Act 


In 1984, the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Law was passed in response to a decline in the overall quality of the 
Chesapeake Bay. This law created a special planning area, known as the Critical Area and establishes the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area Commission (CAC). The intent of the Commission is to formulate protective criteria for the use and 
development of this planning area and to oversee the development of Critical Area land use programs by local 
jurisdictions. 


Methodology 


The 1,000 foot Critical Area located within the study area limits have been determined using statewide mapping 
developed and maintained by DNR (DNR 2001) as well as written coordination with the CAC. Impacts to the Critical 
Area were calculated using the limit of disturbance (LOD) for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B (i.e., Proposed Project 
Build Alternatives footprint). 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The Critical Area is defined by the CAC for the Chesapeake and Atlantic Coastal Bays as all land within 1,000 feet of the 
mean high water line of tidal waters or the landward edge of tidal wetlands and all waters of, and lands under, the 
Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries. In addition, state regulations and local Critical Area ordinances require the 
establishment and maintenance of a minimum 100-foot Buffer adjacent to all tidal waters, tidal wetlands, and tributary 
streams. These 100-foot buffers provide a heavily vegetated filter strip adjacent to the shoreline for storm water 
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infiltration and water quality improvements on projects that have direct and immediate impact on the Chesapeake Bay. 
The Critical Area Buffer is defined as “the area of at least 100 feet located directly adjacent to the tidal waters, tidal 
wetlands, and tributary streams” (DNR 2012). In some cases, the Buffer is expanded beyond 100 feet in areas where there 
are adjacent sensitive resources such as steep slopes or soils with development constraints. 


DNR classifies all land within the Critical Area based on the predominant land use and intensity of development present. 
These classifications include: 


e Intensely Developed Areas (IDA) — developed areas where residential, commercial, institutional, and industrial 
land uses predominate. 

e Limited Development Areas (LDA) — developed areas that include residential and some light commercial uses, as 
well as natural areas, wetlands, forests, and developed woodlands. 

e Resource Conservation Areas (RCA) — nature-dominated areas and may include wetlands, surface water, and 
open space. 


The study area is located within designated RCA and IDA designated Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (Figure E-12). The 
study area is primarily designated as IDA around the Susquehanna River within the Corporate Limits of the City of Havre 
de Grace and the Town of Perryville. The study area also encompasses smaller portions of RCA designated Critical Area 
in Harford County within the vicinity of Gashey’s Creek and Swan Creek and in Cecil County near the eastern terminus 
of the study area/Principio Creek. Approximately 207 acres of the study area is located within the Critical Area. Acreages 
of each Critical Area land use designation within the study area boundary are listed in Table E-15. 


Table E-15 
Critical Areas within the Study Area 
Sendye aren invention Land Use CA Acreage within Study 
Designation Area 
Harford County RCA 35.19 
City of Havre de Grace/ Susquehanna River Area IDA 90.15 
Town of Perryville/ Susquehanna River Area IDA 61.04 
Cecil County RCA 61.40 
Total 1,000 Foot Critical Area 207.78 
Located Within the Study Area : 


The 100-foot Critical Area Buffer is located within the Corporate Limits of Havre de Grace and Perryville as well as the 
RCA designated portions of Critical Area located within Harford and Cecil Counties. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


The No Action Alternative assumes conditions will remain the same as in existing conditions. The No Action Alternative 
is used as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts from the Proposed Project will be measured. 


4, POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


Impacts to the Critical Areas resulting from the Proposed Project are expected to result from earth disturbance, removal of 
vegetation, placement of fill, and increased impervious area. The anticipated impacts resulting from Alternative 9A are 
6.4 acres and 6.1 acres for Alternative 9B. All impacts to Critical Area are limited to the Corporate Limits of Havre de 
Grace and Perryville; no impacts to RCA designated Critical Area is anticipated. Detailed analyses regarding Critical Area 
impacts, including 100-foot buffer impacts, will be completed during the design phase of the project. 
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The Project Team sent a letter requesting information on February 14, 2014 to the CAC for the Chesapeake and Atlantic 
Coastal Bays. In a letter dated February 18, 2014, the CAC requested continued coordination as the Proposed Project 
becomes more defined to determine whether a full CAC review is required (Attachment E). Coordination with the CAC 
will continue during the design phase of the Proposed Project to ensure compliance with all Critical Area criteria, 
mitigation requirements, and regulations. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


Minimization efforts to avoid Critical Areas were incorporated as part of the early design for the Proposed Project. Also, 
whenever possible, Critical Areas have been further avoided by the Build Alternatives. Mitigation measures for impacts to 
Critical Areas could include: 


e Replacement lands of equal or greater natural resource and economic value. 

e Erosion and sediment control measures would be provided and strictly enforced to minimize impacts. 

e Additional appropriate mitigation measures, such as landscaping (where applicable with respect to the resource), 
would be developed through coordination with the appropriate parties. 

e Additional discussions are anticipated to occur regarding the project’s potential impacts to Critical Areas and 
mitigation measures that could lessen potential impacts. 


F. COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 
Section 307 of the Federal Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972 (CZMA) 


CZMA and NOAA regulations (15 CFR part 930) requires that federal actions which are reasonably likely to affect any 
land or water use, or natural resource of a state’s coastal zone be conducted in a manner that is consistent with a state’s 
federally approved Coastal Zone Management Program (CZMP). 


The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (CZARA) 


CZARA amended the CZMA to clarify that federal consistency requirements apply when any federal activity, regardless 
of location, effects on any land or water use or natural resource of the coastal zone (also referred to as coastal uses or 
resources, or coastal effects) must be consistent with the enforceable policies of a coastal state’s federally approved 
coastal management program, before they can occur. Effective January 8, 2001, NOAA revised the regulations 
implementing the federal consistency provisions of the CZMA. The revisions were necessary based on new provisions in 
the 1990 CZARA and the 1996 Coastal Zone Protection Act. Effects include both direct effects that result from the 
activity and occur at the same time and place as the activity, and indirect (cumulative and secondary) effects that result 
from the activity and are later in time or farther removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. 


Methodology 


The “Guide to Maryland’s CZMP and Federal Consistency Process” issued by MDE was reviewed to determine the 
federal consistency requirements established by the federal CZMA and how those requirements are administered through 
the Maryland CZMP. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The Maryland coastal zone is composed of the land, water and subaqueous land between the territorial limits of Maryland 
in the Chesapeake Bay, Atlantic Coastal Bays and the Atlantic Ocean, as well as the towns, cities and counties that 
contain and help govern the thousands of miles of Maryland shoreline. The Maryland coastal zone extends from three 
miles out in the Atlantic Ocean to the inland boundaries of the 16 counties (including Harford and Cecil Counties) and 
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Baltimore City that border the Atlantic Ocean, Chesapeake Bay and the Potomac River. The entire study area is located 
within Maryland’s Coastal Zone. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Without the Proposed Project, it is assumed that Coastal Zone conditions will remain the same as in existing conditions. 
The No Action Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts from the Proposed Project will 
be measured. 


4, POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


The proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is subject to the provisions of Section 307 of CZMA, and therefore 
the Coastal Zone consistency decision is coordinated through the Coastal Zone Consistency Division of the MDE. 
Applicants for federal licenses/permits (including U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Section 10 and Section 404 activities) 
must certify that their proposed action will be conducted in a manner consistent with Maryland’s CZMP. MDE is 
responsible for coordinating the review with appropriate state agencies, consolidating the state’s comments, and 
forwarding the state’s response and decision to the USACE. Attachment B lists examples of state approvals and other 
state agency actions related to the federal consistency decision and the overall review process. 


Pursuant to Section 307 of the CZMA, Coastal Zone consistency will commence after the submittal of the MDE Joint 
Permit Application (JPA). The MDE permit authorization, received at subsequent phases of the Proposed Project, will 
constitute the federal consistency decision. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


Although minimization/mitigation are not typically identified specifically for Coastal Zone Management, appropriate 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation of impacts to wetlands, waterways, and floodplains will be addressed as part of 
the permit application/authorization process with MDE and the USACE. 


G. UNIQUE AND SENSITIVE AREAS 
1. REGULATORY CONTEXT AND METHODOLOGY 
Regulatory Context 


Natural Heritage Areas (COMAR 08.03.08) 


Natural Heritage Areas (NHAs) are composed of plant or animal communities within the Critical Area that are considered 
to be among the best statewide examples of their kind. In addition, all NHAs contain at least one species designated or 
proposed as endangered, threatened, or in need of conservation. According to COMAR 08.03.08, in order to qualify as a 
NHA a natural community shall: (1) Contain one or more threatened or endangered species or wildlife species in need of 
conservation; (2) Be a unique blend of geological, hydrological, climatological, or biological features; and (3) Be 
considered to be among the best Statewide examples of its kind. 


Scenic and Wild Rivers System Act of 1968 


According to DNR, a Scenic River is a “free-flowing river whose shoreline and related land are predominantly forested, 
agricultural, grassland, marshland, or swampland with a minimum development for at least two miles of the river length” 
[8-402(d)(2)]. A Wild River is a “free-flowing river whose shoreline and related land are undeveloped, inaccessible 
except by trail, or predominately primitive in a natural state for at least four miles of the river length” [8-402(d)(3)]. 
Rivers under this program are protected from development that would diminish the character of the resources. 


Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment 
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The GreenPrint Program (2001) was established by the Maryland General Assembly in an effort to “preserve the most 
ecologically valuable natural lands in Maryland” (Maryland’s Green Infrastructure Assessment 2003). Green 
infrastructure data, in coordination with County planners and the regulatory agencies, identifies areas of land that could be 
targeted for protection or restoration to help ensure habitat for Maryland’s plants and wildlife, as well as to promote a 
healthier environment including improved outdoor recreation, clean drinking water, and erosion prevention. 


Forest Conservation Act Easements 


Under the Maryland Forest Conservation Act, referenced in Section C, lands set aside under a forest conservation and 
management agreement must be maintained in perpetuity in a conservation easement. These easements set restrictions on 
development of the land but the landowner retains ownership of the land. 


Federal Lands 


Beginning in 1903, Theodore Roosevelt established the first federal wildlife refuge, Pelican Island National Wildlife 
Refuge, along Florida’s central Atlantic coast. The Mission of the National Wildlife Refuge System is to, “administer a 
national network of lands and waters for the conservation, management, and where appropriate, restoration of the fish, 
wildlife, and plant resources and their habitats within the United States for the benefit of present and future generations of 
Americans.” 


Methodology 


NHAs, Wild and Scenic Rivers, Green Infrastructure, Forest Conservation Act Easements, and Federal Lands within the 
study area were determined through a review of existing literature and coordination with DNR. 


2. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
a. Natural Heritage Areas 


According to COMAR 08.03.08, there are no NHAs in Harford County and two NHAs are designated within Cecil 
County: Grove Creek and Plum Creek. There are no NHAs within the study area. 


b. Green Infrastructure 


Green infrastructure is the strategically planned and managed networks of natural lands, working landscapes, and other 
open spaces that conserve ecosystem functions and provide associated benefits to human populations. The DNR, using 
satellite imagery, road and stream locations, and biological data, has identified a green infrastructure network for the state 
of Maryland. The green infrastructure network is comprised of core areas, hubs, and corridors. Core areas are well- 
functioning natural ecosystems that provide high-quality habitat for native plants and animals. Hubs are slightly 
fragmented aggregations of core areas, plus contiguous natural cover. Hubs are intended to be large enough to support 
populations of native species, and serve as sources for emigration into the surrounding landscape, as well as providing 
other ecosystem services like clean water, flood control, carbon sequestration, and recreation opportunities. Corridors link 
core areas together, allowing wildlife movement and seed and pollen transfer between them, and thereby promoting 
genetic exchange. 


Gaps are another component of the green infrastructure network. Gaps are areas within the Green Infrastructure that do 
not currently have natural vegetation, such as agricultural, barren, or lawn areas. Re-vegetation of these areas with natural 
land cover would strengthen the integrity of hubs and corridors, decrease negative edge effects, ease wildlife movement, 
and decrease opportunities for invasive plants. 
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Based on the DNR Green Infrastructure Atlas of Harford and Cecil Counties, a large continuous hub of green 
infrastructure is located within the vicinity of Gashey’s Creek stream valley in Harford County and Principio Creek 
stream valley in Cecil County. These run north and south perpendicular to the study area (Figure E-5). 


c. State Scenic and Wild Rivers and Federal Wild and Scenic Rivers 


There are no rivers or their tributaries designated by either the State Scenic and Wild Rivers Program or the Federal Wild 
and Scenic Rivers Program located within the study area. 


d. Forest Conservation Act Easements 


According to Maryland’s Environmental Resource and Land Information Network (MERLIN), one forest conservation 
easement, Frenchman Land Company, occurs within the study area in Cecil County. The 0.86 acre easement lies along the 
north side of the existing railroad ROW just east of Firestone Road. The easement comprises a thin strip of deciduous 
forest that lies between the railroad ROW and a developed parcel. 


e. Federal Lands 


Federally designated National Wildlife Refuge lands occur on Garrett Island within the Susquehanna River approximately 
1,428 feet north of the Proposed Project area. Garrett Island was established as a National Wildlife Refuge by legislation 
in 2005 (Lutz 2009). The approximately 198 acre island is the only rocky island in the Chesapeake Bay and forms a link 
between the bay and the river. The island is part of the Chesapeake Marshlands National Wildlife Refuge complex under 
the jurisdiction of the Blackwater National Wildlife Refuge. 


3. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Without the Proposed Project, it is assumed that conditions will remain the same as in existing conditions. The No Action 
Alternative is used as a baseline scenario against which potential impacts from the Proposed Project will be measured. 


4, POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE BUILD ALTERNATIVES 


As there are no NHAs or Wild and Scenic Rivers within the study area, no impacts are anticipated. Although Green 
Infrastructure hubs and corridors occur within the study area, neither Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B will impact Green 
Infrastructure resources. One forest conservation easement occurs within the limits of the study area, but lies outside the 
limits of disturbance for either Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B. No impacts to the conservation easement are anticipated. 
The federally protected Garrett Island lies outside the study area limits to the north, and will not be impacted by the 
Proposed Project. 


5. MINIMIZATION AND MITIGATION OF IMPACTS 


With no impacts anticipated to NHAs or Wild and Scenic Rivers, avoidance and minimization measures for these 
resources are not appropriate for the Proposed Project. Impacts to Green Infrastructure hubs have been minimized by 
placing the Proposed Project within and adjacent to the existing rail alignment. In addition, the proposed new alignments 
tie into the existing alignment as close to the river bridge as possible to avoid impacts to a large forested area that serves 
as a hub. Any reforestation requirements due to tree and forest loss could consider locations that would promote Green 
Infrastructure efforts, such as buffer enhancement, forest connectivity (FIDS habitat development), and reforestation near, 
or adjacent to, existing hubs and corridors. 


E-63 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


H. CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS 
1. WETLANDS/WATERS OF THE U.S. 


Temporary construction impacts to wetland and stream resources will occur from either build alternative. Temporary 
impacts could result from construction staging operations and access needs. However, these impacts would likely be 
minimal and such areas would be restored upon completion of construction. Any temporary stream crossings would also 
be removed. Construction of bridge piers for the crossing of the Susquehanna River would likely be conducted from 
barges in the river. Temporary finger piers are proposed on the Cecil County side of the river, both upstream and 
downstream of the bridge crossings, for material access by barge. These temporary piers would result in potential impacts 
to a tidal emergent wetland located just upstream of the existing bridge and to SAV located upstream and downstream of 
the proposed bridges. The temporary tidal wetland impact from the upstream finger pier would be approximately 1,743 
square feet or 0.04 acre. 


Bridge piers may be constructed using either typical cofferdams in shallow water or float-in precast cofferdams in deeper 
water. These structures would be removed once piers are completed. The riverbed impact from use of these temporary 
cofferdam structures would be 0.2 acre for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. Additional temporary 
riverbed impact would result from the pilings used in the construction of the finger piers and the sheet piles used to 
envelop the existing piers and remnant piers to be removed, should blasting be the removal technique of choice. The 
temporary riverbed impact from the finger piers would total approximately 680 square feet. Temporary impact to the 
riverbed for existing and remnant pier demolition using either blasting techniques (inside temporary sheet piles) or cutting 
using a wire saw would total approximately 1.4 acres. 


2. TERRESTRIAL RESOURCES 
Forest Resources 


Construction related impacts could result in additional tree clearing for staging and access for either alternative. Staging 
and construction access should be avoided on the north side of the ROW between North Juniata Street and Lewis Lane, 
where larger forest tracts occur along Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. In Cecil County, a large forest tract 
occurs south of the existing railroad tracks between a power substation and Firestone Road. Impacts to this forest during 
construction are anticipated to be avoided, as an existing access road lies between the forest and the existing tracks, except 
for a short distance immediately east of the power substation. 


Wildlife 


During construction, birds and mammals may be displaced by the clearing of trees and brush. Smaller amphibians and 
reptiles may be crushed by equipment during construction, while more motile species will be displaced. Again, this is 
most likely to occur within the small forest patch adjacent to Havre de Grace Middle School/High School. 
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Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Wetland and Terrestrial Species 


No construction related impacts to terrestrial federally or state-listed endangered or threatened species are anticipated. For 
example, a response from USFWS dated January 15, 2016 indicated that the northern long-eared bat is a threatened 
species that has the potential to occur within the boundary of the Proposed Project, but is not likely to be adversely 
affected by the Proposed Project.. Temporary displacements of waterfowl within the Susquehanna River are likely during 
the construction phase of the Proposed Project. 


3. AQUATIC RESOURCES 
Water Quality 


Construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would require in-water work with the potential to resuspend bottom 
sediment, resulting in minimal, temporary, and localized effects on water quality of the Susquehanna River in the vicinity 
of the Proposed Project site. These activities include the following: 


e Construction of temporary finger piers: Finger piers would be used to connect to access roads for construction 
efficiency and optimum movement of equipment, as well as to avoid the need for dredging. These would remain 
for the majority of the construction period (3 to 5 years). Support for the finger piers would likely include small 
(18 to 24 inches) driven piles. 


e Construction of west and east replacement bridge piers: The new girder approach / arch main span bridge would 
have a total of 37 in-water piers. The construction approach used for each pier pairing would depend on the 
location of the pier in relation to water depth. In deeper waters, drilled caissons (concrete-filled steel pipe piles) 
would be used for the pier construction and in shallower waters cofferdams would be utilized. 


e Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers: Bottom disturbance during the construction of the in-water 
elements of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would have the potential to result in temporary sediment 
resuspension, and in turn, increased turbidity. However, any such effects would be highly localized and 
temporary, and would be expected to dissipate quickly, such that no significant or long-lasting changes in 
turbidity or other water quality parameters would occur. Pile drilling results in minimal river bottom 
disturbance relative to other large-diameter pile installation methods, and no dredging, sheet pile cells, or 
cofferdams would be required with the exception of the deep-water piers (Piers 3 and 4) that would potentially 
require a cofferdam during construction. 


During demolition, the existing bridge would be dismantled by removing parts of the superstructure by barge or crane. 
The existing piers would be removed with an excavator and their support piles would either be cut two feet below the mud 
line with a wire saw or demolished by blasting inside a temporary cofferdam. Use of turbidity curtains and floating booms 
during the bridge removal activities would minimize the potential for resuspended sediment to result in significant adverse 
impacts to water or sediment quality. 


Construction along the Proposed Project corridor could also potentially result in short-term water quality effects, such as: 
increased sedimentation, increased turbidity from in-stream work, and possible spills. Construction activities that could 
affect stormwater runoff include: 


e Excavating to widen any “cut” sections and removing unsuitable (organic) material from “fill” sections 
e Filling and placing ballasts to support the new track 

e Relocating access roads 

e Relocating or creating new trackside swales, and 
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e Implementing any substructure work required for the catenary foundations, or bridge or culvert installation. 


Construction-phase staging areas and haul roads, if needed, could also disturb the ground, potentially causing erosion and 
sedimentation. However, with the minimization techniques discussed below, long-term and short-term construction- 
related impacts to water quality from the Proposed Project are expected to be minimal. 


Potential short-term and long-term impacts to water quality will be minimized through strict adherence to an effective 
Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and implementation of stormwater BMPs that meet the conditions of the Maryland 
Stormwater Act of 2007 (MDE 2007). The MDE-approved Erosion and Sediment Control Plan will reduce the risk of 
surface water contamination, and minimize the harmful effects of increased impervious surfaces on surface waters. 
Erosion and sediment control measures include sediment traps and basins, super silt fence, in-stream closure periods, and 
other construction BMPs designed in compliance with current regulations. In-stream work restrictions include the 
following: 


e Tidal Use II Streams restrictions for fish spawning and migration from February 15 through June 15 
e Designated SAV beds between April 1 and October 15. 


All measures will be reviewed and approved by MDE as part of the permitting process during Final Design to ensure that 
the Proposed Project is in compliance with the most current regulations. Adherence to the Clean Water Act’s TMDL 
provisions will be addressed through coordination with MDE and compliance with NPDES permit process for Proposed 
Project stormwater. Over the long-term, all SWM facilities would be monitored and maintained in accordance with 
NPDES permits to ensure that each facility continues to provide the intended level of quantity and/or quality control. 


The extent and duration of in-water construction activity would not differ between Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, and 
as such, for the reasons discussed above, construction of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B 
would not have significant adverse impacts to water quality in the Susquehanna River. 


Sediment Quality & Contaminants 


As discussed above, under “Water Quality,” in-water construction activities for Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would 
have the potential to result in the resuspension of bottom sediment and sediment-bound contaminants within the work 
area. However, any sediment resuspension would be temporary, minimal, and highly localized, such that no significant or 
long-lasting adverse impacts would occur. Suspended sediment would be expected to dissipate quickly, and would not 
cause a significant liberation or redistribution of existing contaminants. Sediment types within the study area are primarily 
sand and gravely sand, which are not easily resuspended and would quickly settle. Construction of the proposed 
temporary finger piers would eliminate the need for dredging that would otherwise be required for construction barges to 
access the Proposed Project site, and would thereby avoid the more substantial disturbance to river sediments that would 
be caused by dredging. 


Aquatic Biota 


As discussed above, under “Water Quality,” construction of the replacement bridges and demolition of the existing bridge 
under Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would not affect water or sediment quality in the Susquehanna River, and 
therefore, would not impact habitat conditions for fish and other aquatic biota. In-water construction activities would be 
limited to the drilling of large-diameter piles for the replacement bridges and the driving of small-diameter piles for the 
temporary finger piers, which would cause minimal bottom disturbance. Any sediment suspension that would occur 
during pile installation and the demolition of the existing bridge would be temporary and localized, and would be 
expected to be well below physiological impact thresholds of adult and larval fish and benthic macroinvertebrates. 
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Shading from the temporary finger piers would also not have the potential to result in significant adverse impacts to 
aquatic biota given their narrow width. Two finger piers would be constructed on the Perryville side. The overwater 
length of the upstream pier would be approximately 495 feet, while the downstream pier would be approximately 260 
feet, but each pier would be only approximately 38 feet wide. Shading effects from low-lying overwater structures such as 
docks and piers generally begin at points beyond 15 feet inward from a structure’s outer edges (Able and Grouthues 2011, 
Able et al. 2013). Angled light sufficiently reaches these areas of bottom that are within 15 feet of the edge such that 
conditions for aquatic biota do not appear to be altered. At a width of only 38 feet, only a small area beneath the finger 
piers would be more than 15 feet inward from the closest edge, and therefore, no significant shading effects would be 
expected to occur. Because the finger piers would be removed upon completion of the replacement bridges, there would 
be no cumulative shading effect from the combination of the structures. 


Construction of the replacement bridges under Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would result in the temporary loss of 
approximately 680 square feet of benthic habitat within the footprint of the piles supporting the temporary finger piers. 
The temporary loss of benthic habitat for temporary cofferdam construction for the bridge piers would total approximately 
7,926 square feet (0.18 acre) for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. Benthic invertebrates unable to move 
away from these areas would be lost during pile installation. Following the completion of the replacement bridges, the 
finger piers would be removed, and the areas occupied by their piles would begin to accumulate sediment, return to 
benthic habitat, and become recolonized by benthic organisms. Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers would 
allow approximately 0.5 acre of river bottom to return to benthic habitat, thereby more than offsetting losses from the 
construction of the replacement bridges. As such, construction of Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would result in a 
potential net gain of populations of benthic organisms and their predators higher in the food web. 


The low-speed vibratory drilling method that would be used to install the 5 to 6-foot diameter piles for the replacement 
bridge piers would not generate impulse noise underwater, and therefore, would not have significant adverse noise 
impacts to fish. Any underwater noise produced during the installation of these piles would be minimal and well below 
both the physical and behavioral effect thresholds of 206 dB re: 1 Pa SPLycax and 150 dB re: 1 uPa SPLams, respectively, 
which have been established by the Fisheries Hydroacoustic Working Group and adopted by NMFS. The smaller, 18 to 24 
inch piles that would support the temporary finger piers would be installed by impact hammering, but would not be 
expected to cause physical impacts to fish because noise levels generated during the driving of small piles typically do not 
exceed 200 dB re: 1 Pa SPLyecax at a distance of 10 meters from the pile (Caltrans 2009). Following BMP’s for pile 
installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to 
sink into the sediment under their own self weight before impact hammering the remainder of the pile. The duration of 
impact pile driving is expected to be less than 5 to 10 minutes per pile, which would be minimized if a vibratory driver 
was first used to drive the pile to resistance. In addition, impact hammering would begin with a series of light taps of 
gradually increasing strength, which is an effective method to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an 
opportunity to move away from the site of the activity (FHWA 2003). During impact pile driving of unattenuated steel 
pipe piles for temporary finger piers, underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of physiological injury to 
fish (i.e., 206 dB re: 1uPa SPLpeak) would extend up to 50 feet from the pile [1]. The use of a wooden cushion block 
during impact pile driving would provide approximately 11 to 26 dB of noise attenuation, which would reduce the extent 
of the ensonified (sound-filled) area to within less than 33 feet of the pile. Given the small extent of the 206 dB SPLpeak 
noise isopleth, effects to sturgeon in the action area are likely to be discountable. The potential impacts of underwater 
noise would be further minimized if the impact pile driving was conducted between July and December, when sturgeon 
are less likely to occur in the action area. 


Underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of behavioral effects to fish (i.e., 150 dB re: 11Pa SPLrms) 
would extend across the river during impact pile driving of unattenuated piles and approximately 1,800 feet (i.e., 50 
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percent of the river width within the action area) if a wooden cushion block was used to attenuate noise levels. These 
noise levels would only occur over a period of 1 to 2 hours per day. If an average of 6 piles were driven per day and 3 
days of impact pile driving occurred each week, then impact pile driving would be completed within 2.5 months. The 
most likely response of sturgeon to the underwater sound produced during pile driving for the finger piers would be 
temporary avoidance of the area (AKRF and Popper 2012a,b). Behavioral avoidance by sturgeon would be temporary and 
limited to | to 2 hours during impact pile driving on any given day. Because the extent of the 150 dB SPLrms isopleth is 
greater than the extent of the 187 dB re: 1uPa2 s cSEL isopleth (1.e., the potential onset of physiological injury due to 
prolonged sound exposure), sturgeon would avoid the ensonified area and would not likely be exposed to noise levels 
exceeding the 187 dB cSEL threshold. The most likely response of fish to the underwater sound produced during pile 
driving for the finger piers would be temporary avoidance of the area. Fish would also potentially avoid the area of 
activity during the drilling of the large-diameter piles for the replacement bridges piers. Should pile installation cause any 
fish to temporarily avoid the portion of the Susquehanna River in the vicinity of the activity, the extent of the area that 
would be affected at any one time would be negligible relative to the amount of suitable habitat that would remain 
available nearby, and no significant adverse effects to these individuals would be expected to occur. 


Demolition of the existing bridge piers and remnant piers would be largely achieved through the use of mechanical means 
and methods (e.g., barge cranes, wire saws), as described in EA Chapter 17 Construction Effects. Methods such as 
turbidity curtains, cofferdams, and deck shielding would be implemented as necessary to contain debris. Divers with wire 
saws would cut bridge piers two feet below the mudline and the pier would be removed using a barge crane. Blasting is 
not anticipated; however removal of the existing and remnant bridge piers may require the use of blasting techniques as 
per the contractor’s means and methods. 


Any blasting would be conducted in such a manner as to minimize the potential for fish mortalities. In the event that 
blasting is proposed, a number of protective measures would be implemented. Blasting would use blast mats and would be 
conducted within steel sheet pile cofferdams that would: 1) physically exclude fish and turtles from the immediate area of 
the Proposed Project, 2) minimize peak pressures experienced by aquatic organisms in the vicinity of demolition 
activities, and 3) reduce potential increases in suspended sediments. Monitoring for listed fish and turtles during blasting 
would occur and any observations of these species would be reported to NMFS or USFWS. Blasting would be scheduled 
to occur during a work window that will be defined during coordination with NMFS and will be protective of listed 
species in the Proposed Project area. Any potential impacts from blasting activities that may occur outside of this window 
would be minimized through the implementation of additional best management practices, including the preparation of a 
detailed blasting plan, implementation of noise attenuation measures, detonation of low-energy scare charges to repel fish 
and turtles just prior to blasting, and limitations to the charge size and detonation velocity of the explosives to minimize 
underwater pressure changes experienced by fish and turtles. 


At this time, the number of project vessels operating within the action area at any given time and the number of operating 
hours for those vessels are not known. At a minimum, the project will utilize work barges, delivery barges and crew 
vessels (with personnel lifts). The drafts of these vessels are not likely to exceed 6 to 8 feet in most cases. Water depths 
within most of the action area range from 20 to 50 feet at mean lower low water. Therefore, the vessel clearance above the 
river bottom would be at least 12 feet. Because both Atlantic and shortnose sturgeons are demersal (bottom-dwelling) 
species and spend the majority of the time within a few feet of the bottom while foraging and below 15 feet from the 
water’s surface for Atlantic sturgeon (Balazik et al. 2012), the risk of vessel interaction with sturgeon is small. 


SAV 


Impacts to SAV may also occur during the construction of the bridges. Dredging is not currently proposed to provide 
access for bridge pier construction in this location. However, if dredging is required, this would uproot SAV species and 
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temporarily displace sediments necessary for SAV growth. The suspended sediments could block sunlight necessary for 
SAV growth. Displaced sediment could also cover SAV beds. To avoid the need for dredging, finger piers are proposed in 
shallow water to allow for deep water construction access. These finger piers would remain for at least three years during 
construction build out of the two rail bridges. Because of the low profile of the finger piers and their long term use during 
bridge construction, permanent impacts to SAV would be expected to occur from finger pier piles as well as shading 
effects of the finger pier footprint. Therefore, though the finger piers would ultimately be considered a temporary 
construction element, due to the length of time the piers would be in-place, they would likely result in permanent SAV 
impacts totaling approximately 0.48 acre. Other SAV impacts could occur from the installation of temporary cofferdams 
in shallow water. The impact to SAV from cofferdam installation during construction would be approximately 2,298 
square feet (0.05 acre) for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design. These structures would be removed once 
piers are completed; however, the cofferdams will likely be in place for longer than six months, causing SAV impacts to 
be considered permanent rather than temporary. Additional disturbance of SAV by sediments from the installation of 
cofferdams could also impact SAV as described above for potential dredging operations. 


For both Alternatives 9A and 9B, the total permanent SAV impact from bridge construction would total approximately 
0.61 acre. 


Threatened, Endangered, or Special Concern Aquatic Species 


Atlantic and Shortnose Sturgeon 


Atlantic and shortnose sturgeon have the potential to occur within the Proposed Project area, although they have not been 
documented in the lower Susquehanna River since 1999 and 2004, respectively. As discussed under “Water Quality’, 
“Hydrology”, and “Aquatic Biota,” construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would not have significant adverse 
effects on water quality or other habitat conditions for fish, including both sturgeon species and would not be expected to 
significantly change river hydrology in the Proposed Project site relative to the existing condition. Sediment resuspension 
during bottom-disturbing construction and demolition activities would be temporary and localized, and in many cases 
would be minimized through the use of turbidity curtains and temporary cofferdams. Dredging is not planned for the 
Proposed Project and there would be a net gain in benthic habitat following the removal of the existing bridge piers, which 
would result in no net loss of benthic habitat where sturgeon might forage. Critical habitat has not been designated for 
either sturgeon species; therefore, Proposed Project activities will not affect critical habitat for Atlantic or shortnose 
sturgeon. 


Underwater noise levels will be minimized by drilling shafts rather than impact pile driving the large-diameter piles for 
the replacement bridges’ piers, and are expected to be below both the physiological (206 dB re: 1 Pa SPLpea) and 
behavioral (150 dB re: 1 wPa SPLems) effect thresholds that have been established by the Fisheries Hydroacoustic 
Working Group and adopted by NMFS for evaluations of underwater noise impacts to sturgeon and other fish species. 
Noise generated by the driving of the small-diameter piles using low-energy impact hammers and cushion blocks for the 
temporary finger piers would likewise be expected to be below levels at which physical injury to sturgeon could occur. 
Any effects to sturgeon potentially occurring in the area during impact pile driving would be limited to temporary 
avoidance of the immediate area of activity. Potential noise impacts of demolition activities performed using mechanical 
means and methods to remove existing bridge piers are expected to be minimized by using relatively low noise, non- 
impact equipment including wire saws and cranes. Although blasting is not planned for demolition, the potential impacts 
of any blasting activities would be minimized by implementing the protective measures discussed above. Additionally, 
blasting would be scheduled to occur within a work window that corresponds to the time of the year when sturgeon are 
least likely to occur in the vicinity of the Proposed Project area. Moreover, the very short duration (i.e., several seconds) 
of elevated sound pressure levels during blasting greatly minimizes the potential impacts to fish that are not in the 
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immediate vicinity of the activity. In the event that blasting is being considered, FRA will coordinate with NMFS to 
develop an agreed upon approach for minimizing the potential impacts to sturgeon. 


For the reasons given above, the construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B and demolition of the existing bridge 
may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect Atlantic or shortnose sturgeon that may occur in the Susquehanna River. 


Sea Turtles 


Loggerhead, Kemp’s ridley, and green sea turtles occur in the Chesapeake Bay, while the leatherback sea turtle is a more 
pelagic species that is occurs less frequently in the Bay and is not expected to occur in the Susquehanna River. As noted in 
the Affected Environment section above, the other sea turtles most commonly occur in the marine and estuarine portions 
of the estuary and are not likely to be present in the major tributaries which would include the Susquehanna River. Sea 
turtles occur seasonally in the Chesapeake Bay between April and November and are not expected to be present between 
during the winter and early spring months. During the months that sea turtles are present in the Bay, they are not expected 
to occur in the vicinity of the Proposed Project in the Susquehanna River or on the Susquehanna Flats. As discussed under 
“Water Quality” and “Aquatic Biota,” construction and demolition of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would not have 
significant adverse effects on water quality or other habitat conditions for aquatic organisms, including sea turtles. There 
is no critical habitat designated for any of the sea turtles in the Proposed Project area. 


For these reasons, the construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B and demolition of the existing bridge would have 
no effect on loggerhead, Kemp’s ridley, green, or leatherback sea turtles that may occur in the Chesapeake Bay. 


Freshwater Mussels 


As there is a potential for freshwater mussels, some of which are state-listed as threatened or endangered, to be found 
within the study area, further coordination will be necessary on the potential mussel presence and BMPs for their 
protection. This will include construction and demolition methods utilized to reduce impacts to freshwater mussel species. 


Logperch 


The logperch is a freshwater fish that occurs within the non-tidal portion of the Susquehanna River, above the Conowingo 
Dam. Logperch would not be expected to occur within the Proposed Project area, where conditions are brackish during 
flood tides. In addition, construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B would not have significant adverse effects on 
water quality or other habitat conditions for fish, and drilling of the large-diameter piles would avoid potentially harmful 
underwater construction noise levels. Protective measures would be identified in coordination with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service and implemented during any blasting activities to minimize the potential impacts to logperch. As such, 
construction of Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B and demolition of the existing bridge and remnant bridge piers would not 
have the potential to cause adverse impacts to the logperch. 


Northern MapTturtles 


DNR-WHS may require restrictions on construction projects in order to protect northern map turtles, including, but not 
limited to: conducting nesting surveys during the nesting season to identify the presence/absence of nests within a project 
area, in-stream time-of-year restrictions, and/or removal of turtles from the work zone using trained scuba divers. northern 
map turtles are known to occur within the Proposed Project area and could potentially be impacted by construction and 
demolition. Further coordination with DNR-WHS will occur as the Proposed Project progresses, and the above-referenced 
avoidance and minimization measures will be implemented as appropriate. 
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I. CONCLUSION 


In summary, this report evaluates the potential effects from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge on a variety of natural 
resources, including topography, geology, and soils; floodplains and wetlands; terrestrial resources; aquatic resources; 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area; Coastal Zone Management; and Unique and Sensitive Areas. Table E-16 summarizes the 
potential effects on natural resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. The Proposed Project would have 
no significant impacts to threatened, endangered, or special concern wetland and terrestrial species, hydrology, 
groundwater, water quality, sediment quality and contaminants, coastal zones, and unique and sensitive areas. With the 
incorporation of the mitigation measures described herein, the Proposed Project would not result in significant adverse 
impacts on floodplains, wetlands, forest resources, wildlife, aquatic biota, and critical areas. 
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Table E-16 


Potential Effects on Natural Resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Alignment Alternatives 


Resource Type Resource Category Alternative 9A | Alternative 9B 
Effective FEMA Floodplain 100-Year 2.72 2.15 
Encroachment (acres) 500-Year 4.83 4.24 
Preliminary FEMA Floodplain 100-Year 3.09 2.63 
Encroachment* (acres) 500-Year 3.16 2.69 
Tidal 0.06 0.06 
wyetands (eetes) Nontidal 0.83 0.71 
: Relatively Permanent Waterways 3,190 2,943 
Streams (linear feet) Fphemeral 19 19 
Tidal 0.27 0.27 
Wetland Buffers (acres) Nontidal 216 172 
Forest Resources (acres) ---- 2.92 2.08 
Chesapeake Bay Critical Area (acres) ---- 6.4 6.1 
Susquehanna Riverbed / Aquatic Biota permanent auipacts ue! vt 
Construction (Temporary Impacts, 
(acres) ; : : 0.23 0.23 
including finger piers) 
Permanent Impacts from bridge piers 
‘ . and construction (e.g., includes 
Subincieed aduaee Vee non Say temporary finger pier and cofferdam 0.61 0.61 


(acres) 


impacts owing to length of 
construction) 


* Preliminary floodplain available for Harford County only 
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USDA 


vaste | , 
United States Department of Agriculture 


DATE: February 8, 2016 


TO: Dan Reagle 
Environmental Planning Division 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Balti , MD 21202 ‘ 
nee FEB 2 2016 


nd vat [=18 
Recei Vo d 


SUBJECT: Farmland Protection Policy Act Office of Pianning 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


The Natural Resources Conservation Service responsibility pertaining to the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act (FPPA) is to provide technical assistance for the Act by evaluating and completing 
Parts II, IV, and V of the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form, AD-1006. The purpose of 
the Act is to minimize the extent to which Federal programs contribute to the unnecessary and 
irreversible conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses. 


We have determined that the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, in Harford and Cecil 
Counties, is an activity that is not subject to provisions of the Policy Act and is therefore exempt 
from the Act. This is because the reconstruction of the bridge and rail system is on existing 
right-of-ways and these activities will not "permanently convert farmland". 


We are enclosing the Rating Form NRCS-CPA-106 with "Site Exempt" written across the top of 
it. 


If you require any additional information, please let us know. 


Sincerely, 


Dean Cowherd 
NRCS Assistant State Soil Scientist 
443-482-2931 


ce: Tim Clippinger, Forest Hill, MD 
Phillip King, Dover, DE 
Patricia Engler, Annapolis, MD 
James Brewer, Easton, MD 


Natural Resources Conservation Service 
339 Busch’s Frontage Road, Suite 301 
Annapolis, MD 21409-5543 
Voice (410) 757-0861 — FAX (855) 432-9027 
An Equal Opportunity Provider and Employer 


- a 
S oT % F ¥ Cin p ‘ns 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE NRCS-CPA-106 


Natural Resources Conservation Service (Rev. 1-91) 


FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 


PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) aaa Evaluation Request ere 
1. Name of Project Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 5. Federal Agency Involved Fa derail Rail Administration (FRA) 
2. Type of Project Rail Bridge Replacement 8. County and State Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
PART II (To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Received by NRCS | 2. Person Completing Form 
3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? YES rh No oO 4. Acres Irrigated | Average Farm Size 
(If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form). 
5. Major Crop(s) 6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 
IOAN a 
aa eg Acres: % Acres: % 

8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used ““=|.9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 
(i sjte exemp see attached ltr Z/G/16 

s aa Aa ee ccvennveninn™ Alternative Corridor For ent Alternatives 9A and 9B 
BARTHII (To be completed by Fedéral Agency) * mane oe 


Corridor [Corridor 
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly Hogac. 22a. | 
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services oc. - i, | 


C. Total Acres In Corridor 
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 


A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 

B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 

C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 

D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value 

PART V (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 

value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum 

Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Points 
1. Area in Nonurban Use 

. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 

. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 

. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 

. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 

. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 

. On-Farm Investments 

9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 

10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 


a 


COIN /D] a} pa] owlr 
= 


TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 7 0 
PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 0 
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site 
assessment) 37 0 
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) T 0 
1. Corridor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
Converted by Project: 
TBD 
1.99 ac (Alt 9A)/0.22 ac (Alt 9B) ves []_ no = ald 


5. Reason For Selection: 


Signature of 


NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor 


Attachment B 


Coastal Zone Management 
Consistency Flowchart 


Attachment B: Overall Consistency Review Process 


MD 
via State Clearinghouse or direct notification/applicaton) 


tate/Private 
Activit 
iii types of §307 


actions) 


ed era 
and/or State 
Public Notice 
Issues/ 
policies 


Process, Review 
including public to address 
articipation icipati additional 


Consistency 
Decision 


“onsistency 
Decision 


Source: Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) 
A Guide to Maryland’s Coastal Zone Management Program Federal Consistency Process (2004) 


Attachment C 


Wetland Delineation Data 


Forms 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


Sampling nate, 227 as 
Sampling Point; ga /4— / 
Section, Township, Range: 


Local retief icons, convex, ee Lazidde Slope (°%)}: } 
Lat: 34 43 3 ge Long: ay ib os Datum: 


NWI classification: 


ProfectSite: 
ApplicanvOwner: 


City/County: 


Investigatar{s); 


Landform thillslope, terrace, etc.): 
Subregion (LRR ar MLRA): 
Soil Map Unit Name: 


Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this ime of year? Yes No (tf no, explain in Remarks.} Yo 
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No 
Ara Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (lf needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? is the Sampled Area 
Hydric Solt Present? Yes No 


Wetland Hydrology Present? 


within a Wetland? 


~ thole3 lo 9 1 ge Detter alan peat 
ya. \soa9 tracks, / i 


HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Indi inimum 
inary Indi inimum of one is required; check all hal appt __. Surface Soil Cracks (BS) 
7 Surface Water (A1) __. Aqualic Fauna (813) _— parsely Vegetated Concave Surface (28) 
fe Aigh Water Table (A2) _ Marl Deposits (615) (LRR U)} Fee Patterns (B10) 
Fee (A3} __. Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _— Moss Trim Lines (B16} 
Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
¥_ Sediment Deposits (62) Presence of Reduced [ron (C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
— Orit Deposits (83) Recent tron Reduction in Titled Soils (C6) Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9} 
Algal Mat or Crust (84) Thin Muck Surface (C7) 7 Geomorphic Position (D2) 
es tron Deposits (B5) —— Other (Explain in Remarks) Shallow Aquilard (B3) 
— [nundation Visibte on Aerial imagery (87) eA FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
— Waier-Stained Leaves (69) __ Sphagnum moss (08) (LRR T, U} 
Field Observations: 
Surface Waler Present? Depth (inches}: 
Water Table Present? Depth (inches): 4 
¥ No 


Saluration Present? Depth tinches}: OLS Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 
i fring 


Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available 


You. Hye aoe Ai any er ee fia p teous Bb ine 
Din Cand Loy 3 Wes pravious wiouhh +. 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific nares of plants. Sampling Point: WIS 


Absotule Dominant Indicator 
) 6 Cover Species? Status 


Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: (A) 


Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 


Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (AB) 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 


OBL specles X= 
FACW species 2S 
FAC species _ x= 
FACU species _ A 
UPLspecies _o KSEE 
Column Totals; (AY BY 


Tree Siratum (Piat size 


—Ssee 
Sey See 
oe 


OND oN 


= Tolal Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of tolal cover: 


rub Stratum (Plot s aoe. ai 


TF 


ery 


Prevalence Index = B/A= 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 

— 1Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
ra Dominance Test is >50% 

_— 3- Prevalence Index is <3,0' 

_~ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain) 


Poe Ye he pf 


6 = Total Cover 


56% of tetal cover F 20% of total cover: i, tie 


Herb Stratum (Plot sz i x ly ‘Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
1. Lé th a A 2x 2D des be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
2. Taw Lc =~ raatiyin —— Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 
37 


Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 


more in chameter at breast height (DBH), regardiess of 
5. pe height. 
6.4 Dd Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
Er. then 3 in, OBH and greater than 3.28 ft (+ m) tall, 
: Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody)} plants, regardiess 
9 of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 
10. 


Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 fin 
height 


/05 = Total Cover 
50% of tctal cover 5S 20% of total cover. Zl 
Woody Vine Stralum (Plot sizefPkhn 4 ” 


we wo wy = 


| Ertrontiytte 
0) = Total Cover ‘agatation 
50% of tetal cover’_ 2.5 20% of tolal cover: _| Present? 


Remarks. (If observed, list morphological adaptations below). 


US Amy Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point: 2) 154] 


Profile Description: (Describe to the depth naeded to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 


Depth Redox Fagiures 
ingh Color {moist Type Texture Remarks 
DS BE ee te ied ae 


- 4 
oy a 


ype: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix. MS=Masked Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining, 


Hydric Soil Indicators: (Appilcable to all LRRs, unless otherwise nated.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils’: 

_— Histosel (At) —— Polyvalue Below Surface (S8){LRR S,T,U) __. 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O) 

_— Histic Epipedon (A2) — Thin Bark Surface (S9) (LAR S$, T, Up __ 2m Muck (ATO) {LRR 8) 

__ Black Histic (A3) —.. Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O) __ Reduced Vertic (F168) (outside MLRA 150A,B) 
— Hydrogen Sulfide (A4} — Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2)} —~ Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
— Stratified Layers (A5) —.. Pepleted Matrix (F3) — Anomalous Bright Loamy Scils (F20) 

— Organic Bodies (AS) (LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B) 

— 35cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T,U) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) — Red Parent Material (TF2) 

— Muck Presence (A8){LRR U) —. Redox Depressions (FB) —. Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

— 1m Muck (AS) {LRR P, T) — Marl (F160) (LRR U)} —_ Other (Explain in Remarks) 

— Depteted Below Dark Surface (A11) — Oepleted Ochric (F114) (MLRA 151} 

— Thick Dark Surface (A12) _— Iron-Manganese Masses (Fi2){LRR 0, P, T) "indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

— Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 1504) __ Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U} wetland hydrology must be present, 

— Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRRO,S)  ___ Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 154) unless disturbed or problematic. 

_. Sandy Gleyed Matrix ($4) — Reduced Verte (F18){MLRA 150A, 1508) 

__ Sandy Redox ($5) — Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 149A) 

_ Stripped Matrix (S64) — Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 


__. Dark Surface (57) (LRR P, S, T, U) 
Restrictlva Layer {if observed): 

Type: 
Depth (inches): 


Hydric Soll Prasent? Yes a No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


Project/Site: Antua\ Susy ut Wanna Cily/Couaty: Ubauve WY) Gc 8 Hae forel Sampling Date: oe 
ApplicanttOwner: LITA State: Mp Sampling Point: wht Lee] 


Investigator(s): ct We Section, Township, Range: 


Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): deovess OK Local relief (concave, convex, none): ae Slope (6): _f i% 


Subregion (LRR or MLRA): Lat: _3 ‘hd 32 SE. 35" Long: te, ret ‘5 cA ve See Datum: 
Soil Map Unil Name: i 1a NWI classification: 


Are climatic / hydrologic conditians on the site typical for this ime of year? Yes = ae No (tf no, explain jn Remarks.) 
Are Vegelation significantly disturbed? N Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes __o/ Na 


naturally problematic? N (lf needed, explain any answers in Remarks.} 


, Soil . or Hydrology 


Are Vegelation , Soil , of Hydrology 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes / No is the Sampled Area vis 
Yes No 


Hydric Soll Present? Yes No 
aay Sommers within a Watland? 
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes 


No 


Paces ™ +f } (sw) 


HYDROLOGY 
Wetland Hydrology Indicators: 


Secondary Indicators (minimum of two required} 


vimary Indicalors (minimum of one is required, chi It that appl —— Stirface Soil Cracks (86) 
__ Surface Water (A1) _— Aquetic Fauna (B13) __. Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 
_—— High Water Table (A2) _—.. Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) _— Drainage Patterns (B10) 
ie Saturation (A3) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _. Moss Tam Lines (B16) 
_. Water Marks (B1) _— Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Reols (C3) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
__ Sediment Deposits (B2) -X% Presence of Reduced iron (C4) — Crayfish Burrows (C8) 


__ Drifi Deposits (83) _— Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) —. Saturation Visible on Aenal imagery (C9) 
_ Algal Mat or Crust (B4) _.. Thin Muck Surface (C7) _— Geomorphis Positton (D2) 

__ Iron Deposits (85) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) _— Shallow Aquilard (D3) 

_—— Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7} __ FAC-Neutral Tesi (05) 


_._. Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes__s No _%___ Depth (inches): 
Water Table Present? Yes No_+  Depth{inches};_ 


Yes_/ _ No Depth (inches): O-% Watland Hydrology Present? Yes_1/ No 


Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge. monitoring well, aerial photos. previous inspections). 


—. Sphagnum moss (08) (LRR T, U) 


Saluration Present? 


if available: 


Remarks: 


Saduaton due ty aye losifve wa -dipyr idy/ teat: 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region— Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. 


el oa ise size: a. ley } 


aii. | ES 


SNOW Sw a 


AN 


50% of total cover 


aie (Plot size: if fn cl’ ) 
iw] 


N as 


brig aia 12g lec 
2 Dace fag 


tie =a ertta 
4. ta ahh 


5. Phitanmites audhal’sS 


PACAV Id nore 
‘wn 


Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size: 


oe ww a 


Pe paises pn 


——, 


= —— 
ao = Total Cover 

/ s 
50% of total cover: ig. 20% of total cover: + to 
Sapting/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: “eto héy ) 


= Total Cover 
20% of total cover: 


aa Dbl. 
is DBL 
iS Ob 

ee 7 

as if. 

a am yy 

‘19D =tolcover 


50% of total cover 1D 20% of total cover: 


) 


50% of tolal cover 


= Total Cover 


20% of tolalcover 


Remarks. (If observed, list morphological adaptations below). 


US Amy Corps of Engineers 


OBL species 
FACW species 
FAC species 
FACU specles 
UPL species 


Column Fotais: 


Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strata: 


Percent of Dominant Species 

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 

Prevalence Index workshest: 
Tolal % Cover of: — Multiply by: 


Prevalence Index = 2/A = 
ee Vegetation Indicators: 
_~ ,1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
 2- Dominance Test is >50% 

_.. 3- Prevalence Index is $3.0! 

_ Problematic Hycrophytic Vegetation’ (Exptain) 


‘indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Sampling Point: WEF] 


Bominance Test worksheet; 


Number of Deminant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 


(8) 


JOD __ ae) 


x1= 
x2= 
x35 
x4= 
x5= 
(Ay __ (BY 


Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 


Trea - Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of 


height, 


Sapling/Shrub = Woody planis, excluding vines, less 
then 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (4 m) tall, 


Herb — Alt herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 


Woody vine - All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 


height. 


Hydrophytic 
Vegatatlon 
Present? 


Lu 


Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point: |. IL} tei 


Profile Description: (Describe to the depth naeded to document the Indleator or confirm the absence of Indleators.) 


ieee Matrix Redox Features 


a Cotor (moist) —_% _ _Type Texture Remarks 
FEGT la oe SL ont etl 
2-G Cy 7 45 _ioveu Sc 


ype: C=Concentration. D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, untess otherwise noted.) 


‘Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrlx 
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Solls”: 


— Histosol {A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8)(LRRS,T,U) __ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRR O) 

— Histic Eplpeden (A2} — Thin Dark Surface (S9)(LRR S, T, Up __. 2 ¢m Muck (A410) (LRR 3) 

__ Black Histie (A3) — Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR ©} __, Reduced Verlic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A,6) 

— Hydrogen Sutfide (A4) —— Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2} — Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 

__ Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) _. Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20) 

— Organic Bodies (A6)(LRR P, T, U} ey Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B) 

_— 5m Mucky Mineral (A7)(LRRP,17,U) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __. Red Parent Materiel (TF2) 

—~ Muck Presence (A8)(LRR U) — Redox Depressions (FB) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

—. 1 ¢m Muck (AS) (LRR P, TD — Mari (F160) (LRR U) _.. Other (Explain in Remarks) 

_ Depteted Below Dark Surface (A741) _. Depleted Ochric (F114) (MLRA 151) 

— Thick Dark Surface (A412) lron- Manganese Masses (F12)(LRR O, P, T} Aindicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
Coast Prairie Redox (A156) (MLRA 150A) Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U} wetland hydrology must be present, 
Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRR O, S$) Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless dislurbed or problematic. 


Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 

Sandy Redox (S5) 

Stripped Matrix (S6} 

Dark Surface (S7) {LRR P, 5, T, U) 
Restrictlve Layer (lf observed): 
Type 
Depth (inches): 
Remarks: 


Reduced Vertic (F418) (MLRA 150A, 1508) 
Piedmont Floodplain Sails (F719) (MLRA 149A) 
Anomalous Bright Loamy Solls (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D} 


Hydric Soll Prasant? Yes _ // No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0 


ite = © 
‘ ® 


LL 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


E744 Sampling one: PT Ze 
WL 1R-! 


State: Sampling Point: 


i 


Project/Site: 
ApplicantiOwner: 


City/County: 


Section, Tawnship, Range: 
Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): Local reliel (concave, convex, none). Contast Slope (%) es 


Subregion (LRR or MLRA}: LR Zo tat:_ 49°32 50,60" Long: 74° ob! 2S, "al Datum: 


Soil Map Unit Name: Elk ln Silt beam > St lt loana [Pia pi Slopes NWI classification: 
Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (Ifno, explain in Remarks.) 


significantly disturbed? vy, Are “Norma! Circumstances" present? Yes x Ne 


naturally problematic? a (lineeded, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


Investigator(s): 


Are Vegelalion , Soil , or Hydratagy 


Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? ls the Sampled Area 
Hydric Soil Present? 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 


within a Wetland? 


Remarks: 


$y s 4 Hass NE is wot Yb Dizh 5/-§' ae OF gine 


at th talatt, ta.|voa)- 


HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: i it] 
timary Indicators (minim fone is required; check sll thal appl — Surface Soil Cracks (BG) 
— Surface Waler (Ai) _ Aquatic Fauna (B13} ___ ,Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 
__ High Water Table (42) — Marl Deposits (615) (LRR U) Drainage Patterns (B10) 
_. Saluralion (A3) Hydrogen SuWide Odor (C1) __ Moss Trim Lines (B18) 
__ Water Marks (B1) Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Rools (C3) _  Ory-Season Water Table (C2) 
— Sediment Deposits (82) — Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) ize Crayfish Surrows (C8) 
_— Drift Deposits (B3) _—. Recent Iron Reduction in Tiled Soits (C6) —. Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
__ Algat Mat or Crust (64) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) —. Geomorphic Pesition (D2} 
_.. Non Deposits (BS) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) Fen Agquitard (D3) 
_— Inundation Visible on Aerial imagery {87} FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
_ Water-Stained Leaves (B9) _. Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, WU) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? —_. No a Depth (inches): 
Water Table Present? / Depth (inches): Jf 
Saluration Present? —_. No Depth (inches): s«éL:« WWeatlannd Hydrology Present? Yes.“ ~~ No 


Describe Recorded Dai (siream gauge. monitoring well, aeriat photos, previous inspections), if available: 


No tain ‘sm 48 Lou's, dv previgus Z- prontes, 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Piain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: LL }f-} 


Absolule Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Plot size’ ——'} waCover Species? Status 


Dominance Test worksheet: 


Number of Dominant Species -) 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 


(A) 


Total Number of Dominant 

Species Across All Strata: 3 {B) 
Percent of Dominant Species is ~ 

That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 


[> 
— 


Prevalence indax worksheet: 
Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 
OBL species x1s 
FACW species x2= 
FAC species Oo x= 
FACU specles x A = 
UPL species x5= 
Column Totals: (Ay _ es (B) 


ONO o 


ll 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of total cover: 
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Pict size: 


——_—— 


io 
> 


| 
HH 


Prevalence index = BAA= 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
— J Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 
ee Dominence Tast is >50% 

__. 3 = Prevalence Index Is 3,0" 

— Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Exptain) 


H 


SNH Swp 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of tola! cover: 


45 YF) 


‘Indicators of hydric soll and wetland hydrotogy must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 


pg 
a 


Tree = Woedy plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height (OBH), regardless of 
haipht 


| 


Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, exctuding vines, less 
than 3 in. OBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1 m) tall. 


Herb = All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 


SPonnune wn = 


Mal 


| 


= 


Wonady vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height 


_ «= 
Lt ed 


= = Total Co ea | 
50% of total cover 20% of total baa ha 


— —— | Aydrophytic 
et ee Total Cover Vegatation 

50% of tolal cover aon 20% of total cover- f Present? Yes No 
Remarks. (If observed, tist morphological adaptations below). 


US Amy Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Piain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point: WLIG-1 


Frofile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the Indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 
Depth Matrix Redox Features 


(inches) moist % Color (moi % Type Loc‘ Texture Remarks 
1D i lo [D a L £fe ‘4 bis eu 1 


FP 


ype: _C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains 
Hydric Soil indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise nated.) 


"Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Salls”: 


— Histosol {A1) _— Polyvalue Below Surface (S6}{LRA S,T,U) _ 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR O) 

— Histic Epipedon (A2) — Thin Dark Surface (S9}{LRR S, T, U} — Z2em Muck (A710) (LRR 3) 

__ Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (Ft} (LRR O) _— Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A, B} 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) — Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) __ Piedmont Ficodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T} 
__ Stratified Layers (A5) ___ Hepleted Matrix (F3) _.. Anomalous Bright Leamy Seiis (F20) 

_ Organic Bodies (A6}(LRR P, T, U) rez Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B) 

— 45cm Mucky Mineral (A7)(LRRP,T,U) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) —.. Red Perent Matedal (TF2) 

— Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) —. Very Shallow Dark Suriace (TF12) 

— im Muck (AS) (LRR P, T) Man (F 10) (LRR YU) — Other (Explain in Remarks) 


__ Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} 

— Thick Dark Surface (A12) 

_— Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) 

Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRR O, S} 

Sandy Gleyed Matrix ($4) 

Sandy Redox (S5) 

Stripped Matrix (S6) 

Dark Surface (S7) {LRR P, S, T, U) 

Rostrictive Layer (if observed): 
Type: 

Depth (inches): 

Remarks: 


Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 151) 
lron- Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR 0, P, T} "indicators of hydrephytic vegelation and 
Umbric Surface (F173) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present, 
Delta Ochric (F 17) (MLRA 151) unless.disturbed or preblematic 
Reduced Vertlc (F18) (MLRA 150A, 1508) 

Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F719) (MILRA 145A} 

Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D} 


Hydric Soll Present? Yes_ | No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 20 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


civcuintiinkey Cad den Sampling pate: 27D 2as 
f 
state: 72 Sampling Point: 2). (F~} 
Investigator(s): Section, Tawnship, Range: 


Landform (hitlsiope, terrace, oe jE € Local reliel (concave, convex, none}: CEri led é Slope (%): oS 
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): fb ARS Lat: oe ap. Je. 4 Long: YY Weg 2%. 7R” Datum: 


Soil Map Unit Name: 6 Helly $/ it loa m Ail v Vie Le no ‘ NWiclassification; 
Are climatic { hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this me of year? Yes No (If na, explain in Remarks.) of. 
No 


Project/Sile: 
AppicanvOwner: 


Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology significantly disturbed? " Are “Normal! Circumstances” preseni? Yes 
Are Vegetation . Soil , of Hydrology naturally problematic? (ifneeded, explain any answers in Remarks.} 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS ~ Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
Hydric Soll Present? 

Wetland Hydrofagy Present? 
Remarks: 


tele 7 lookin Su at peal pf Pr0ic 


HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: ni Indi inimum 
rimary Indicalors (mini fone is required; check all hat app! — Surface Soll Cracks (BS) 
Surface Waler (41) —. Aqualic Fauna (613} —. Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (88) 
Zavien Water Table (A2) __. Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) _— Drainage Patterns (810) 
Saturation (A3} —. Yydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) — Moss Trim Lines (B16) 
__ Water Marks (B1} Oca, Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) ry-Saason Water Table (C2) 
_ Sediment Deposits (B2) oe Prasence of Reduced Iron (C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
_— Drift Deposits (B3} _— Recent Iran Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) __ Saturation Visible on Aerial imagery (C9) 
Algal Mat or Crust (B4) __ Thin Muck Surface (C7} _—.. Geamorphic Position (D2) 
_— iron Deposits (BS) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) ___ Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) ~~ FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 
_.. Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) — Sphagnum moss (08) (LRR T, U} 


Is the Sampled Area Pad 
within a Wetland? No 


Field Observations 

Surface Water Present? No “4 Depth {inches}: 

Water Table Present? _ No Depth (inches): a 
Saluralion Present? No Dapth (inches): 6-j0 Watland Hydrology Present? Yes = No 


J 
f 


includes capillary fringe 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 


No win vfin 48 hours. Dey 2 months. Posifive wa dipyradyl 
+emr, 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Piain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four ar = si scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: bt, 19- i 
Absolule Dominant Indicator 


ES wx AD LID fea He 


Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (A) 


Total Number of Dominant 
Specles Across All Strate: 


— 


Percent of Dominant Species 
Thet Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 


ul 


Prevalence Index worksheet: 
Total % Cover of: Multiply by: 

OBL species x1= 

FACW species x2= 

FAC species x3= 

FACU species __ KA 

UPL species x52 

Column Totals: 


an AH as ww 


= Total Cover 


t 


ib 


50% of al cover: 20% of total cover: 


Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size 20 x ip! } 
tony bb La 


Prevalence Index = B/A = 

Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: 
Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

= 2- Dominance Testis >50% 

_— 3- Prevatence Index Is £3.0' 

_. Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain) 


Pn aon SF wh = io 


|| MTP 
LPH 
Sa 


is 


= Total Cover 
50% a total cover: Z1 20% of tolal cover: 
(Plot size: AD x¢ ) 


‘indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrotogy must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Beftnitians of Four Vegetation Strata: 


Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of 
height. 


| 


AT BRS 
ee 


F 


t 
ia 


Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
than 3 in. OBH and greater than 3.28 ft (4 m) tall. 


ey 


Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 


Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 f in 
height. 


7% = Total Cover 


50% of total cover: 3 t 20% of total cover. 
An xgo! ae y sh 

bk; 
ibis FAC. 


aD = Total Cover 
50% of total cover 15 20% of total cover. b 
Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptalions below). 


lum (Ploi size: 


Hydrophytic 
Vegetation i 
Present? Yes No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point: a, L 19 =| 


Profile Description: (Describe to the depth needed to document the indicator or confirm the absence of indicators.) 


Depth Redox Features 
inches) Cc i Color (moist Remarks 


——————— 


pe: C=Concentration, O=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Mesked Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 
Hydric Soil Indicalors: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless othanwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Salis": 


— Histosol (At) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8){LRR S,T,U) _.. 1 cm Muck (A9) (LRR QO) 

_— Histle Epipedon (A2) a. Thin Dark Surface (S9)(LRR S, T, U} 2 er Muck (A10) (LRR S)} 

__ Black Histic (43) — Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1)(LRR O} Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 1504,B) 
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) oe my Gleyed Matzix (F2) Piedmont Floodplain Sails (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
_.. Stratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) 

— “rganic Bodies (AG) (LRR P, F, U) _ Redox Dark Surface (Fé) (MLRA 153B) 

__ 5 em Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRRP,T,U) _ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) —— Red Perent Material (TF2) 

_— Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) — Redox Depressions (FB) _ Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

— 7m Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) — Man (F190) (LRR U} _ Other (Explain in Remarks) 

— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) _. Depteted Ochric (F114) (MLRA 151) 

—— Thick Dark Surface (A123) Iren-Manganese Masses (F12} (LRR 0, P, T) "Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
Coast Prairie Redox (A16} (MLRA 150A) Umbric Surface (F13) {LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present, 

Sandy Mucky Minerat (Si) (LRR O, S$) Delta Ochric (F 17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic, 

Sandy Gleyed Matdx ($4) Reduced Vertic (F 18) (MLRA 1504, 1508) 

Sandy Redox ($5) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F189) (MLRA 149A} 

Stripped Matrdx (56) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20} (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U) 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 


Type 
Depth {inches}: Hydric Soll Present? Yes No 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


ProjectSite: By vs ve wishing wna A a hte k City/County: Sampling Date: fe 
i 

i . : AIL Ge & 
ApplicanvOwner FF ays : Stale AP Sampling Point 
Investigator(s}: 1 “fa ji Section, Township, Range: 
Landform {hilslope, terrace, etc.): E half Local relie! (concave, convex, none): Loney) ¢ Slope (44): ee = 

F 39° 42' Fg 44" @ 24! ¢ 

Subregion (LRR er MLRA}; Lat: Loag: 9. o/h S| Datum: 
Soil Map Unit Name: ts sel fy 4ho NWI classification: 


Ara climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical far this time of year? Yes_“ Na (fino, explain in Remarks.) WA 
No 


Are Vegetalion , Soil , of Hydrology significantly disturbed? 1) Are “Norma! Circumstances” present? Yes 


Are Vegetation Soil , Or Hydrology naturally problematic? wv (lfneeded, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS —- Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 
Hydric Soll Present? Yes 
Wetland Hydrology Present? 
Remarks: 


fhole [D loobing NE at Pemic 


HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: an a a 
of dicalors (minimum of one is required: check all that apot wv Surface Soil Cracks (BS} 


_—.. Surface Water (Ai) _—.. Aquatic Fauna {613} ___ Aparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (B8) 
_ High Water Tabte (A2) _.. Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U) Drainage Pattems (810) 

— Saturation {A3)} — Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __. Moss Trim Lines (B16) 

__. Water Marks (B1) — Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Rools (C3) __ Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 

— Sadiment Deposils (B2) — Presence of Reduced iron (C4) Crayfish Burrows (C8) 

— Drift Deposils (B3) — Recent lron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) _. Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
_ Algal Mat or Crust (84) _— Thin Muck Surface (C7) _.. Geomorphic Position (D2) 

__ Jron Deposits (B5) —.. Other (Explain in Remarks) __ Ahallow Aquitard (D3) 

— Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B87) FAC-Nautral Test (D5) 

__. _Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) _. Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U} 

Fiald Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes___sNo aS Depth (inches): 

Water Table Present? Yes__sNo we Depth (inches): 


Saluralion Present? No Depth (inches): Watland Hydrolagy Present? Yes i No 
includes capillary fringe 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos. previous inspections), if available: 


Is the Sampled Area ee 
within a Wetland? Yes No 


Remarks: 


No tam in 4 hous +, Dey 2 ma oihs 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampting Point: )‘)- [4- & 


Absclute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Piot size —_—) Cover 


Bominance Test worksheet: 


Number of Dominant Species RK 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 


Total Number of Dominant 
Specles Across All Strata: 


Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG f iy, Z ?iz (AB) 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 


——Iclal % Cover of. uiltipl 

OBL species KX 1 

FACW species XP 

FAC species | x= 

FACU species XS 

UPLspecies 0 eS 
Column Totals: (A) _ (B) 


5 


oN ns wp a 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover: 


Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ) 


ny 
—. 
——__, 


Prevalence Index = B/A = 
Hydrophytic Vegsiation Indicators: 
&, J - Rapid Test for Hydrephytic Vegetation 
we > Dominance Fest is >50% 

__ 3 - Prevalence index is $3.0" 

—~ Problemaiic Hycrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain) 


SNOW SYN 


= Total Cover 
#50% of total cover 20% of total cover. 


Herb Stajum (Piet size: ¥ET) ) 
nde op wh) Fy Cer eA y Fes 


‘Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 


Trae — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height {DBH), regardiess of 
height. 


3 
OF De$ yi/il 


Phiaermn tes arte! 1S 
Din Un Sia a din ‘5 Aa Fe) 


a 


Sapting/Shrub — Woody piants, excluding vines, less 
than 3 in. OBH and greater than 3.26 ft (1 m) tall. 


Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardless 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.26 ft tall 


Oona th & ww a 
md 
q 
= 
nN 


= 
L=] 


Woady vine ~ All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height. 


_— 


- 
N= 


iA = Total Cover 
50% of total Soret 20% of total cover: l f ‘ 4 


Woody Vine Siratum (Piotsize;___ 


rare 
fee SEE 


Oe a 


Hydrophytic 
Vegetation Pal 
Presenl? A SS 


= Tolal Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of tolal cover: 
Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below). 


US Army Corps of Engineers Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point Py i 19 = pe 


Profile Descriptian: (Describe to the dapth needad to document ihe Indicator or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 
Depth Matrix Redox Features 


iinches) —Solor imoist) __% Color (mois! % Type’ | Loc* Texture Remarks 
on aE BS FARE Tee ah sil 
—— parw ee 
As 


l-lif IDYRS]b Be 


: C=Concentration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains ‘Leeation: PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable fo all LRRs, unless otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils”: 


— Histosol (A1) — Polyvalue Befow Surface (S6){LRRS,T,U} __ 4 cm Muck (A) (LRR O) 

—.. Histic Epipedon (A2) — Thin Dark Surface (S9)(LRR 8, T, U) — 2¢m Muck (A10) (LRR S) 

_. Black Histic (A3} —. Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1) (LRR O} __ Reduced Verlic (F 18) (outside MLRA 150A,B) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (Aa) — koamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) — Piedmont Floodplain Scils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
_ Stratified Layers (AS) Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Anomelous Bright Leary Salls (F20) 


Organic Bodies (A6}(LRR P, T, U) Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B} 4 
5 cm Mucky Mineral (A7) (LRR P, T, U} Depleted Dark Suriace (F7) __ Red Parent Material (TF2) 

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

4 cm Muck (49) (LRR P, T) Marl (F 10) (LRR U) — Other (Explain in Remarks) 


Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) = Depleted Ochric (F171) (MLRA 451} 
Thick Dark Surface (A12) ._ lron-Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR 0, P, T} "Indicators of hydrophytic vegelation and 


Coast Prairie Redox (416) (MLRA 1504) Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, Up wetland hydrology must be present, 
Sandy Mucky Minera! ($1) (LRR 0, $) Delta Ochric (F17} (MLRA 7151) unless.disturbed or problematic. 


Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) 

Sandy Redox ($5) 

Stripped Matrix (S6)} 

Dark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U) 

asteictive Layer (if observed): 
Type 

Gepth (inches): 

Remarks: 


Reduced Vertic (F138) (MLRA 150A, 150B) 
Piedmont Floodplain Scils (F¢9) (MLRA 149A) 
Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 


Hydric Soll Present? Yes ot No 


US Amy Corps of Engineers Atlantic end Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


CityiCounty yf de Gwe bch Sampling Date: Poet JAS 


state: 2D Sampling Point: AS as / 
Section, Township, Range: 


Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): ire) reliel aes convex, none). C3ein2-7'@., Slope (4%): = 
Subregion (LRR or MLRA): og Dis i Zi! 9 td Datum: 
Soil Map Unit Name: NWI classification: 

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes No (lf ne, explain in Remarks.) 

significantly disturbed? 4 Are “Normal Circumstances" present? Yes ws No Bek. 


(lf needed, explain any answers in Remarks.} 


Project/Site: 
ApplicanvOwner: 


Arse Vegetation . Soil , or Hydrology 
Are Vegetation , Soil 


naturally problematic? 


, or Hydrology 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 
Hydric Soil Prasent? Yes 
Welland Hydrology Present? 


Is the Sampled Area ras 
within a Wetland? Yas No 
Remarks: 


Qrolp I loo leon E.. Veqetaduo selati yely ped merrtnt ppofesidey 


HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: Indi i 

Pa Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that appl _— Surface Soil Cracks (BS) 

~~, Surface Water {A1) — Aquatic Fauna (B13) Eat tsely Vegetated Concave Surface {B8) 

f High Water Table (A2) _— Marl Deposits (B15) (LRR U} Fee Patterns (610) 

M_ Saturation (A3) ____ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) __. Moss Trim Lines (B16) 

__ Water Marks (B1} Onidizad Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3) Dry-Season Waler Table (C2) 

— Sediment Deposits (82) — Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) VU_ Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
__ Drift Deposits (83) _—— Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C8) _— Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
Algal Mat or Crust (84) — Thin Muck Surface (C7) __. Geomarphic Position (D2) 

we Jron Deposits (B5) __ Other (Explain in Remarks) hallow Aquitard (D3) 

— Inundation Visible on Aerial Imagery (B7) _ FAC-Neutral Test (D5) 

__. Waler-Stained Leaves (B9) _ Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U} 

Field Observations: 

Surface Water Present? Yes 7 No____ Depth finches}: 4 

Water Table Present? Yes We No______ Depth (inches): QO A 

Saluration Present? No Dapih (inches): D Watland Hydrology Present? Yes rid No 


iI 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 


Remarks: 


Dy pre/ius f& menths. aD Jest 74S kere. 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastat Plain Region — Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: 6-1 


Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Plot size’ } Cover Species? _ Status 


Dominance Test worksheet: 


Number of Dominant Species ~% 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC 


Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across All Strate: 


That Ave OBL, FAGW or FAG. _/7) (re) 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 
Total 56 Cover of: Multiply by: 
OBL species _ xT 
FACW species x25 
FAC species _o XG = 
FACU species x4= 


UPL species 00 SEL 
Column Totals: AR (BY) 


oN An eww a 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover: 20% of total cover 


Sepling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: 


io 
— 


Prevalence Index = /A = 
HY BORytE Vegetation Indicators: 
——, 1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

<< 2- Dominance Test is >50% 

_. 3- Prevalence index is 3.0' 

__ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Expiain) 


| 


——_———___» 


Se SF Ou eh 


= Total Cover 


50% of tolal cover 20% of tolel cover: 


! : ——— 
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 40 x $35 ) 
‘4 Exphin ba io | ith ? DRL 
‘ a 


& PW) 


‘indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must 
be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 


Definitions of Four Vegetation Strata: 


ore Trea ~ Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 cm) or 
more in diameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of 


helght. 


e ni é 


COON we wp 


re 
—— er 


Sapliing/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3,26 ft (1 m) tall, 


——— | Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess 
of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 


| 


_ 
oa 


_ ee | Wordly vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
height. 


| 


bp = Total Cover 
50% of tetal cover.) 20% of total cover: /, t 
) 


Woody Vine Stratum, (Plot size, 


a ee ee 
2. 
3. ao 
4. ie 
‘ —_—_ oo | Fydrophytic J 
______ = Total Cover Vegetation i 
Present? Yes No 


50% oftolal cover) 20% Of tolalcover; 
Remarks: (If observed, list morphological adaptations below). 


US Army Corps of Engineers Ailantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0 


soIlL. Sampling Point Wee. 
Redox Features 
: Texture 


Color (moist % Type Loc 


e: C=Concentration, O=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining. M=Matrix. 
Hydric Soil incicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, unless otherwise nated.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils”: 
Histosel (A1) Polyvalue Below Surface (S8}(LRR S,T,U) __ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRR O} 
Histic Epipedon (A2) Thin Dark Surface (59) (LRR S, T, U} —~ 2¢m Muck (A10) {LRR S$) 
Black Histic (43) Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1} (LRR O} Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A, B) 
__ Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) __ Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
— Stratified Layers (45) _— Mepleted Matrix (F3) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) 
— Organic Bodies (46) (LRR P, T, U} Aes Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA t53B) 
— Sem Mucky Mineral (A7)(LRR P,T,U} __ Depleted Dark Surface (F7) __ Red Parent Materia! (TF2) 
— Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) — Fedox Depressions (Fa) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 
— icm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) — Marl (F10}(LRR UU) — Other (Explain in Remarks) 
—— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A711) — Depleted Ochric (F11} (MLRA 151} 
_ Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Iron-Manganese Masses (F12} (LRR ©, P, T} "Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
— Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A) __ Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present, 
Sandy Mucky Mineral (S1)(LRRO,S)  __ Delta Ochric (F147) (MLRA 151} unless disturbed or problematic. 


Sandy Gleyed Matrix ($4) Reduced Vertle (F18) (MLRA 150A, 1508) 

Sandy Redox (85} Piedmont Floodplain Sails (F19) (MLRA 149A) 

Stripped Matrix (S6) Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 1530) 
Dark Surface (S7} (LRR P, S, T, U} 

Restrictive Layer (if observed): 


' N 


Type ye 
Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Present? Yes jo 
Remarks 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


ProjecvSite: Susqutronnaln LAW ENG City/County: Piru wily tel Sampling Date: 26 Get. Za'5 
Applicant(Owner: A Ve State: MD Sampling Point: (7 -| 


» 1h . 
Investigator(s): Mba ma ‘A i Section, Township, Range: 


Landform (hillslope, terrace, etc.): tidal gi eee 33 reliel {concave convex, none}. Stope (74): Sa 
A 
Subregion (LRR or MLRAY: EAR 5S rat: 39? 33 25,79 oF tS : 


Long: ‘ Batum: 


Soil Map Unit Name: Botherto.2 $e i | ex Rainy . 10% S Lopes NWI classification: Pent fss1P 


Are climatic | hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes / No (If no, explain in Remarks.) 


Are Vegetation , Soil . of Hydrology significantly disturbed? N Are “Normal Circumstances” present? Yes Vo No 


Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? p/ (li needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
Hydric Soll Present? 

Wetland Hydrology Present? 
Remarks: 


class. eae Flas j-[o openended (2-10 wet ELF) 


is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 


phy 
HYDROLOGY 


Wetland Hydrology Indicators: I inimum 
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required: check all thal apph _. Surface Soil Cracks (BS) 
_ Surface Water (At} _ Agualic Fauna {B13} _. Sparsely Vegetated Concave Surface (BS) 
— High Water Table (42) _— Mart Deposils (B15) (LRR U)} _ Drainage Patierns (B10) 
_— Saturation (A3) __ Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _.. Moss Trim Lines (B16) 
_. Water Marks (B1) — Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Roots (C3). Dry-Season Water Table (C2) 
— Sediment Deposits (82) __ Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) of. Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
_—. Drift Deposils (B3) __. Recent Iron Reduction in Tilled Soils (C6) al Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
Algal Mat or Crust (B4} — Thin Muck Surface (C7) *¢_ Geomomphic Position (02) 
iron Deposits (85) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) _. Shallow Aquitard (D3) 
tnundation Visible on Aerial Imagery {B7)} x FAC-Neutral Test (05) 
—.. Waler-Stalned Leaves (B9) — Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U) 
Field Observations: 
Surface Water Present? Yes_s«SNo SS Oepih (inches): 
Water Table Present? Yes__ssN Depth (inches): 


Saturation Present? Yes No _ _ Bepth (inches): Watland Hydrology Present? ves_f No 
includes capillary fringe 


Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections), if available: 


Remarks: 


enw with 6 Vans 


US Army Corps of Engineers Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: WJ - [ 


Dominance Test worksheet: 


Number of Dominant Species (S 
That Ave OBL, FACW, or FAC: 


Total Number of Dominant 
Species Across Ail Strata: (B) 


Percent of Dominant Species Cc ae a 
Thet Are OBL, FACW, or FAC (AB) 


| 


Prevalence Indax worksheet: 
OBL species x1= 
FACW species x2= 
FAC species _o os X= 
FACU species x4= 
UPL species x5= 
Column Totals: (A) _ es (BY) 


UN ees = Total Cover 
50% pues cover: “175 20% of total cover:_| 7} 
Saplina/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: THe Mey ) 


et 


Prevalence Index = B/A= 
Hydrophytle Vegetation Indicators: 
1 - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

2 - Dominance Test Is >50% 
__. 3- Prevatence Index is $3.0! 
— Problemalic Hydrophytle Vegetation’ (Exptain) 


4 &) __ = Tetal Cover 


50% of total cover. _i¥ 20% of total cover: _{o. 
Herb Stralum (Ptot size: iterates ) 


‘Indicators of hydric soll and wetland hydrotogy must 


1. Phirora tis npelolis FO = ae EAC | be present, unless disturbed or problematic, 

2, Ble Qu le ts ye -LACW [Definitions of Four Vegelation Strata: 

= Ce ox unas See = ———— FAC Tree — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 em) or 

4, Ducting sndiee — 2 E ALY _ | more in Gameter at breast height (DBH), regardless of 
5, _f Abt wine crs e height. 


ei an Wonel i Fier 


Wiesel Pains Vineweeen Wiesel Pains Vineweeen ui oe at 


§ ae aNee co ey fn == EACW 


Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (4 m) tall. 


i — Herb — All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess 
9, | thsi sh tdiaiets : co gist of size. and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 
d- rACW 
10. Merdleon ice = ——— Aza Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft in 
11. pen Cini part a ae EALW_ | height. 
12. ifVA 14 tf ga FAC L 


ore = Total Cover 
50% of total cover:_{v'3/9_ 20% of total cover. 25.4 
Woody Vine Stratum (Plot size; fire. | } 
1. Parte wericeuse gudnag Hin 10) YO FaAty 
re Lovtenciead (rin Wud ane Y= =f FAC 
3. 
4, 
5. ———— —— | Hydrophytic 
1 5 = Total Cover Vegetation 


Present? Yes Ce No 


50% of total cover 7 A 20% of total cover: 
Remarks: (If observed, list morphotogical adaptations below), 


US Amy Corps of Engineers Alfantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region ~ Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Point WS f- { 


Profile Descriptlan: (Describe to the dapth needed to document the Indicator of confirm the absence of indicators.) 


a er 
fees Color oar % Color Tris SCs Type Loc“ Texture Remarks 
tOa2 , HOVE = AG sypy YC MPL Sik res teatlett ewer couchs — muck 
Z-\4 loye 5}, rs ATR is CS mM SL wi thaniee feSence 


‘ 
rs ee ee ee 


ype:_C=Conceatration, D=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRRs, untess otherwise noted.) 


PL=Pore Lining, M=Matrix 
Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils”: 


—— Histosol (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface (S8){LRR S,T,U} __ 1 cm Muck (AS) (LRR O) 

__ Histic Epipedon (A2) — Thin Dark Surface (S9)(LRR S, T, Uy — 20cm Muck {A10)(LRR S$) 

_— Black Histic (A3) __ Loamy Mucky Mineral (F1){LRR O} _—. Reduced Vertic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A, B) 
_— Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) —.. Loamy Gleyed Matzix (F2) — Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T) 
— Sratified Layers (A5) Depleted Matrix (F3) —— Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) 

— Organic Bodies (A&) (LRR P, T, U} vA Redox Dark Surface (F6) (MLRA 153B) 

— 5¢m Mucky Mineral (A7)(LRR P, T,U) __ Depleted Dark Suriace (F7) —. Red Parent Material (TF2) 

— Muck Presence (Aa) (LRR U) — Redox Depressions (FB) —~ Very Shellow Dark Surface (TF12) 

— 16m Muck (A9) (LRR P, T} — Marl (F10) (LRR U) _— Other (Explain in Remarks) 

— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11) a Depleted Ochric (F11) (MLRA 154) 

— Thick Dark Surface (A12) — Iton-Manganese Masses (F12)(LRR 0, P, T} Indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 

—~ Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 150A} __ Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U} wetland hydrology must be present, 

— Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRRO,S) __ Delta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151} unless disturbed or problematic, 

— Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) _— Reduced Vertic (F18) ({MLRA 150A, 1508) 

_. Sandy Redox (5) _ Piedmont Floodplain Scils (F19} (MILRA 149A) 

_. Stripped Mairix (S56) __. Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 


Dark Surface ($7) (LRR P, S, T, U) 
estrictive Layer (if observed): 
Type: 
Depth (inches) 


a 


Hydric Soll Present? vee No 
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WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region 


Sampling Date, af 2s 


Sampling Point: ee 


Projectile: 
ApplicanvOwner: 


Investigator(s): 


City/County: 


Section, Township, Range: 
Landform (hillstope, terrace, etc.): : Local reliel (concave, convex, none}: CONE gad [A Slope (%): / 
Subregion (LRR or MLRAY: _ LR ~ S Lat: 49° 33/23, 03” Long: Ht “ot "tg 23@ = Datum: 

Soil Map Unit Name: Water NWi classification: LP L/ST1R 


Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this time of year? Yes_“ ss No_____ (| no, exptain in Remarks.) iy 
Are Vegetation , Soil , of Hydrology significantly disturbed? Are “Norma! Circumstances” present? Yes No 
Are Vegetation , Soil , or Hydrology naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.) 


SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc. 


Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? 
Hydric Soil Present? 
Wettand Hydrology Present? 


Is the Sampled Area 
within a Wetland? 


Remarks: 


Plhiota 4 looking Uprvex 0). Hab hd Deut fd as Perry) fringe 


HYDRGLOGY 
Wotland Hydrology Indicators: Indi inimum 
Primary Indicators (minimum of one is required; check all that apply) — Surface Soil Cracks {BS} 
Surface Waler (A1) —— Aqualic Fauna (B13) — Sparsely Vegeiated Concave Surface (B8) 
4 High Water Table (42) —— Marl Deposits (845) (LRR U) __ Drainage Patters (B10) 
Saturation (A3) _— Hydrogen Sulfide Odor (C1) _— Moss Trim Lines (B14) 
Se Marks (B14) _ Oxidized Rhizospheres along Living Rocts (C3) | Ory-Season Water Table (C2) 
Sediment Deposits (B2) _. Presence of Reduced Iron (C4) — Crayfish Burrows (C8) 
Zz Drift Deposits (63) _— Recent Iron Reduction in Tilted Soils (C6) — Saturation Visible on Aerial Imagery (C9) 
__ Algal Mat er Crust (B4) _ Thin Muck Surface (C7) Geomorphic Position (02) 
_. Iron Deposits (B5) __ Other (Explain in Remarks) —_ Shatlow Aquilard (D3) 
— !nundation Visible on Aerial imagery (B7) _ FAC-Neutral Test (DS) 
_. Water-Stained Leaves (B9) __ Sphagnum moss (D8) (LRR T, U} 


Field Observations: 
Surface Waler Present? No 4 Depth (inches): 


Water Table Present? Yes ves No Depth (inches); 34 by 
Yes No Depth (inches): 7 Watland Hydrology Present? Yes No 


Saturation Present? 
includes capillary fringe 
Describe Recorded Data (stream gauge, monitoring well, aerial photos, previous inspections: if available: 


Remarks: 


R ain etn oe neUlsy fi4 Sob jut b Awice daly tides, 
Sampl) wt fovs fide. | 


US Army Corps of Engineers Allantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region - Version 2.0 


VEGETATION (Four Strata) — Use scientific names of plants. Sampling Point: h)4-7- 


Absolute Dominant Indicator 
Tree Stratum (Plot size- ) —eCover Species? Status 


Dominance Test worksheet: 
Number of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, of FAC: {A) 


Total Number of Dominant he 
Species Across All Strata: 


Percent of Dominant Species 
That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC SE | (AB) 
Prevalence Index worksheet: 


Total % Cover of: — Multiply by 
OBL species 1 = 
FACW specles XZ 
FAC species x= 
FACU Specles _ KA 
UPL species ss x = 
Column Totals; = AC CCB) 


ah 


oN mM oh & w fp 


| 


Se eet 


= Tolal Cover 
50% of total cover 20% of tolal cover: 


Seolina/Shrub Stratum (Plot size 


— 


| 


Prevalence Index = BA= 
Hydrophytic Vegetation Indleators: 

eas - Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation 

_ 2.- Dominance Test is >50% 

_— 3- Prevalence index Is $3.0" 

— Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation’ (Explain) 


ONOoO awn a 


= Total Cover 
50% of total cover: 20% of tolal cover: 


sb Stratum (Plotsize:- POXLD' 
Dim, 


‘indicators of hydric salt and wetland hydrology must 


| 


1 25 y Brat be present, unless disturbed or problematic. 
2. LAA EX 1 Ait SOLA b i 10 Definitions of Four Vegelation Strata: 
6 H 
3 aati = = a —_* Trae — Woody plants, excluding vines, 3 in. (7.6 em) or 
4. pb fn Te 05 al i more in diameter at dreast height (OBH), regardless of 
5. 1¢34. asi bids. 06% 91 ALS cS @7 OL _ | helght. 
6._Lojpw A Peg 191 oe id ae ODL Sapling/Shrub — Woody plants, excluding vines, less 
7 Ue dell b ballats s BL _ | than 3 in. DBH and greater than 3.28 ft (1m) tall, 
5. ae dhe ees ee ever ee a —__ a Herb —All herbaceous (non-woody) plants, regardiess 
9. 1D DAL _ | of size, and woody plants less than 3.28 ft tall. 
alte oo Bhi Woody vine — All woody vines greater than 3.28 ft In 
wba ici palusd 4S ie height. 
12, Lvl : Hl DOL 
= TetaL Cover 
20% of total tier, 


= Total Cover 


20% of total cover: AL 


Hydrophytle 
Vagatation va 
Present? Yes No 


50% of total cover 
Morphological adaptations below). 


Remarks: (if observed, list 


US Army Corps of Engineers Atlantic and Gulf Coastal Plain Region — Version 2.0 


SOIL Sampling Peint Whe ge 


Profile Description: (Describe to tha depth needed to document the Indicater or confirm the absence of Indicators.) 


Depth Matrix Redox Features 
{inches} Color (rogist) % Color (moist) % Type Loc‘ Texture Remarks 


pe:_C=Concentration, O=Depletion, RM=Reduced Matrix, MS=Masked Sand Grains. "Location: PL=Pore Lining, MsMetrix. 
Hydric Soil Indicators: (Applicable to all LRAs, untess otherwise noted.) Indicators for Problematic Hydric Soils”: 


Hislosel (A1) — Polyvalue Below Surface ($8) (LRR S$, T,U) _ A cm Muck (A9) (LRR O} 

Histic Epipeden (A2) — Thin Dark Surface (S9){LRR 5S, T, U) 2 cm Muck (A410) (LRR 3) 

Black Histic (43) Leamy Mucky Mineral (F1} (LRR O} __ Reduced Veriic (F18) (outside MLRA 150A, 8} 
Hydrogen Sulfide (A4) Loamy Gleyed Matrix (F2) _— Piedmont Fleodplain Soils (F19) (LRR P, S, T} 
Stratified Layers (A5)} Depleted Matrix (F3) __ Anomalous Bright Loamy Soils (F20) 

Organic Bodies (AS) (LRR P, T, U} Redox Dark Surface (Fé) (MLRA 153B) 

35cm Mucky Mineral (A7} (LRR P, 7, U) Depleted Oark Surface (F7) _. Red Parent Material (TF2) 

Muck Presence (A8) (LRR U) Redox Depressions (F8) — Very Shallow Dark Surface (TF12) 

1cm Muck (A9) (LRR P, T) Marl {F10) (LRR U} —. Other (Explain in Remarks) 

— Depleted Below Dark Surface (A11} Depleted Ochric (F411) (MLRA 151) 

— Thick Dark Surface (Ai?) lron- Manganese Masses (F12) (LRR 0, P, T} "indicators of hydrophytic vegetation and 
Coast Prairie Redox (A16) (MLRA 1504) Umbric Surface (F13) (LRR P, T, U) wetland hydrology must be present, 

Sandy Mucky Mineral ($1) (LRR G, $) Detta Ochric (F17) (MLRA 151) unless disturbed or problematic, 

Sandy Gleyed Matrix (S4) Reduced Vertic (F18) (MLRA 150A, 150B) 

Sandy Redox (S5) Piedmont Floodplain Soils (F19) (MLRA 1494) 

Stripped Matrix ($8) Anomalous Bright Loamy Salls (F20) (MLRA 149A, 153C, 153D) 

Oark Surface (S7) (LRR P, S, T, U) 

Restrictlve Layer (if observed): 


Type: s 
Depth (inches): Hydric Soll Prasant? Yes No 


Remarks: 


Axta in asa Fringe At los) Py. Prat a duatyiny mic. 
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Stream Features 
Field Sheet 


Date: lol ze Lig Project Site: Ania Siti etlwyue WUS #: 4 
Observer(s} 'D Suth, Ee be llicl 


Stream Flow: 
Perennial: Intermittent Ephemeral Co Wine 


Gradient: S Classification: 


Channel Characteristics: 


Natural Anlificial (man-made) __|/ Manipulated (man-altered) 


Explain: FAyus Crean ceitianted ms be | Ono 
J | 


Channel Has (check all that apply): 


Bed and Banks 
C) onwM 
CAtlear, natural line impressed on the bank [destruction of terrestrial vegetation 
LTechanges in character of soil 1 the presence of wrack lina 
[_] shelving [-] sediment sorting 
Cibvegetation matied down, bent, or absent Cc scour 
Ciheat litter disturbed or washed away a] multiple observed or predicted flow events 
[=] sediment deposition fe] abrupt change in plant community 
C water staining CJ other (list): 


he presence of litter and debris 


(_] Discontinuous OHWM (explain): 


Morphology: ; eS me 
Avg. Channel Width — 2 Depth _(¢ Avg. Water Depth < | 


Habitat and Pollutants: 


Substrate (predominant type (s)): Saw silt atausd 
W 


Habitat Complexity (characterize): ota 7a es thes ve! Ly. oe taluert wath 
Me \nalpdat | 


Bank Erosion: Severe Moderate Minor _23¢ 
Describe: le wcll ‘ t Vv 

Silt Deposition: | ow) 

Pollutants (observation / potential sources): eum " 4 


Stormwater Outfalls: (owe cheuyel 


Biological Habitat For (check all that apply): 


Federally Listed species Fish Spawn Areas 
Other Environmentally-Sensitive Species Aquatic/Wildlife Diversity 
Explain Findings: psd 


Riparian Zone: 


Development: Mid Say ese tina | Cues! 
Riparian vegetation: Forest Shrubs Herbs 


Dominant Species: 127 Soe in An Ve, MY 


Riparian Buffer Width: Pio) 


Approximate % Shading by Woady Species: 4s a 


Notes: Ph tr 7 UWS Pht DS Avecas 45 hdal wet laud 


Stream Features Yh LY ek 


Field Sheet 


Date: db Od: Dit, Project Site: Sosgpuli abil us#: _10 
i res t ZL 
Observer(s) » SV, ib j E, atplhd 


Stream Flow: 
Perennial: / Intermittent Ephemeral 


Gradient: | 2h, Classification: 3U6) 


Channel Characteristics: 


Natural Artificial (man-made) Manipulated (man-altered) Wak 


Explain: iVey Yi Zp ze 
Channel Has (check all that apply): 
Bed and Banks 
CJ oHwM 
KI ctear, natural line impressed on the bank (_] destruction of terrestrial vegatation 
L_Tehanges in character of soil £2] the presence of wrack line 
L_Jshelving [] sediment sorting 
ra vagetation matied down, bent, or absent EX] scour 
Ld |teaf litter disturbed or washed away | multiple observed or predicted flow events 
b4 | sediment deposition [-) abnupt change in plant community 
CI water staining Cc] other (list): 


[Althe presence of litter and debris 


(_] Discontinuous OHWM (explain): 


Morphology: } i if 
Avg. Channel Width IY Depth a o Avg. Water Depth _& 


Habitat and Pollutants: 
Substrate (predominant type (s)): 14] LL Mle 


Bank Erosion: Moderate 

Describe: { C i 4/0) _bYide 
£ oe 

Silt Deposition: Mi NOt 

Pollutants (observation / potential sources): v “4; 124 a oe 


Stormwater Outfalls: JOY 9 bsesv ) 


Biological Habitat For (check all that apply): vA 
Federally Listed species Fish Spawn Areas 


Other Environmentally-Sensitive Species Aquatic/Wildlife Diversity \/ 


Explain Findings: Fig | pbs Ly S ; erly ee A DD MANS 3 ats bly 
Lo Li . 


>: verte 


FIT « 
Riparian Zone: , y 
Development: t OS f 
Riparian vegetation: Forest Shrubs va Herbs ye 


ew Fe x a - a 
Dominant Species: J/NCVS &TtVsys, Aza (ipa V) PP iver 
“v 
b ‘ a i 2 e 
f aoe a obs cle wJt St 9 Ligu wells 


é 
LtHA 5S G é 
Oye ey DY fee te pa atacia , E PaDrivet SCPOTH Om 
Riparian Buffer Width: Ris Li-B te as! Ld baakk - Pipe 
a 
Approximate % Shading by Woody Species: / Ww 


Notes: 


Stream Features 
Field Sheet 


Date: weale Project Site: haven't Suse WranadWUS # : / 7 
Observer(s} J. vn E, 


Stream Fiow: 
Perennial: Q@w3 _ Intermittent Ephemeral 


Gradient. (ob ee Classification: R2v VAIA 


Channel Characteristics: 
Natural Artificial (man-made} Manipulated (man-altered) / 


Explain: Flows ANnovale eakuurr were (fer hed 


Channel Has (check all na apply): 
fT Bed and Banks 


2] onwm 
De] clear, natural fine impressed on the bank destruction of terrestrial vegetation 
aint in character of soil (C1) the presence of wrack lina 
shelving [J sediment sorting 
vegetation matted down, bent, or absent rh] scour 
leat litter disturbed or washed away | multiple observed or predicted flow events 
sediment deposition oC abrupt change in plant community 
[_] water staining (CJ other dist): 


[the prasence of litter and debris 


[_] Discontinuous CHWM (explain): 


Morphology: ' = ! 
Avg. Channel Width é Depth LS Avg. Water Depth | 


Habitat and Pollutants: 


Substrate (predominant type (s)): Sa nel silt ; Atoll 
Habitat Complexity (characterize): low, few oe loans pacer ms clonal 


Bank EreeIon: 0 ‘Severe Moderate Z } Minor an 
Describe: “Banks well vag thy) 
J 


Silt Deposition: lew 
Pollutants (observation / potential sources): Cnet oe sork Golds trun Necks 


Stormwater Outfalls: ncn é a 


Biological Habitat For (check all that apply): 


Federally Listed species Fish Spawn Areas 
Other Environmentally-Sensitive Species Aquatic/Wildlife Diversity __+ 
Explain Findings: “Fish eva b 5) tiene cd Grou chsecual 
’ u 


Riparian Zone: 


Development: Fetes ya rad wl wetlaul 


Riparian vegetation: Forest Shrubs Herbs 


Dominant Species: PHAU SACA sopnnca TOtA Lota ACNE 
ae ae 7 
Riparian Buffer Width: (7% — So 2B Pigg 
Approximate % Shading by Woody Species: 22 A 
Notes: Poi 2 -ps PH#Z-US <Vam Flac thos cilny pes 
, S t 


rwaintur. J bel Gelds yet (ote) step cf Wea te) on LR Seal wit an 


on LB 


S Fi 
"Field Sheet Vinain ed fri bo bry 
Date: olazhs Project Sita: Anda Suseushennal WUS #: 14 b Li | Yh kon 
Observer(s) D, Silk E ; call ras 


Stream Flow: 
Perennial: Intermittent x Ephemeral 


Gradient: 24 Classification: Rebs B3/4 


Channel Characteristics: 
Natural Artificial (man-made) Manipulated (man-altered) Ae 


Explain: Flas aul chuyits Petia | yuec) wf ecMcyebe 


Channel Has (check all that apply): 
Bed and Banks 


/] oHWwM 
[etctear, natural line impressed on the bank [_} destruction of terrestrial vegetation 
changes in characier of soil Bey the presence of wrack line 
(| shelving (FD sediment sorting 
vegetation matted down, bani, or absent Det scour 
‘Extieat litter disturbed or washed away | multiple observed or predicted flow events 
| sediment deposition a) abrupt change in plant community 
el water staining LJ other (list): 


[-}the presence of litter and dabris 


(-] Discontinuous OHWM (explain): 


Morphology: 


Avg. Channel Width 5 Depth 4 Avg. Water Depth Y 


Habitat and Pollutants: 


Substrate (predominant type (s)): _( i = lt <i wel 

Habitat Complexity (characterize): No me Pa ; uw it 
nhs Gi) ac¥ ean vu dite 

Bank Erosion: Severe ‘Moderate xo Minor 

Describe: af wid “att 


Silt Deposition: lo ta} 


Pollutants (observation / potential sources}: Te abl ne bal\ Gal be fool vad 
Stormwater Outfalls: ing Ooventurl 


Biological Habitat For (check ail that apply): 


Federally Listed species Fish Spawn Areas 
Other Environmentally-Sensitive Species Aquatic/Wildlife Diversity 
Explain Findings: Gehl » S. le, Cnet ens 
\ a) 


Riparian Zone: 
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l. INTRODUCTION 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is currently preparing a Natural 
Resources Technical Report (NETR) to assess the potential effects on natural 
resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. MDOT, the project sponsor, 
is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre 
de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland 
in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). The 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located at Milepost 60 along the NEC. The proposed 
project would span approximately six miles, between Milepost 63.5 south of the City of 
Havre de Grace and Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville. The 109-year-old 
bridge is a critical link along one of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) 
designated high-speed rail corridors. The NEC is the busiest passenger rail line in the 
United States. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional Commuter 
(MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight 
trains across the Susquehanna River. If constructed, the project would result in 
unavoidable impacts to wetlands and waterways, despite early and on-going efforts to 
avoid and minimize these impacts to the extent practicable. As part of the project 
planning process, MDOT initiated a preliminary mitigation site search to identify 
potential suitable sites to compensate for potential project wetland and waterway 
impacts in accordance with state and federal guidance should the project be 
constructed. This report details the methods and results of the preliminary mitigation site 
search and is included as Attachment D to the NETR. 


ll. BACKGROUND 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act provides regulatory authority to the US Army Corps 
of Engineers (USACE) to issue or deny permits for the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the US, including special aquatic sites (e.g., wetlands, mud flats, 
riffle pool complexes, and vegetated shallows). Under the requirements of Section 404 
and the Maryland Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act, a Joint Federal/State Permit would 
be required for any impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, resulting from the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. As part of the permitting process, a detailed 
compensatory mitigation package, including final mitigation design, would need to be 
developed and approved by the USACE and Maryland Department of the Environment 
(MDE) prior to permit issuance. All mitigation would be developed in accordance with 
the Federal Compensatory Mitigation Rule (33 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 
325 and 40 CFR Part 230) and Maryland State compensatory mitigation guidelines, as 
well as other practicable recommendations from federal and state resource agencies. 
When practicable measures have been taken to avoid and minimize impacts to aquatic 
resources, mitigation may be required in the form of establishment/creation, 
enhancement, or preservation to replace the loss of wetland, stream and/or other 
aquatic resource functions. Mitigation options under both the Federal Rule and state 
mitigation guidelines could include mitigation banking credits, in-lieu fees, or permittee- 
responsible mitigation using a watershed approach in that order of preference. 
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Compensatory mitigation focuses on the replacement of the functions provided by an 
aquatic resource or wetland, in addition to the acreage affected. Traditionally, mitigation 
requirements under Section 404 and COMAR are determined by the ratio of wetland 
acres replaced to wetland acres lost. Emergent wetlands are often mitigated on a 1:1 
replacement basis, while forested and scrub-shrub wetlands are mitigated on a 2:1 
basis. Tidal wetland compensation follows similar ratios, except emergent tidal wetlands 
are also replaced at a 2:1 ratio. However, these ratios can provide only a preliminary 
estimate of required mitigation, as functional replacement is the guiding mitigation 
principal, and ratios may be adjusted at the discretion of the USACE or MDE depending 
on the practicability and functional effectiveness of the proposed mitigation. The 
agencies also typically require compensatory stream mitigation projects to replace 
stream functions when feasible. In addition to stream channel improvements, mitigation 
measures for waterway impacts consider the size, stream order, and location of the 
stream to determine appropriate stream mitigation. Other mitigation measures, such as 
removal of fish blockages, riparian buffer enhancements, and water quality 
improvements, may also be used at the agencies’ discretion. 


The NRTR evaluates the potential effects on natural resources from two alternatives, 9A 
and 9B. These alternatives were selected in part because of their reduced impacts to 
wetlands/waterways and other natural resources, as compared to the conceptual 
alternatives considered, however, they would both have some direct impacts on both 
nontidal and tidal wetland resources and their corresponding buffers, as well as impacts 
to streams and impacts to the riverbed of Susquehanna River from pier installation. 
Additional and more specific information on the characteristics of the potentially 
impacted wetlands, including wetland function, is provided in Appendix E (Natural 
Resources Technical Report Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project) of the 
Environmental Assessment. 


Impacts to Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, from the two retained alternatives 
would total less than an acre of wetlands and more than 3,000 linear feet of streams. An 
additional 0.08 acre of submerged aquatic vegetation will also be permanently 
impacted. After all practicable measures have been taken to avoid and minimize 
impacts to aquatic resources, unavoidable impacts may require mitigation in the form of 
creation, enhancement, or preservation to replace the loss of wetland, stream, and/or 
other aquatic resource (e.g., SAV) functions. Table 1 summarizes the wetland, stream, 
and SAV impacts and estimated minimum mitigation required to offset those impacts. 
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Table 1 — Wetland and Stream Impacts and Estimated Minimum Required Mitigation for Each Build 
Alternative 


Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 
Resource Impact | Replacement | Mitigation | Impact | Replacement | Mitigation 
(Ac/Lf) Ratio’ (Ac/Lf) (Ac/Lf) Ratio’ (Ac/Lf) 
Nontidal Forested Wetland 0.25 2:1 0.5 0.17 2:1 0.34 
Nontidal Emergent Wetland 0.58 1:1 0.58 0.54 1:1 0.54 
Tidal Forested Wetland 0.05 2:1 0.1 0.05 2:1 0.1 
Tidal Emergent Wetland 0.01 2:1 0.02 0.01 2:1 0.02 
Intermittent and Perennial Streams 3,190 1:1 3,190 2,943 1:1 2,943 
SAV 0.08 3:1 0.24 0.08 3:1 0.24 


'Ratios and estimated acreages of wetland compensation are used for mitigation planning purposes only. Final ratios 
and required acreage of compensation will be negotiated with regulatory agencies during development of the Final 
Mitigation Plan. 


Few on-site mitigation options are likely available to compensate for unavoidable 
nontidal wetland impacts given the linear nature of the Amtrak ROW. Even so, 
opportunities will be investigated during project design, including within a nontidal 
wetland in Cecil County that will not be impacted, but is a disturbed ditch wetland that 
may be enhanced. If alternative 9A is selected, wetland creation may also be possible 
within the expanded ROW adjacent to Havre de Grace Middle School. For the tidal 
wetland impacts along the Cecil County shoreline, mitigation could occur in the form of 
control of existing, invasive common reed and establishment of native, tidal wetland 
species. The area of degraded tidal wetland is approximately two acres in size, more 
than sufficient size to accommodate the higher enhancement ratio of at least 4:1. SAV 
impacts cannot realistically be replaced in-kind. Therefore, mitigation would be in the 
form of water quality or fish passage improvements to area streams or shoreline 
stabilization opportunities. Other potential onsite mitigation options will also be 
investigated as the project advances through later design phases. If further onsite 
mitigation is not an option, compensation could be sought through the purchase of 
credits at an approved mitigation bank or through permittee sponsored mitigation at an 
approved offsite location. 


To address the potential need for off-site mitigation, a preliminary mitigation site search 
was conducted within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds, as 
project impacts will occur within those two watersheds. All nontidal wetland impacts will 
occur within the Lower Susquehanna River watershed so the site search for nontidal 
wetlands was conducted only within that watershed. Stream impacts will occur within 
both watersheds, and thus, the site search encompassed both watersheds. This 
Preliminary Mitigation Site search serves as the first stage in the development of a 
Phase | Conceptual Mitigation Plan. The methods used in conducting the site search 
are detailed below. Phase | would be completed in later stages of the project with 
agency review and input, followed by development of the full Phase II mitigation plan as 
part of the permit application process during final design. 
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lll. MITIGATION SITE SEARCH METHODS 


The Federal Mitigation Rule prioritizes using approved mitigation banks whenever 
possible. Based on recent research on the Regulatory In-lieu Fee and Bank 
Information Tracking System (RIBITS) one private bank, the Tharpe Mitigation Bank, is 
located within the Swan Creek watershed. Coordination with the regulatory agencies 
and bank owners will be initiated in later phases of the project to determine if this bank 
is a viable option for mitigating the unavoidable nontidal wetland and waterway impacts 
from the project. Due to the uncertainty of the bank option, the project will need to seek 
permittee-responsible mitigation opportunities to compensate for unavoidable wetland 
and stream impacts. 


A. WETLANDS 


The wetland mitigation site search process focused on locating non-forested areas with 
the highest potential for wetland creation or restoration with emphasis on “in-kind” 
replacement within the Lower Susquehanna watershed (HUC-8 02120201). 


1. Desktop Wetland Site Identification 


a. Watershed Resources Registry Search 


The Watershed Resources Registry (WRR) is a GlS-based targeting tool that was 
created by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and other partners as part of a 
Green Highways Partnership project to integrate the Clean Water Act with multiple state 
programs. Potential wetland restoration sites listed in the WRR database are identified 
as areas that have somewhat, poorly, or very poorly drained soils, and do not consist of 
existing wetlands or forest. The database scores the potential wetland restoration sites 
using an array of ecological factors. This web-based application was used to locate 
potential wetland mitigation sites in the Lower Susquehanna watershed. These sites 
were further evaluated in a desktop GlS-based search to ensure they are free from 
obvious constraints such as public utilities or forest cover. 


b. GIS-Based Search 


In addition to the sites identified from the WRR, potential wetland mitigation sites in the 
Lower Susquehanna watershed were identified using aerial photographs (BING, 2012) 
and GIS data layers for soils (NRCS, 2014), NWI wetland data (USFWS, 2002), hydro 
line data (MDiIMAP 2014), and FEMA 100-year floodplains (FEMA, 2013). Open land 
areas adjacent to mapped wetlands, streams, and floodways were prioritized due to the 
presence of existing sources of hydrology in those areas. Additionally, the Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) mapped hydric soils and topo maps were 
referenced to target areas where soils and elevation are desirable for wetland creation. 
These sites were further investigated using aerial photography, including bird’s eye 
views and street views, to eliminate sites with obvious constraints such as public utilities 
and forest cover, or sites unable to provide the minimum necessary mitigation acreage. 
Areas where multiple resource layers overlapped were given the highest priority and 
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were included in the database. Sites located within forested canopy cover and areas 
overlapping historical preservation, forest conservation easements, and agricultural land 
preservation were avoided. 


2. Windshield Wetland Site Assessment 


Following the desktop identification of potential wetland mitigation sites, CRI completed 
a windshield field assessment of the sites that could be viewed from publicly accessible 
locations. Sites were viewed for their potential to support wetland creation or 
enhancement based upon current land use, land form, size, accessibility, and presence 
of other visible site constraints. 


B. STREAMS 


The stream mitigation site search process focused on locating stream segments with 
the highest need and potential for restoration within the Lower Susquehanna River and 
Swan Creek watersheds. 


1. Desktop Stream Site Identification 


a. Water Resources Registry Search 


The WRR was used to investigate possible stream mitigation sites in the Lower 
Susquehanna and Swan Creek watersheds. The sites identified on the WRR were 
investigated during the GlS-based desktop review to ensure that they were free from 
obvious land use constraints. 


b. GIS-Based Search 


The GlS-based search involved overlaying federal, state, and regional data over aerial 
photography in order to locate areas suitable for stream restoration. These data ranged 
from point-source discharges; fish blockages; land-use and imperviousness; biological 
monitoring data; 303(d) impaired waters; conservation easements; and sensitive areas 
as designated by the county. Biological monitoring reports were also consulted to 
examine areas of impairment or focus. An initial search of streams lacking forested 
riparian buffers was conducted, to which other suitable areas were added as 
determined by the incorporation of federal, state, and regional data in GIS. Stream sites 
were considered somewhat more suitable if there were potential wetland mitigation sites 
nearby (via WRR or other sources), in order to create an ecological coupling of 
wetlands, floodplains, and streams. 


2. Windshield Stream Site Assessment 


Following the desktop identification of potential stream mitigation sites, CRI completed a 
windshield field assessment of the sites that could be viewed from publicly accessible 
locations. Sites were viewed for their potential to support stream restoration, in-stream 
habitat improvements, and fish blockage removal. Sites were eliminated based upon 
land use, accessibility, and the potential functional uplift likely to be achieved. 
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IV. MITIGATION SITE SEARCH RESULTS 
A. WETLANDS 


From the preliminary desk top site search efforts, 27 potential nontidal wetland 
mitigation sites were identified and determined to be preliminarily suitable as 
opportunities to mitigate unavoidable nontidal wetland impacts from the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge project (see Appendix A — Preliminary Mitigation Site Search 
Map). Details on the potential nontidal wetland mitigation sites are presented in Table 
2. No potential tidal wetland creation sites were found during the desktop review. The 
absence of potential tidal wetland creation sites results from the generally elevated 
topography of the landform adjacent to the tidal rivers, making the amount of necessary 
cut impractical. On-site mitigation for tidal wetland impacts is proposed in the form of 
wetland enhancement (see above), which should more than compensate for minor tidal 
wetland impacts resulting from the proposed rail project. 


A windshield survey of the 27 potential nontidal wetland mitigation sites was conducted 
on March 8, 2016. Following the windshield survey, seven (7) of the 27 potential sites 
identified during the desktop review were determined to warrant further on-site 
investigations. During the windshield survey an additional site was added, bringing the 
total number of sites to advance for further on-site investigations to eight (8). 
Information about these eight sites are included in Table 3. The additional site is is also 
included on the map in Appendix A. One potential off-site tidal enhancement site was 
also found during the windshield survey. The site is located along the Harford County 
shoreline just upstream of the US 40 crossing of the Susquehanna River. The site was 
densely vegetated with common reed, but site access may be a potential issue. This 
potential tidal wetland enhancement site has also been added to the map in Appendix 
A. 
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Table 2 __- Potential Wetland Mitigation Sites 
APPROX ON HYDRIC MAPPED 
SITE ID | COUNTY WATERSHED SIZE (AC) WRR* SOILS WETLAND HYDROLOGY CURRENT LAND USE 
(Y/N) (Y/N) (Y/N) 
W-1 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 12 Yes No Yes Multiple stream channels paralleling site Open/Maintained area 
W-2 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field 
W-3 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes Yes No Stream flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-4 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 5 No Yes No Stream channel adjacent to site; ditch extending through site Agricultural field 
W-5 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field 
W-6 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 15 Yes Yes Yes Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-7 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field 
W-8 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 4 No No No Stream channel adjacent to site; ditch extending through site Agricultural field 
W-9 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes No No Stream channel adjacent to and flowing through site Open/maintained area 
W-10 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes No No Multiple stream channels adjacent to site Agricultural field & maintained area 
W-14 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 No No No mah channel flows through and adjacent to site, farm pond and ditches Agricultural field 
W-12 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 5 No No No Stream channel flows through site; farm pond present Agricultural field 
W-13 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 No No No Stream channel flows through site; ditches extending through site Agricultural field with a few trees 
W-14 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes No No Stream channel adjacent to site; existing wetland abutting site Agricultural field 
W-15 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 2 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to the site Agricultural field 
W-16 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 2 Yes Yes No Stream channel adjacent to the site Open/Maintained area 
W-17 Haitord Lower Susquehanna 4 és Ves No Soaingeie adjacent to and flowing through site; existing wetland San Sehr Area 
W-18 Harford Lower Susquehanna 3 Yes Yes Yes Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-19 Harford Lower Susquehanna 3 No No No Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-20 Harford Lower Susquehanna 3 No No No Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field with narrow forested strip 
W-21 Harford Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes Yes Stream channel flows through site Open pasture with forested strip 
W-22 Harford Lower Susquehanna 7 No No Yes Multiple streams channels/ditches flow through site; farm pond present Open pasture with a narrow forested strip 
W-23 Harford Lower Susquehanna 5 Yes No Yes Multiple stream channels flow through site Open pasture with a few scattered trees 
W-24 Harford Lower Susquehanna 5 No No No Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field 
W-25 Harford Lower Susquehanna 4 Yes Yes No Stream channel flows through site Agricultural field 
W-26 Harford Lower Susquehanna 5 No No No Pond/wetland located within site; stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field/maintained area 
W-27 Cecil Lower Susquehanna 5 Yes No Yes Stream channel adjacent to site Agricultural field/maintained area 


* WRR: Water Resources Registry 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Preliminary Mitigation Site Search Report 


Table 3 - Potential Wetland Mitigation Sites Carried Forward Post Windshield Survey 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


NEAREST APPROX 
Sy | COUNTY ROAD size | source| "Q7ngN STATUS/COMMENTS 
INTERSECTION (AC) 
Branca Low lying ag field abuts emergent marsh with thin strip of young 
: Philadelphia Rd Blvd and north : ; ' 
W-14 Cecil 5 WRR trees (willow, sweetgum, planted leyland cypress); 3-4' cut could 
& Coudon Blvd of Philadelphia 
Rd yield about 5 Ac wetland. 
Coudon Blvd & Between Low lying field lies adjacent to Coudon Creek and potentially 
W-15 Cecil US 40 2 WRR Coudon Blvd created wetland on Perryville Elementary School property. Site not 
and Aiken St accessible, but might be worth further investigation. 
Bastand Between Site mostly existing shrubby wetland. Small (<0.5Ac), low lying field 
W-17 | Harford 4 WRR Amtrak rail and | adjacent to common reed wetland with creation potential and 
Keewee Rds ; 
Post Rd enhancement of common reed. Lies adjacent to project. 
Site not completely visible from road, but part of a large abandoned 
agricultural area with many small streams/ditches draining through; 
Webster West of sts ; 
; CRI- some portions likely existing wetlands. Site appears relatively flat, 
W-22 | Harford Lapidum & 7 Webster : 2 
Desktop ; but according to contours, has over 10 feet of elevation change. 
Level Rds Lapidum Rd ; ; ae ; sae 
Potential stream restoration opportunities. More investigations 
warranted. 
Part of large abandoned agricultural area on the south side of a 
Webster West of Level gravel driveway from Site 22. Land form appears relatively flat, but 
W-23) Harford Lapidum & 5 WRR Rd and north of | contours suggest as much as a 20' elevation difference within the 
Level Rds York Dr site. Existing wetland mapped adjacent to site. Potential stream 
restoration opportunities. More investigations warranted. 
Cooley Mill & North of sharp Relatively flat field adjacent to forested floodplain of small stream. 
W-25 | Harford Rack ha Rds 2 WRR bend in Cooley | Wet patches observed in field; portion of field mapped hydric soils. 
Mill Rd Possibly suitable to create 2 Ac wetlands. 
E Conowingo Rd East Small (1 Ac.), gently sloping area mapped as hydric soil adjacent to 
deg eel & Barrett Ln : eS Conowingo Rd_| forested floodplain along stream. 
South of the 
Demian Dee CRI- intersection of Linear uplands within transmission ROW would require less than 3' 
W-28 Cecil y 1.5 Perrylawn Dr of cut. Within transmission ROW so only PSS possible; may restrict 
Craigtown Rd Desktop 
and Craigtown | access to towers. No more than 2 Ac of creation. 
Rd 
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B. STREAMS 


From the preliminary desk top site search efforts, 26 potential stream mitigation sites 
were identified and determined to be preliminarily suitable as opportunities to mitigate 
unavoidable waterway impacts from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (see 
Appendix A —- Preliminary Mitigation Site Search Map). Details on the potential 
stream mitigation sites are presented in Table 3. 


A windshield survey of the 26 potential stream mitigation sites was conducted on March 
8, 2016. Following the windshield survey, 17 of the 27 potential sites identified during 
the desktop review were determined to warrant further on-site investigations or were 
inaccessible without gaining land owner permission. Additionally, Site 26 (Lily Run) was 
extended upstream 1,714 linear feet to include the entire reach within the Havre de 
Grace Middle School property. Approximately 530 feet of the reach is currently piped 
beneath an athletic field southeast of the Amtrak right-of-way. If Alternative 9A is 
selected as the preferred alternative, a portion of this field will be taken for new right-of- 
way to allow placement of the new track. If this occurs, it may be possible to restore the 
piped section of stream to a natural flow regime. Information about the 17 sites carried 
forward are included in Table 4. The extended section of Site 26 is shown in Appendix 
A. 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
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Table 4 - Potential Stream Mitigation Sites 
APPROX. FISH Potential Wetland 
SITEID | COUNTY WATERSHED LENGTH | BLOCKAGES RIPARIAN ZONE Mitigation Component Notes 
(LF) (Y/N) (Y/N) 

S-1 Harford Swan Creek 485 No Forested No Confined between 2 road crossings 

S-2 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 607 Yes Partially forested, partically maintained No Located approximatley 800 If upstream of Susquehanna River confluence 

S-3 eee ewancieek 2,991 Vids Forested, narrowly forested through No Includes multiple fish blockages, includes point source discharge from mobile home 

residential area park, flows through high density residential area 

S-4 Harford Swan Creek 863 No Forested between agricultural fields No Surrounded by agricultural fields 

S-5 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 508 Yes Partially forested, residential yards No Flows through box culvert in residential area 

S-6 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 545 Yes Forested No Flows through pipe culvert in medium density residential area 

S-7 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 555 No Forested, northern bank abuts quarry No plows toad crossing; ocaled adie cent ta duatry,approximately 290 upetieatnonhe 
Susuquehanna River confluence 

S-8 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 830 Yes Forested, residential property No Flows through box culvert at major road crossing 

S-9 Harford Swan Creek 1,482 Yes Forested, abuts residential properties No Flows to dammed impoundment, adjacent to medium density residential 

S-10 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 474 Yes Forested/scrub-shrub No Includes multiple fish blockages and a road crossing 

S-14 arora Lower Susquehanna River 1,158 Veg Forested No Rock Run Dam located mid-reach; located approximately 1,800 If upstream of 
Susquehanna River confluence 

$-12 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 755 Yes Forest/scrub-shrub Yes (site W-22) Dam at small impoundment, located between agricultural fields 

S-13 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 2,168 Yes Partially forested, residential properties No Multiple road crossings, 2 small dams, high impervious, residential area 

S-14 Harford Swan Creek 266 Yes Forested No Includes 2 small dams and flows through road crossing in residential area 

S-15 Harford Swan Creek 1,314 No Forested No Flows through multiple road crossings in resential area 

S-16 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 1,774 Yes Forested No Includes 2 pipeline crossings, located between agricultural fields 

S-17 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 714 No Parially forested No Flows through box culvert in high density residential area 

S-18 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 2,331 Wiss Eomsied No ae pipeline crossing that is a potential fish blockage, flows from culvert at road 

S-19 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 464 Yes Forested No Includes pipeline crossing that is a potential fish blockage, flows to road crossing in 
residential area 

S-20 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 1,550 Ves Eoretad No Located approximatley 150 If upstream of Susquehanna River confluence, flows 
through residential area with adjacent ag fields 

S-21 Harford Swan Creek 1,113 No Forested and golf course No Located adjacent to golf course, includes channel alterations 

$-22 Harford Swan Creek 718 No Partially forested No Adjacent to retention pond in high density residential 

S-23 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 595 No Forested and agricultural fields Yes (site W-2 & W-3) | Includes dirt road crossing, surrounded by ag fields 

S-24 Harford Swan Creek 1,480 No Forested/scrub-shrub No Flows to road crossing, surrounded by ag fields and some residential properties 

$-25 Cecil Lower Susquehanna River 1,141 No Se properties and:powerline No Includes multiple road crossings in high density residential area 

S-26 Harford Lower Susquehanna River 670 No Maintained school property No Stream is channelized through highly impervious area, includes road crossings 
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Table 5 - Potential Stream Mitigation Sites Carried Forward Post Windshield Survey 


NEAREST 


APPROX. 


FISH 


Sy | COUNTY ROAD LENGTH | BLockaGes | RIPARIAN | 1 Ores STATUS/COMMENTS 
INTERSECTION (LF) (Y/N) 
partially N . ; : ; 
: o obvious blockages; some minor erosion on bends; 
S-2 Harford Superior &N 607 Yes forested, West of right bank with scattered planted trees and lawn, 
Juniata Sts partially Superior St : : : 
Lim more plantings possible, but no restoration. 
maintained 
forested 
é Aldino & Mahan between SE of Aldino Not accessible, but scored low for water quality by 
oe Harton Rds ees ae agricultural | Rd MBSS. Potential instream habitat improvements. 
fields 
West of 
: Perryville Rd & Perryville Rd | Site not visible, but potentially contains an old 
20 Cea Clayton St of ves poresicd & East of culverted road crossing that could be a fish blockage 
Lighthouse Dr 
Fish blockage on upstream side of primary channel 
Between Old _ | culvert at Jackson Station Rd where vertical wooden 
Old Haley & forested, Haley & slats have been installed. Secondary channel culvert 
S-8 Cecil Jackson Station 830 Yes residential y Tate Y ; 
Rds property Jackson Sta beneath Jackson Station Rd mostly filled with 
Rd sediment. No other stream habitat improvements 
necessary. 
forested, South of 
5 Chapel Rd & abuts Chapel Rd & | Impoundment not visible, but likely functions as fish 
ee parton Oak Tree Dr Tete mes residential east of War blockage. 
properties Admiral Way 
Jacob Tome forested/ 2s of as sce ee 
S-10 Cecil Memorial Hwy & ATA Vee Senile Sine a a Rc ee large, fenced Bainbridge 
Burlin Rd shrub u we rORE ys 
North 
Webster forest/ Webster No visible, but several small streams flow through 
S-12 | Harford Lapidum & 755 Yes scrub- Lapidum large abandoned farm site; most of streams without 
Level Rds shrub Rd/MD 155 & | forest cover. 
east York Dr 
artialk From CSX Between Superior and Erie Sts, recent clearing of 
Bulaski Huw & t eecibd railroad to N vegetation on right bank, left bank mowed lawn with 
S-13 | Harford : y 2,168 Yes : : Juniata large planted trees. Between Erie St and US 40 
Erie St residential : F é : 
; St/Superior St | gabion baskets on right bank with minor fish 
properties ; : 
intersection blockage. 
Chapel e Baan ae Concrete apron on downstream side of Chapel Road 
S-14 | Harford P ¥ 266 Yes forested culvert that acts as fish blockage. Large debris jam 
Rds downstream : 
200' farther downstream. 
of Chapel Rd 
icra At Hopewell Road crossing, stream appears stable 
. Hopewell & with forested banks. MBSS site upstream of HopewIll 
Pale Sanne Hopkins Rds bets Be porested downelieany Road with poor habitat index, possible instream 
of Hopewell ; 
Rd improvements. 
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NEAREST APPROX. FISH 
sy | COUNTY ROAD LENGTH | BLOCKAGES | PPAR eAN  OTES STATUS/COMMENTS 
INTERSECTION (LF) (Y/N) 
Frenchtown & Frenchtown Fish blockage on downstream side of Frenchtown Rd 
S318 eed Cokesbury Rds aoe! nes lorested Rd to I-95 crossing; remainder of reach not visible 
St. Marks Upstream of = ot ; 
S19] Cecil | ChurchRd& 464 Yes forested. WSv Marks: lene 0 DO Pom ropeaine tea naaie 
Penny Ln Church Rd P P ; 
Upstream Most of reach not visible from Frenchtown Rd; reach 
Frenchtown Rd Frenchtown just upstream with high gradient and boulder 
aac Geel & Sumpter Dr Moe Mee forested Rd & west substrate. Possible instream habitat improvements 
Sumpter Dr elsewhere within the reach. 
Counterpoint & : West of _ ‘ : 
s-22 | Harford Majestic Prince 718 No eras Counterpoint Not visible, but left bank not forested; possible 
Cir orested Cir planting and/or instream habitat enhancements. 
forested 
McGothlin & SE 4, : 
S-23 Cecil Granite Ran 595 No and McGlothlin Not visible from driveway; flows through agricultural 
agricultural area with thin forest buffer. 
Rds Rd 
fields 
Aldino Stepney forested/ Upstream Flows through old field managed for wild turkey by 
S-24 | Harford & Churchville 1,480 No scrub- Aldino National Wild Turkey Federation. Stream banks 3' 
Rds shrub Stepney Rd high with minor erosion. Most of reach not accessible. 
Portions of Lily Run through school property lacking 
Anaiitaiged On Havre de_ | forest cover. Other portions of reach are currently 
s-26 | Harford Juniata StN & 2,384 No Schaal Grace Middle piped. If Amtrak takes school ROW for new track, 
Pennington Ave School could investigate opening piped sections and doing 
property : ae 
property other instream habitat improvements and tree 


plantings. 
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Preliminary Mitigation Site Search Report 


V. CONCLUSIONS 


Based on the results of the preliminary mitigation site search, a range of suitable 
opportunities exist within the Lower Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds to 
compensate for potential unavoidable wetland and waterway impacts resulting from the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. The preliminary site search efforts identified 
approximately 123 acres of preliminarily suitable wetland creation area, and over 27,000 
linear feet of potential stream restoration. 


A windshield survey of those sites with public access was completed in early March 
2016 to determine their suitability as a wetland or stream mitigation site. Following the 
windshield survey, eight (8) wetland and 17 stream sites will be carried forward for more 
detailed on-site assessments to further evaluate suitability and technical feasibility and 
to refine site rankings based on more in-depth technical information. Additionally, an off- 
site tidal enhancement site was also identified along the Susquehanna River shoreline 
on the Harford County side just upstream of the US 40 Bridge. 


The on-site investigations will require a property owner notificiation process to seek 
permissions for accessing properties. This step will occur following the 30% 
design/NEPA evaluation stage during future design stages of the project. At that time, 
coordination with government agencies and watershed groups will be initiated to 
potentially identify additional sites. Once on-site reviews are conducted, the highest- 
ranked sites would then be presented to the agencies to solicit comments and 
concurrence on the sites’ suitability and ability to compensate for project related 
impacts, resulting in a Phase | Conceptual Mitigation Plan. Following agency 
concurrence on the Phase | plan, a Phase II mitigation plan would be developed in 
compliance with the Federal Mitigation Rule and State mitigation guidelines as part of 
the Final Design and permitting phase of the project. 
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APPENDIX A 
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Attachment E 


Correspondence 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony Gabrown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Goverrior 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Ren Serey 

Executive Director 
Critical Area Commission 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Serey: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, which is carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures with up to four-track total capacity 
crossing the river. The project may also improve the navigation channel for marine users. A 
project location map is attached for your reference. 


The Project team has initiated conceptual engineering and preliminary environmental studies. 
Agency coordination is ongoing, including plans to present current project efforts at the February 
19, 2014 Interagency Review Meeting (IRM) at the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) Headquarters in Baltimore. A public information session is planned for early spring 
2014. The project team will continue to coordinate with the Critical Area Commission as more 
detailed environmental and engineering studies are developed. Please feel free to share any input 
or Critical Area information that pertains to the proposed project. If you have any questions or 
need additional information, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or at 
hromano@mdot.state.md.us. 


Sincerely, 


[flomax 


Harry Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Mr. Ren Serey 
Page Two 


cc: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Ms. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 

Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Ms. Lisa Hoerger, CAC Regulations and Mapping Coordinator, Harford County 
Ms. Julie Roberts, CAC Natural Resources Planner, Cecil County 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Martin O’Malley com Margaret G. McHale 
Governor fates Chair 
Anthony G. Brown Alay sy Ren Serey 
Lt. Governor Tae Executive Director 
* 


ae 


STATE OF MARYLAND 
CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION 


CHESAPEAKE AND ATLANTIC COASTAL BAYS 
1804 West Street, Suite 100, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
(410) 260-3460 Fax: (410) 974-5338 
www.dnr.state.md.us/criticalarea/ 


February 18, 2014 


Harry Romano 

Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 
MD Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Hanover, MD 21076 


Re: | Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Romano, 


Thank you for forwarding your letter via email regarding the above referenced project. The 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is seeking comments on a potential bridge 
replacement, rehabilitation, and/or expansion. I understand that you will be coordinating with us 
as the project concept becomes more defined. From the map submitted and depending on the 
extent of the potential reconstruction, it appears that there will be impacts in the Critical Area 
that may be considered significant. 


From this limited information, it appears that a full Critical Area Commission review may be 
required. Please coordinate with our office as the project becomes more defined and I will 
provide further information about the materials which will need to be submitted once we have a 
greater understanding of the impacts associated with the bridge work. 


Thank you for coordinating with our office early in the process. I can be reached at 410-260- 
3476 with any further questions. 


Julie Roberts 
Natural Resources Planner 


Sincerely, 


TTY for the Deaf 
Annapolis: (410) 974-2609 D.C. Metro: (301) 586-0450 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony G. Brown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Ms. Mary Colligan 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Northeast Regional Office 
Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester MA 01930 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Colligan: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning federally-listed threatened or endangered species and/or 
any unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have 
any questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


| Meas 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


cc: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. John Nichols, NMFS Chesapeake Bay Office 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 
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Harry J. Romano MAR -5 2014 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 

Office of Freight and Multimodalism 

Maryland Dept of Transportation 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


Re: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project, Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Romano, 


We received your letter on February 24, 2014 regarding the proposed expansion and 
reconstruction of Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge located in Harford and Cecil Counties, 
Maryland. 


The following endangered species may occur within the waters (i.e., Chesapeake Bay and mouth 
of the Susquehanna River) of the proposed action: Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum), 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) (Distinct Population Segments [DPS]: New 
York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, South Atlantic), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys 
kempi), green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), and leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea). 


The following threatened species may occur within the waters (i.e., Chesapeake Bay and mouth 
of the Susquehanna River) of the proposed action: Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus 
oxyrinchus) (Distinct Population Segments [DPS]: Gulf of Maine), and Northwest Atlantic 
Ocean DPS of loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta). 


To facilitate efficient project review, we have compiled information about the presence of our 
listed species in the project area and in related Maryland waters that may be helpful in planning 
your project. 


Shortnose Sturgeon 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (F WS) sturgeon reward program began in 1996. As of 
2008, a total of 80 individual shortnose sturgeon had been captured, via commercial or 
recreational fishery, in Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries as a result of this program. Most of the 
shortnose sturgeon documented in the reward program have been caught in the upper Bay, from 
Kent Island to the mouth of the Susquehanna River and the C&D Canal, in Fishing Bay and 
around Hoopers Island in the middle Bay, and in the Potomac River. 


Research on shortnose sturgeon indicates that this species typically spawns just below the limit 
of upstream passage. In unimpeded rivers systems, spawning typically occurs 200 km or more 
upstream. In dammed rivers, spawning often occurs at the base of the first dam. Studies indicate 


that spawning occurred at daily mean temperatures of 6.5-14.7°C in water depths of 1-5 meters 
with a peak at 1.5-1.9m. Bottom water velocity at the spawning site was a mean of 70cm/s with 
the greatest usage of 75-125 cm/s. The only substrate type females used was cobble/rubble (101- 
300 mm diameter). Substrate and flow are consistent in all areas where shortnose sturgeon 
spawning has been confirmed. 


Several Chesapeake Bay tributaries have habitat characteristics such as hard bottom substrate 
and areas of high flow that may be suitable for spawning. These include the Gunpowder, James, 
York and Susquehanna Rivers. Adult shortnose sturgeon have been documented in the 
Susquehanna River in February, April and June, which is consistent with the time of year when 
spawning adults would be present. However, it is unknown if adequate spawning or nursery 
habitat occurs in the area below the Conowingo Dam, which is the first barrier to upstream 
passage. Telemetry data indicates that shortnose sturgeon move between the upper Chesapeake 
Bay and Delaware River via the C and D canal. These movements did not follow a specific 
pattern indicative of spawning migrations. Evidence suggests that shortnose sturgeon do not 
move into smaller creeks and tributaries of the large rivers connected to the Chesapeake Bay. 


Although we do not have specific information on shortnose sturgeon movements in the 
Susquehanna, information gathered from the Potomac may be applicable. Twelve shortnose 
sturgeon have been captured in the Potomac River since 1996. These shortnose sturgeon were 
captured in the Potomac River and reported via the FWS reward program and were documented 
in the following locations: six at the mouth of the river one at the mouth of the Saint Mary’s 
River; one at the mouth of Potomac Creek; one at rkm 63; one at rkm 57 (Cobb Bar); and, one at 
rkm 48. Additionally, one adult female was captured by U.S. Geological Service (USGS) and 
National Park Service (NPS) researchers within the Potomac River (at rkm 103) in September 
2005. 


From 2004-2008 the USGS and NPS conducted a tagging and telemetry study of shortnose 
sturgeon in the Potomac River (Kynard 2007). Three of the shortnose sturgeon mentioned above 
have been tagged with Combined Acoustic and Radio Transmitting (CART) tags. Tracking has 
demonstrated that the two females spent the majority of the year in a 79-km reach between river 
km 141-63. One female upstream in spring 2006 to a 2-km reach (river km 187-185) containing 
habitat determined to be suitable for spawning (Kynard et al. 2007). Remote and manual tracking 
showed a female arrived at the Fletchers Marina (River km 184.5) and remained within a 2-km 
reach (river km 187-185) for 6 days. During this time, mean daily river temperatures were 12.0— 
16.0°C and mean daily river discharge was 157-178 m?/s. However, no sturgeon ELS were 
captured (Kynard et al. 2007). 


During the years when fish were tracked, the two females spent the summer-fall in a 78-km 
reach (river km 63-141). Most of this area was in tidal freshwater, however, the downstream 
section of the range experiences tidal salinity. The fish used depths between 4.1—21.3 m, but 
most locations (89.2%) were in the channel. Throughout the summer and winter, fish used a wide 
range of water temperature (1.8-32.0°C), DO (4.8-14.6 mg/L) and salinity (0.1-5.6 ppt; Kynard 
et al. 2007). Substrate measured at fish locations were mud (80.7%), sand/mud (15.8%), and 


gravel-mud (3.5%). This area is also characterized by prolific tracts of submerged aquatic 
vegetation and algae blooms. 


Atlantic Sturgeon 

Atlantic sturgeon spawn in their natal river, with spawning migrations generally occurring during 
April-May in Mid-Atlantic systems. Young remain in the river/estuary until approximately age 2 
and at lengths of 30-36 inches before emigrating to open ocean as subadults. After emigration 
from the natal river/estuary, subadults and adult Atlantic sturgeon travel within the marine 
environment, typically in waters between 16 to 164 feet in depth, using coastal bays, sounds, and 
marine waters. The distribution of Atlantic sturgeon is strongly associated with prey availability, 
and as a result, Atlantic sturgeon may occur where suitable forage (e.g., benthic invertebrates 
such as mollusks and crustaceans) and appropriate habitat conditions are present (e.g., areas of 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). Individuals from any DPS may be found in suitable habitat 
areas within coastal, marine, or riverine habitat, including tidal creeks greater than 3.3 feet deep, 
any large or small tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay, coastal embayments where suitable habitat 
exists, and offshore of Maryland in marine habitat. Currently, Chesapeake Bay DPS Atlantic 
sturgeon are known to spawn in the James River in Virginia; historic spawning habitat is thought 
to exist in the Potomac River. Atlantic sturgeon have been recorded at the mouth of the 
Susquehanna River in recent years. 


Sea Turtles 

Several species of sea turtles are known to be present in the Chesapeake Bay and off the Atlantic 
coast of Maryland. Leatherback sea turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) are present off the Maryland 
coast but are predominantly pelagic. Loggerhead (Caretta caretta), Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys 
kempi), and green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) are present in the Chesapeake Bay area mainly 
during late spring, summer and early fall when water temperatures are relatively warm. Sea 
turtles are expected to be present in the Chesapeake Bay between April 1 and November 30. 
Satellite tracking studies of sea turtles has found that foraging turtles mainly occurred in areas 
where the water depth was between approximately 16 and 49 feet. This depth was interpreted not 
to be as much an upper physiological depth limit for turtles, as a natural limiting depth where 
light and food are most suitable for foraging turtles. In Maryland waters of the Chesapeake Bay, 
sea turtles are most often documented in marine and estuarine waters and are not likely to be 
present in upper reaches of major tributaries because of salinity and prey availability 
requirements. 


Conclusions 

As listed species of sea turtles and sturgeon may occur at the mouth of the Susquehanna River 
and Chesapeake Bay, and thus, within the vicinity of your proposed project, any in-water work, 
such as excavation, blasting. pile driving, and dredging, has the potential to impact these species. 
As project details become finalized, a consultation, pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, may be necessary as any discretionary federal action, 
such as the approval or funding of a project by a federal agency, that may affect a listed species 
must undergo consultation pursuant to section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended. If the proposed 
project has the potential to affect listed species, and it is being approved, permitted, or funded by 
a Federal agency, the lead Federal agency, or their designated non-Federal representative, is 


responsible for determining whether the proposed action is likely to affect the listed species. The 
Federal agency would submit their determination along with justification for their determination 
and a request for concurrence, to the attention of the ESA Section 7 Coordinator, NMFS 
Northeast Regional Office, Protected Resources Division, 55 Great Republic Drive, Gloucester, 
MA 01930. After reviewing this information, NMFS would then be able to conduct a 
consultation under section 7 of the ESA. Should you have any questions about these comments 
or about the section 7 consultation process in general, please contact Jennifer Goebel at 978-281 - 


6373 or jennifer.goebel(@noaa.gov). 


Essential Fish Habitat 

The location of the proposed Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project is 
located above the estuarine mixing zone in tidal fresh water and is not designated as essential fish 
habitat (EFH) for federally managed species. However, the Susquehanna River is an important 
migration corridor for numerous diadromous species including American shad, alewife, blueback 
herring, striped bass, hickory shad, gizzard shad, and American eel. Significant efforts are 
underway to restore the populations of several anadromous species to healthy levels. Therefore, 
in-water construction activities including but not limited to excavation, blasting, pile driving, 

and dredging may require time of year restrictions (TOYR) or other mitigative measures for these 
activities to help protect diadromous species migration and spawning. If you have any 

questions or need additional information regarding fisheries resources in the project area please 
contact David O'Brien, NOAA Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Division 
(david.Lo'brien@noaa.gov, 804-684-7828). 


Sincerely, | i . 
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Mary A. Colligan 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Protected Resources 


EC: Goebel, O’Brien 
File Code: Section 7/Nonfisheries/MD DOT/Susquehanna River Bridge_species present 
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55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 


Dan Reagle 
Environmental Planner Te sccssmincaecitemnte “aaa 
Maryland Transit Administration 

Environmental Planning Division 

6 St. Paul Street, 9” Floor, Baltimore, MD 21202 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


Thank you for providing us with your Draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) on 
April 8, 2016, and for coordinating with the resource and coordinating agencies at the Maryland 
Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meetings (IRM). The Maryland Department 
of Transportation (MDOT), project sponsor, is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the Town of 
Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


The NETR evaluates the potential effects on natural resources from Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B. Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would construct: 


* a new two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to 
the west of the existing bridge, and 
* a second new two-track bridge along the existing alignment. 


The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up 
to 150 mph for Alternative 9B. The bridge to the west of the existing bridge would be 
constructed first. Once that bridge is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of 
service, demolished, and replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the 
center of the right-of-way of the existing bridge alignment. This bridge would reduce the curve 
in Havre de Grace and allow for either 160 mph speeds for Alternative 9A or 150 mph speeds for 
Alternative 9B. All impact analyses and assessments included in the NETR are based on the 
girder approach / arch main span bridge design. 


Both alternatives would impact tidal and non-tidal wetlands, streams (including an unnamed 

tributary to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and Principio Creek), and the Susquehanna riverbed, ou... 
including submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). Impacts to Waters of the U.S. from the build fe 
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alternatives would total less than an acre of wetlands and more than 3,000 linear feet of streams. 
Overall, the proposed new alignments would occur within and immediately adjacent to the 
existing rail alignment where wetlands and streams that are potentially affected by the proposed 
project have been historically altered for the construction and maintenance of the existing 
alignment. 


Alternative 9B follows the same alignment as Alternative 9A in Cecil County, but has a slightly 
reduced footprint relative to Alternative 9A within Harford County. As a result, overall wetland 
and stream impacts are slightly less for Alternative 9B. Alternative 9B would cross the same 
streams as Alternative 9A, but total stream impacts would be slightly less resulting from a 
narrower crossing of Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. Bridge pier impacts within 
the Susquehanna River would be the same for Alternative 9B as for Alternative 9A. 


Proposed minimization and mitigation: 


e To ensure that floodwater impacts due to rail construction are minimized, drainage 
structures would be required to maintain the current flow regime and prevent associated 
flooding (COMAR 26.17.04). At the proposed Lily Run crossing, a new bottomless 
culvert may be installed to increase the hydraulic capacity, resulting in desirable flood 
relief for the area of Havre de Grace upstream of the rail project. 


e Construction of the culvert extensions, or replacements as needed, would include the 
minimum extent necessary to provide support for the additional rail tracks. The 
necessary extensions or replacements will use bottomless culverts to provide for a more 
natural stream bed through the culvert. 


e Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers would allow approximately 0.5 acre 
of river bottom to return to benthic habitat, thereby more than offsetting losses from the 
construction of the replacement bridges. 


e Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) time of year restrictions listed in the 
NETR include closure periods: 
o For work within designated SAV areas is from April 1 through October 15. 
o In UseI Streams from March 1 through June 15 for fish spawning and migration. 
o In Use II Streams from June | through September 30 and December 16 through 
March 14 for fish spawning and migration. 


e A preliminary mitigation site search was conducted in the Lower Susquehanna River and 
Swan Creek watersheds to address the potential need for off-site mitigation, and potential 
wetland and stream mitigation sites were identified. On-site investigations will require a 
property owner notification process to seek permissions for accessing properties. This 
step will occur following the 30% design/NEPA evaluation stage during future design 
stages of the project. 


Anadromous fish 


The proposed project is located above the estuarine mixing zone in tidal fresh water and is not 
designated as essential fish habitat (EFH) for federally managed species. However, as you 
describe in your NETR, semi-anadromous and anadromous species have been documented as 
spawning near and/or migrating through the study area, including: yellow perch (Perca 
flavescens), white perch (Morone americana), blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis), alewife 
(Alosa pseudoharengus), and American shad (Alosa sapidissima). We generally recommend that 
in-water construction activities that could impact the migration or spawning of these species be 
avoided from February 15 through June 15. Although the minimization efforts you describe in 
the NETR focus more on avoiding injury or mortality to fish in the area, e.g. from shock waves 
resulting from impact hammering, this time of year restriction is also recommended to minimize 
impacts to behavior of migrating or spawning fish. We recognize that multiple, overlapping time 
of year restrictions make construction timelines difficult, and we will be happy to work with you 
to develop a timeline of what activities would be restricted at what times of year, similar to what 
was done for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge, to assist in planning purposes. 


The low-speed vibratory drilling method that would be used to install the 5 to 6-foot diameter 
piles for the replacement bridge piers would not generate impulse noise underwater. Any 
underwater noise produced during the installation of these piles is expected to be below both the 
physical and behavioral effect thresholds of 206 dB re: 1 pPa SPL peak and 150 dB re: 1 pPa 
sound pressure level (SPL) root mean square (RMS), respectively, established by the Fisheries 
Hydroacoustic Working Group. The smaller, 18 to 24 inch piles that would support the 
temporary finger piers would be installed by impact hammering. Following best management 
practices (BMP) for pile installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier 
piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to sink into the sediment under their own weight 
before impact hammering the remainder of the pile. The duration of impact pile driving is 
expected to be less than 15 to 20 minutes per pile; less if a vibratory driver was first used to drive 
the pile to resistance. In addition, impact hammering would begin with a series of light taps of 
gradually increasing strength to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an 
opportunity to move away from the site (FHWA 2003). 


Demolition of the existing bridge piers and remnant piers would be largely achieved through the 
use of mechanical means and methods (e.g., barge cranes, wire saws). Methods such as turbidity 
curtains, cofferdams, and deck shielding would be implemented as necessary to contain debris. 
Divers with wire saws would cut bridge piers two feet below the mudline and the pier would be 
removed using a barge crane. Blasting is not anticipated; however removal of the existing and 
remnant bridge piers may require the use of blasting techniques as per the contractor’s means 
and methods. If blasting occurs, it would be conducted in such a manner as to minimize the 
potential for fish mortalities. In the event that blasting is proposed, a number of protective 
measures would be implemented, including using blast mats and conducting blasting within steel 
sheet pile cofferdams. Because demolition methods could result in increased turbidity and 
impact submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in the area and migrating and spawning anadromous 
fish, we would recommend time of year restrictions for these activities, as described above. 


On page E-54 of the NETR, you state that “because the spacing of the new bridges’ piers would 
be closer together than the existing bridge’s piers, water velocity and scouring between the piers 
would potentially increase, but would be expected to be minimal and would not significantly 
alter the hydrological properties of the river within, upstream, or downstream of the proposed 
project site and would not alter the site bathymetry.” It does not appear that the potential impacts 
to migrating anadromous fish resulting from the potential increase in water velocity were 
considered in the NETR. Further evaluation should be undertaken to assess the potential effects 
the closer piers would have on migrating anadromous fish. 


Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would each have the same number of bridge piers in the 
Susquehanna River. Both alternatives appear to include four bridge piers that would impact 
SAV habitat in slightly different amounts and locations. Based on the preliminary engineering 
drawings, two bridge piers for the new west bridge would fall within the mapped SAV area 
along the Cecil County shoreline. One pier for the new east bridge would also potentially impact 
a portion of the SAV bed just downstream of the existing bridge alignment. Permanent 
cofferdam bridge pier design is proposed immediately adjacent to the two shorelines. The 
permanent impacts to SAV for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design would total 
approximately 3,357 square feet (0.08 acre) under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. 


We typically recommend a compensation ratio for SAV impacts of 3:1, as you note in the NETR. 
You estimate that for permanent impacts to SAV from either of the two selected alternatives, 
replacement of at least 0.24 acre would be required. However, you state in the NETR that finger 
pier construction would result in temporary SAV impacts totaling approximately 0.48 acre. 

As we discussed at the April 20, 2016, IRM, given the length of time the finger piers would be in 
place (3+ years), the SAV is unlikely to recover when the finger piers are removed. As a result, 
these impacts should be considered permanent and you should re-calculate your total mitigation 
requirements to account for them. 


You state in the NETR that “[s]uccessful in-kind compensation for SAV impacts has proven 
extremely difficult within the Chesapeake Bay area (Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Workgroup 
1995), and out-of-kind compensation in the form of water quality or stream habitat 
improvements is typically accepted by the regulatory agencies.” While we recognize the 
challenges involved in successful replanting of SAV, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
has designated SAV as a special aquatic site under Section 404(b)(1) of the federal Clean Water 
Act, due to its important role in the marine ecosystem for nesting, spawning, nursery cover, and 
forage areas for fish and wildlife, and SAV is a priority habitat for NOAA. Because of the 
ecological value of SAV, we recommend that if impacts cannot be avoided that in-kind 
mitigation be undertaken unless it can be demonstrated that the planting of SAV is not 
practicable. 


SAV and their associated epiphytes are highly productive, produce a structural matrix on which 
many other species depend, improve water quality and stabilize sediments. Seagrasses are 
among the most productive ecosystems in the world and perform a number of irreplaceable 
ecological functions which range from chemical cycling and physical modification of the water 


column and sediments to providing food and shelter for commercial, recreational, as well as 
economically important organisms. The replacement bridges would result in an increase in 
shading, and scouring and sedimentation would initially shift upon replacement of the existing 
bridge outside of its current alignment. Because there is successful SAV in the area now, and 
you will not be changing the depth or sediment type in the project area, we recommend that after 
removing the finger piers you: 


(1) allow the sediment to settle; 

(2) re-plant the area for the following growing season to restore existing conditions; 

(3) mitigate for the temporal loss of SAV habitat by planting additional SAV at a 3:1 ratio, 
preferably in locations where SAV has been successful in the past but has disappeared or has 
minimal density; and 

(4) monitor the entire project site for five years to determine if there are additional SAV 
losses resulting from the proposed project that require mitigation and to determine the 
success of re-planting. If SAV growth has not been documented by year three, a second 
round of planting may be necessary. 


We appreciate the efforts you have made to avoid and minimize impacts early in the planning of 
your proposed project, and the efforts that you have made to coordinate with the regulatory and 
resource agencies at the Maryland Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meetings 
and at site visits. We look forward to continued coordination with you on this project as it 
moves forward. If you have questions or would like to discuss this further, please contact Kristy 


Beard at (410) 573-4542 or kristy. beard@noaa.gov. 


PA, eee 


Karen Greene 
Mid-Atlantic Field Offices Supervisor 
Habitat Conservation Division 


Cc: Golden (MDNR) 
DaVia (ACOE) 
Li (USFWS) 
Vaccaro (NMFS PRD) 


References: 


Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 2003. Woodrow Wilson Bridge Project, Shorinose 
Sturgeon Biological Assessment Supplement, January 2003. 19 pp. 


National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA). 2008. Impacts to Marine Fisheries 
Habitat from Nonfishing Activities in the Northeastern United States. NOAA Technical 
Memorandum NMFS-NE-209, US Department of Commerce, NOAA, National Marine Fisheries 
Service, Northeast Regional Office, Gloucester, Massachusetts. 
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Federal Railroad 
Administration 


Kim Damon-Randall, Assistant Regional Administrator 
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 

Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 


Via regular mail and email to Kimberly.Damon-Randall@noaa.gov 
Re: Request for Informal Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
Dear Ms. Damon-Randall: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil 
County, Maryland. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT are preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”). The National 
Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and 
preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. The existing Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC). Two build alternatives are under consideration in 
the EA: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Both alternatives would construct two new two-track bridges—one 
along the existing alignment and one along a new western alignment. Both alternatives would entail the 
decommissioning and removal of the existing bridge. 


The FRA is transmitting a draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) to initiate informal consultation 
under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). As described in the report, the proposed action 
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) or any of the 
Distinct Population Segments of Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) that may be present in the project 
area. The FRA has evaluated potential impacts to sea turtles in the NETR and has determined that the 
proposed action will have no effect on leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), loggerhead sea turtle 


(Caretta caretta), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempi), or green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) because 
these species are not expected to occur north of Baltimore and therefore would not be present in the project 
area. In addition, no critical habitat has been designated for sea turtles within the project area. 


We request your concurrence with our determinations for these species, and hereby request informal 
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA. Please contact Dan Reagle, MTA Environmental Planner at 410-767- 


3771 or by email at DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov. 


Thank you for your assistance with this project. 


Sincerely, 
\ / 


Michael Johnsen 
Acting Division Chief 
Environmental and Rail Planning Division 


Enclosure 


Ge: Dan Reagle, Maryland Transit Administration 
Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
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February 14, 2014 


Ms. Lori Byrne 

Environmental Review Specialist 
Wildlife and Heritage Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, E-1 
580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning state-listed threatened or endangered species and/or any 
unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have any 
questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


[Norm 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


ce: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Pd Martin O'Malley, Governor 
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March 20, 2014 


Mr. Harry J. Romano 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


RE: Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion, Amtrak 
Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Romano: 


The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 


The south side of the project route may overlap with Swan Creek which is designated in state regulations as a 
Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland Department of the 
Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. Your project may need review by 
Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek NTWSSC. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas. If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 


Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 


2 Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance is 
absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 
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2 Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3 Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 

4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 
ho. Byo— 


Lori A. Byrne, 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2014.0271.ha/ce 


Cc:  D. Brinker, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 
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September 1, 2015 


Ms. Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-1614 


RE: Update to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 
Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 


The south side of the project route may overlap with Gasheys Run (draining to Swan Creek) which is designated 
in state regulations as a Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. Your project may need 
review by Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek 
NTWSSC. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas. If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl. 


Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle 
(Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River. It is possible that this species could be 
impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement. Map Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline 
habitats in the area. Specific protection measurements can be developed as project details become available. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 
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Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 


1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance is 
absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

2 Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3. Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 

4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 
do Q. Copp 
Lori A. Byrne, 


Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 
MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2015.0456.ha/ce 
Ce: S. Smith, DNR 
D. Brinker, DNR 
G. Golden, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 
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April 7, 2016 


Ms. Lori A. Byrne 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building 

580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


Thank you for the response letter dated September 1, 2015 that identified potential rare, threatened, and 
endangered (RTE) species or species of statewide importance that could occur within the study area for the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge project. The letter identified the presence of a Wetland of Special State Concern 
(WSSC) located within the Swan Creek drainage just south of the Amtrak right-of-way at the western end of the 
study area. At the eastern end of the study area, Department of Natural Resources (DNR) identified the presence 
of a known site within the Furnace Bay wetlands that supports a population of state-listed endangered Water 
Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Both plant species are found in aquatic 
habitats. In addition, the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented 
in the project area. The presence of historic waterfowl concentration within the study area and staging areas 
within the Susquehanna River was also referenced in the September 2015 letter. No other state-listed species 
were documented by the DNR as potentially occurring within the study area. 


We wish to provide the following response/clarification for each of the resources/species listed above based 
upon conceptual engineering 


Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC) 


The wetland system associated with the NTWSSC is a large palustrine forested/scrub shrub wetland that lies 
south and east of Williams Drive and is associated with the headwaters of unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek 
and Gashey’s Creek. Neither of the proposed Build Alternatives (Alternative 9A and 9B) would impact this 
wetland system and therefore no impacts to NTWSCC would result from the project (Attachment 1). 


Historic Waterfowl Concentration and Staging Areas 
Two waterfowl areas occur within the study area — one in the Susquehanna River crossed by the existing 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the other within Furnace Bay at the extreme eastern end of the study area 
(Attachment 1). These are historic waterfowl staging areas and wintering sites for waterfowl, such as diving 
ducks, swans, and geese that forage on fish and shellfish near the mouth of the Susquehanna River and within 
Furnace Bay. The boundary of the waterfowl area within the Susquehanna River lies primarily within Cecil 
County, from the US 40 Bridge to the mouth of the river. The Furnace Bay waterfowl area lies outside of the 
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proposed project limits of disturbance. Although waterfowl will not be permanently impacted by either Build 
Alternative, they may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. By this letter the project team 
is initiating coordination with Mr. Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service and seeking additional 
information. 


State-listed Endangered Water Horsetail and Vetchling 
Both state-listed species, the Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris) 


documented in the September 2015 are located within the Furnace Bay wetlands that lie over a mile and a half 
east of the project limits for both Build Alternatives (Attachment 1). Therefore, no impacts to these species are 
anticipated to result from the proposed project. 


State-listed Endangered Map Turtle 
The state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented in the project study 


area both within and along the banks of the Susquehanna River. The shores of the Susquehanna River are used 
by the Northern Map Turtle for habitat, nesting, and foraging and the turtles hibernate on the river bottom in 
winter. 

As part of both of the Build Alternatives, operation of the replacement bridges in place of the existing bridge 
would not have permanent effects on water quality or other habitat characteristics that would alter the biological 
community present (including Northern Map Turtle) within the project area. Although permanent impacts to the 
Map Turtle are not anticipated, they may be temporarily displaced from active construction. As the project 
moves into final design and more project details become available, the project team will work with DNR to 
develop specific protection measures. We understand these protection measures may include, but not be limited 
to: conducting nesting surveys during the nesting season to identify the presence/absence of nests within a 
project area, in-stream time-of-year restrictions, and/or removal of turtles from the work zone using trained 
scuba divers. 


Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) 


One large, contiguous forest habitat is located within the study area and occurs southeast of the Amtrak right-of- 
way (ROW) at the southwestern end of the study area. The FIDS habitat occurs outside the limit of disturbance 
(LOD) for both Build Alternatives and no impacts to this forest are anticipated (Attachment 1). However, 
should any potential impacts to this forest become identified in the future, the following techniques, would be 
implemented to avoid/minimize them: 


e Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance 
is absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

e Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred 
Owl) are present. 
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e Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 
e Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August) 


Based on the information provided above, please inform the project team if DNR requires any additional 
information or if any other follow-up coordination is required at this time. If you have any questions, please 
contact me at 410-767-3771 or via email at DReagle| @mta.maryland.gov. We appreciate your cooperation and 
prompt attention to this matter. 


Sincerely, 

Dan Reagle 

Environmental Planning Division 
Maryland Transit Administration 


6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Enclosure 
cc: Ms. Amrita Hill, AMTRAK 


Mr. Larry Hindman, DNR 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
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May 9, 2016 


Mr. Dan Reagle 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1614 


RE: Follow — up to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge 
Reconstruction and Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


Thank you for providing us with the additional information regarding resources of concern 
mentioned in our September 1, 2015 letter for this project site. 


The Gasheys Run Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. While 
the Wildlife and Heritage Service has no concerns for rare species in this NTWSSC at this time, 
you may want to check with Maryland Department of the Environment. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been 
identified as historic waterfowl concentration and staging areas. We generally only have 
concerns for disturbance to wintering waterfowl from construction of water-dependent facilities 
along the shoreline and adjacent open waters. The new contact person for waterfowl is Josh 
Homyack of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 928-3650 or 
josh.homyack@maryland.gov. 


Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern 
Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River. It is possible 
that this species could be impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement. Map 
Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline habitats in the area. Any specific protection 
measures should be coordinated with Scott Smith of the Wildlife and Heritage Service, as soon 
as details become available, at (410) 827-8612 or scott.smith@maryland.gov. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which 
supports records of state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling 
(Lathyrus plaustris). Given that these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to 
adhere stringently to all appropriate best management practices for sediment and erosion control 
during all work near this site. 


Tawes State Office Building — 580 Taylor Avenue — Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
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According to our records, this site is adjacent to the study area shown on your map, rather than 
over a mile away as you had suggested, making the need for best management practices all the 
more important. 


Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the 
project site contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior 
Dwelling Bird Species (FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United 
States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural 
Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. The following guidelines 
could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS and other native forest 
plants and wildlife: 


1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss 
or disturbance is absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the 
forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas 
of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth forest). Maximize the amount of 
remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

De Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for 
most FIDS. This seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain 
early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) are present. 


3. Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure 
where possible. 
4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further 
questions regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 


do. A. Byp-— 

Lori A. Byrne, 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2016.0496.ha/ce 
Ce: S. Smith, DNR 
D. Brinker, DNR 
G. Golden, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 


From: Greg Golden -DNR- 


To: Dan Reagle 

Cc: Kristy Beard - NOAA Federal; Ray Li; |oseph.DaVia@usace.army.mil; |}on Stewart -MDE- 
Subject: MD DNR comments on Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Draft NETR document 

Date: Monday, May 09, 2016 7:28:29 PM 

Dan: 


I have to be rather informal in my response formatting here, for the opportunity to review the 
Draft document, in order to make the commenting deadline you requested. I have looked 
through each topic, section, and page. Obviously though, there are some sections which will 
require significant additional interagency review coordination and project detail development 
and review discussion over time, especially for the core subjects associated with wetland and 
waterway permitting review, including, avoidance, minimization, and compensatory 
mitigation topics. This would especially be true as design details, and construction and 
demolition methods, are further developed. I have listed several topics below where we are 
interested in more detailed participation, but I did not attempt to list each separate category 
where we will benefit and wish to participate further. 


In general, the document was well put together, and included imported content and analysis, 
and also added value even when discussing certain topics where some agency correspondence 
already did occur. This is a very good start to the documentation of some very important 
natural resource protection issues for the project as planning continues, and is then followed 
by construction. 


Individual comments, in very brief format: 


1. Be sure to include and incorporate additional DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) 
comments and guidance on State listed Rare, Threatened, and Endangered species as planning 
and documentation continue. We will continue to participate through the DNR Project 
Review Division participation as well, but direct WHS content shoud] continue to be updated 
in the NETR and other future documents. 


2. There should be continued interagency discussion of the shade effects of the bridges, piers, 
and construction related piers (E-55, E-56). 


3. TIme of Year restrictions for instream work. The draft document references in several 
places a Use I restriction of March | through June 15. Note that for this project, it will be 
extended for presence of yellow perch (and also possibly walleye) as our fisheries 
coordination letter stated, so please plan for a fish spawning protection restriction from 
February 15 through June 15, for acitivities that could suspend sediments, disturb substrate, or 
create sound or pressure waves. I believe this is consistent with the NMFS comment. Please 
DISREGARD for now the Use II restriction periods as referenced (E-57 and E-65, 6/1 to 9/30 
and 12/16 to 3/14). Those appear to be an oyster restriction for the simplified older Use II 
designation. We will now focus in tidal Use II waters for this location on the fisheries period 
of Feb. 15 to June 15, and also the SAV restriction as well, and any rare species 
recommendations from WHS or USFWS. In most large bridge project reviews, final 
restriction periods are often determined by evaluating specific activities, their likelihood to 
suspend or disturb sediments, their likelihood to create sound or pressure waves, and overall 
required project timelines and applied BMPs. In other words, rather than blanket restriction 
periods for an entire large bridge project, they sometimes will need to be evaluated and 
applied activity by activity. Let's coordinate this with the agencies together, but as an 


example, some minor activities might be allowable during a fish or SAV restriction, while 
other significant activities would not. Note also, our review interests to protect SAVs are for 
activities within 500 yards of documentedSAV beds, and in some cases, additional surveys 
might be beneficial, and requested. 

4. SAV impact assessment and mitigation efforts and opportunities should be reviewed in 
detail within the interagency group, as there may be additional knowledge, or agency-specific 
criteria and policies, to share within the group. 


5. Page E-62 - The State program should always be listed as State designated Scenic and Wild 
Rivers (word "Scenic" first for MD State program, word "Wild" first for Federal). 

or....(There are no) designated rivers in the State Scenic and Wild Rivers Program. State and 
Federal programs are completely separate. The NETR draft tends to blend the two. I know it 
is somewhat difficult to address both together in writing in a single section. Use the two 
suggestions above, or have a drafter or editor contact me for further guidance for the State 
references. 


6. Sections on pile installation (low-speed vibratory drilling method or other): noise and 
vibration should be further coordinated with the resource commenting and regulatory 
agencies in an interagency setting. This is a complex issue that is best coordinated together as 
planning continues. If ever in doubt, or close to potential impact thresholds, a large tidal 
project is wise to have contingency plans and equipment available if any pile driving or pile 
work unexpectedly causes a fish kill at the work area (this did happen on Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge, although for activities which were later realized to be significant from the start). 


7. Likewise, we would like to review matters related to collection of demolition debris in the 
group setting, since bottom disturbances are very possible. Woodrow Wilson Bridge had 
extensive coordination and collaboration on this topic. 


8. Note: some demolition debris may be valuable for use in fish reef programs within the Bay 
- please plan to work early with the resource agencies on this possibility. Also, is the nearby 
set of unused piers from a past crossing still planned for demolition and removal as well? 


9. Page E-67, please coordinate details and timing of any aquatic blasting with MD DNR also, 
through MDE or directly 


10. DNR is interested to participate directly in compensatory mitigation review discussions 
for wetlands and waterways 


Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft NETR document. If you 
have any questions on the comments above, please contact me at your convenience. I am not 
certain of the designated MDE and Corps reviewers, and have cc:ed regional managers for 
those two agencies, to forward as necessary. 


Greg Golden 

Project Review Division 

Integrated Policy and Review Unit 

MD Department of Natural Resources 

410-260-8331 

please note my new email address: greg.golden@maryland.gov 
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June 14, 2016 


Ms. Lori A. Byrne 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building 

580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


Thank you for the response letter dated May 9, 2016 that provided additional clarification 
regarding the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of the state-listed Water Horsetail 
(Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Our technical studies and associated 
documentation has been updated to reflect that it is not over a mile away from the study area, but 
still remains outside the much narrower limit of disturbance (LOD) for the project. Please see 
the updated mapping which shows the study area (outlined in black) and the project LOD 
(outlined in yellow and purple) and its distance from the Furnace Bay site (Attachment 1). It 
should also be noted that best management practices for sediment and erosion control will be 
strictly adhered to during construction throughout the entire project limits. 


Also with regards to your response letter, we have undertaken the following additional actions: 


1. We have noted your concerns about Forest Interior Dwelling Bird (FIDS) habitat. No 
FIDS habitat occurs within the project LOD, but the project will seek to minimize 
impacts to forest habitat and wildlife. 


2. Given that the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) 
may also be impacted by work associated with the bridge replacement, as this species 
utilizes both the riverine and shoreline habitats within the study area, we have copied on 
this letter Mr. Scott Smith for additional information regarding appropriate protection 
measures to avoid negative effects on map turtles during construction. 


3. We are also copying on this letter Mr. Josh Homyack for additional information 
regarding potential disturbances to wintering waterfowl along the shorelines and open 
waters of the Susquehanna. Waterfowl will not be permanently impacted by bridge 
construction, but may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. 
Therefore, we are requesting additional information from Mr. Homyack regarding 
appropriate protection measures and other relevant information regarding waterfowl 
within the study area. 
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4. Maryland Department of the Environment has not commented on potential effects to the 
Gasheys Run Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTSSC), but best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control will be strictly adhered to during 
construction to minimize any indirect impacts. 


If you have any questions, please contact me at 410-767-3771 or via email at 
DReagle! @mta.maryland.gov. We appreciate your continued coordination regarding this 


project. a 
Sincerely, 


Dan Reagle 

Environmental Planning Division 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Attachment 


cc: Mr. Greg Golden, DNR 
Ms. Amrita Hill, AMTRAK 
Mr. Larry Hindman, DNR 
Mr. Josh Homyack, DNR 
Mr. Scott Smith, DNR 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 
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February 14, 2014 


Mr. Trevor Clark 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Clark: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning federally-listed threatened or endangered species and/or 
any unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown on the first page of the attached 
Natural Resources of Concern database forms. If you have any questions or need additional 
information regarding this request, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or 
hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick-Uretsky at 
646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


[Perna 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


cc. 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


US. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Natural Resources of Concern 


This resource list is to be used for planning purposes only — it is not an official species list. 


Endangered Species Act species list information for your project is available online and listed below for 
the following FWS Field Offices: 


CHESAPEAKE BAY ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE 

ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 

(410) 573-4500 


Project Location Map: 
Te Pe er 
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USS. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Natural Resources of Concern 


Project Counties: 
Cecil, MD | Harford, MD 


Geographic coordinates (Open Geospatial Consortium Well-Known Tent, NAD83)-: 
MULTIPOLYGON (((-76.1412395 395261442, -76.1096622 39.547731, -76.0973026 39. 5556726, 
-76.0506107 39.5691711, -76.0281231 395760518, -76.0265781 39.5702364, -76.0281231 39. 5698394, 
-76.0473491 39.5618928, -76.0629703 39557135, -76.0722316 39.5546062, -76.0881962 39.5507744, 
-76.1005558 39.5442818, -76.105534 39.5379342. -76.1170353 39.5293286, -76.1381496 39.520318, 
-16.1386646 39.5217746, -76.1412395 39.5261442))) 


Project Type: 
Bridge Construction / Maintenance 


Endangered Species Act Species List (USFWS Endangered Species Program). 
There are no listed species found within the vicinity of your project. 


Critical habitats within your project area: (View all critical habitats within vour project area on one man) 
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FWS National Wildlife Refuges (USFWS National Wildlife Refuges Program). 


There are no refuges found within the vicinity of your project. 


FWS Migratory Birds (USEWS Migratory Bird Program). 


Most species of birds, inclnding eagles and other raptors, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703). Bald eagles and golden eagles receive additional protection under the 


Bald and Golden Facle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668). The Service's Binds of Conservation Concem (2008) report 
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identifies species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional 
conservation actions, are likely to become listed under the Endangered Species Act as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 
et seq.). 


Migratory bird information is not available for your project location. 


NWI Wetlands (USFWS National Wetlands Inventory). 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency that provides information on the extent and 
status of wetlands in the U.S., via the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NW). In addition to impacts to 
wetlands with your immediate project area, wetlands outside of your project area may need to be considered 
in any evaluation of project impacts, due to the hydrologic nature of wetlands (for example, project activities 
may affect local hydrology within, and outside of, your immediate project area). It may be helpful to refer to 
the USFWS National Wetland Inventory website. The designated FWS office can also assist you. Impacts to 
wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes. Project Proponents should discuss the relationship of these 
requirements to their project with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District. 


The following wetlands intersect your project area: 
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United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
PHONE: (410)573-4599 FAX: (410)266-9127 


Consultation Code: OSE2CB00-2016-SLI-0378 December 18, 2015 
Event Code: 0SE2CB00-2016-E-00367 
Project Name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project 


To Whom It May Concern: 


The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of 
your proposed project and/or may be affected\by your proposed project. The species list fulfills 
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered SpeciesyActAct) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


New information based-on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of 
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can 
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed 
list. 


The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and 
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) 
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required 
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and 
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered 
species and/or designated critical habitat. 


A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 


similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12. 


If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, 
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at: 


http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF 


Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species-‘may require 
development of an eagle conservation plan 
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind-energy projects 
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing 
impacts to migratory birds and bats. 


Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications 
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: 
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; 
http://www.towerkill-com; and 
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html. 


We'appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in 
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project 
that you submit to our office. 


Attachment 


Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Preliminary Species list 


Provided by: 
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
(410) 573-4599 


Consultation Code: 05E2CB00-2016-SLI-0378 
Event Code: 05E2CBO00-2016-E-00367 


Project Type: TRANSPORTATION 


Project Name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project J 
Project Description: The project includes replacing the 106-year old bridge,with a new bridge with 
4 tracks. The existing bridge is located at Milepost 60 along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). The 
project would span between approximately-OakAnterlocking, at Milepost 63:5 in the south to Prince 
Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 to the north’ The project is funded by a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration to the Maryland Dept. of Transportation and Amtrak is the owner of the 
railroad corridor and.bridge. 


Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it 
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code 
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by' 
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns. 


http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015 01:58 PM 
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‘| United States Department of Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 


y Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Project Location Map: 
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Project Coordinates:_The coordinates are too numerous to display here. 


Project Counties: Cecil, MD | Harford, MD 
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Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Endangered Species Act Species List 


There are a total of 1 threatened or endangered species on your species list. Species on this list should be considered in 
an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain 
fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species. Critical habitats listed under the 
Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area. See the Critical habitats within your 


project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project. Please contact the designated FWS 
office if you have questions. 


Mammals Status Has Critical Habitat | Condition(s) 


Northern long-eared Bat (Myotis Threatened 


septentrionalis) 


http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015 01:58 PM 
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United States Department of Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Critical habitats that lie within your project area 


There are no critical habitats within your project area. 


http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015 01:58 PM 
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United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Chesapeake Bay Field Office 

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
http://www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay 


January 15, 2016 


Mr. Dan Reagle 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

Maryland Transit Administration, Office of Planning 
6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 


RE: “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” northern long-eared bat determination; Susquehanna Rail 
Bridge Project in Cecil and Harford Counties, MD 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your project information from the 
Service’s Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) online system dated December 18, 
2015. The Service has evaluated the potential effects of this project to the threatened northern 
long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis). ‘The comments provided below are in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


This project is within the range of the northern long-eared bat, a federally listed threatened 
species. The northern long-eared bat is a temperate, insectivorous migratory bat that hibernates 
in mines and caves in the winter and summers in wooded areas. Since the forest clearing for this 
proposed project is minimal, and there are no current records of northern long-eared bats in the 
project vicinity, this project as proposed is “not likely to adversely affect” the northern long- 
eared bat, therefore, there are no time of year restrictions on forest clearing. 


Except for occasional transient individuals, no other Federal proposed or listed endangered or 
threatened species under our jurisdiction are known to exist within the project impact area. 
Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. 


We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relevant to threatened and endangered fish 
and wildlife resources. This Endangered Species Act determination does not exempt this project 
from obtaining all permits and approvals that may be required by other State or Federal agencies. 


TAKE PRIDE @e— 2 
INAM ERICA ew 


If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact Trevor Clark of my 
Endangered Species staff at (410) 573-4527 or by email at Trevor_Clark@fws.gov. 


Sincerely, 


eS ten 


Genevieve LaRouche 
Supervisor 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation nrifiony Gs Brawn 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Tony Redman 

Integrated Policy Review Unit 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, C-3 
580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Redman: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information conceming state-listed threatened or endangered species and/or any 
unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have any 
questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Nlerens 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


ce: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


M ARYL. AN D Martin O'Malley, Governor 

Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor 
Sees DEPARTMENT OF Frank W. a Ss Sine 
o-=—==== NATURAL RESOURCES 


14-MIS-162 
October 22, 2014 


Harry Romano 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


Subject: Fisheries Information for the Proposed Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 
Expansion Project, in Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Romano: 


The above referenced project has been reviewed to determine fisheries species and aquatic 
resources in the vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed activities include the 
Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project, in Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland. Note that Maryland Department of Natural Resources is actively involved 
in the review and interagency coordination on this project, and that this response is only for the 
fisheries information coordination, and contains no other project analysis or comments. 


Gasheys Creek and Mill Creek (Bush River Basin) and tributaries near the site are classified as 
Use I streams (Water Contact Recreation, and Protection of Aquatic Life). Susquehanna River 
(Lower Susquehanna River Basin) mainstem and tidal tributary reaches near the site are 
classified as Use II streams (with sub-designations within the segment for migratory fish 
spawning and nursery use, shallow water submerged aquatic vegetation, and open water fish and 
shellfish use). 


Yellow perch, white perch, herring species, and shad species have been documented spawning 
near and/or migrating through the project study area. Where the presence of yellow perch has 
been documented along with these other anadromous fish species, generally no instream work is 
permitted in Use I streams during the period of February 15 through June 15, inclusive, during 
any year. Instream work in Use II waters that would suspend sediments in the water column, 
move sediments along the bottom, or create disturbances from sound or pressure waves should 
also not occur during the same period, February 15 through June 15, inclusive, of any year. 


Principio Creek (Elk River Basin) and tributaries near the site are classified as Use III streams 
(Natural Trout Waters). Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use III streams during the 
period of October 1 through April 30, inclusive, during any year. Several very small tributaries 
to the Susquehanna River on the Cecil County side have been documented to support wild trout, 
either consistently, or occasionally. Survey work is ongoing in this region. Two new Use III 
stream designations in this area include Happy Valley Branch and all tributaries above US 222 in 
Cecil County, and an unnamed tributary to Susquehanna River crossing Frenchtown Road in 
Tawes State Office Building — 580 Taylor Avenue — Annapolis, Maryland 21401 


410-260-8DNR or toll free in Maryland 877-620-8DNR — dnr.maryland.gov — TTY Users Call via the Maryland 
Relay 


Cecil County (our attached map does not yet show these two new designations). As the bridge 
study proceeds, we will coordinate further on these small trout tributaries, based on 
determinations of potential impact areas for the project. If small tributaries may be impacted for 
approach work or infrastructure related to the bridge, additional coordination will be necessary 
for evaluating potential trout presence in the tributaries in this vicinity, and for setting Best 
Management Practices including instream work time of year restrictions. 


The site is also near Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) beds in the Susquehanna River; no 
instream work that would suspend sediments in the water column or significantly disturb the 
bottom should occur from April 15 through October 15, inclusive, during any year, within 500 
yards of documented SAV beds. Exact locations of current, recent, and historic SAV beds can 
be further coordinated during the project review. Field work will eventually be required to 
survey and map SAV beds in and near the work area. 


Some of the streams near the site are listed as Tier II High Quality Waters, and may require 
additional restrictions or Best Management Practices. Please refer to the attached map for the 
location of Tier II streams and Use Classifications. 


The smaller streams in the study area support many resident fish species documented by our 
Maryland Biological Stream Survey. MBSS data can be accessed via the MDDNR web page at 
http://www.dnr.state.md.us/map_template/streamhealth/index.html, allowing access to resource 
surveys in neighboring tributaries. 


The Susquehanna River mainstem supports populations of several gamefish species, including 
striped bass, catfish species, walleye, and black bass. These species and other gamefish in the 
area spawn during the spring season referenced above for anadromous fish species, and should 
also be protected by the referenced corresponding instream work restriction period. Fishing 
activities for these species can occur year around. 


Other important fisheries resources in this area include American eel presence, and potential 
presence of sturgeon (shortnose and Atlantic). American eels migrate upstream through this 
region to smaller streams where they grow to adult stages. Some eels may reside within the 
project study area long term. Their spawning runs then take them back through this area as they 
migrate downstream as adults to a specific region of the Atlantic Ocean to spawn. Special 
attention has been given to American eel management in recent years, due to their ecological and 
economic importance, and their declining numbers. The two sturgeon species are protected 
species, and have specific management requirements and efforts by National Marine Fisheries 
Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service, and cooperation with MD DNR. Further 
coordination with these three agencies will be required for these sturgeon species for this project. 


Freshwater mussels are a category of aquatic species with growing focus, management effort, 
and protection methods. Some freshwater mussels are State listed as threatened or endangered. 
Our Wildlife and Heritage Service is the State lead for State listed freshwater mussel species. 
Since new field data is constantly being developed on freshwater mussels, and there is potential 
for these species to be found within the project area, further coordination will be necessary on 


potential mussel presence and Best Management Practices for protection as the project study 
continues. 


As the above information demonstrates, this is a region and area very rich and diverse in 
fisheries and aquatic resources. This letter serves as an overall view for these resources, and MD 
DNR will remain available for further coordination on project and resource specifics as the study 
continues. 


If you have further questions, please contact me at your convenience at 410-260-8331, or 
ereg.golden@maryland.gov 


Sincerely, 
r\ f\ ¥\ 9 | 
/ aor Y | phhor— 
() | 
Greg Golden 


Project Review Division 
Integrated Policy and Review Unit 


cc: Lori Byrne, WHS, DNR 
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Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony Gi. Brow 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Bob Rosenbush 

Maryland Department of Planning 
Clearinghouse and Plan Review Unit 
301 W Preston Street 

Baltimore MD 21201 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Rosenbush: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, which carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures with up to four-track total capacity 
crossing the river. The project may also improve the navigation channel for marine users. A 
project location map is attached for your reference. 


The Project team has initiated conceptual engineering and preliminary environmental studies. 
Agency coordination is ongoing, including plans to present current project efforts at the February 
19, 2014 Interagency Review Meeting (IRM) at the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) Headquarters in Baltimore. A public information session is planned for early spring 
2014. With the Project in the preliminary planning phase, we request that the Clearinghouse 
distribute this letter to member agencies for initial comment. If you require additional 
information, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. Thank you for 
your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


lentes, 


Harry Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is — — 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Mr. Bob Rosenbush 
Page Two 


cc: Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 
Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 
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U.S. Department 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
of Transportation Washington, DC 20590 


Federal Railroad 
Administration 


November 28, 2016 


NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service 
Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 


Attn: Mrs. Kimberly Damon-Randall 


Re: Request for Informal Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Dear Mrs. Kimberly Damon-Randall, 


This letter is to request informal consultation under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for the activities proposed to construct the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project (an earlier, brief letter request was submitted on May 10, 2016). The 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), as part of the project team with Maryland 
Department of Transportation (MDOT) and Amtrak, has determined that the proposed 
activity may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, listed species under jurisdiction 
of the NMFS, as defined in the 1973 Endangered Species Act (ESA). Additionally, we 
have determined the project is not likely to adversely affect critical habitat — existing or 
proposed. We request NMFS concurrence with these determinations. 


The Project Team is transmitting a Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) for 
your review and to initiate informal consultation. Detailed project activities and 
supporting analysis are provided in the referenced electronic copy of the NETR. A 
summary is provided below. 


Proposed Project 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to replace the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. 


FRA and MDOT are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”). FRA is 
funding preliminary engineering and NEPA analysis for the project. The National 
Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing 
conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


Currently, the Proposed Project is not funded for construction. Should the Proposed 
Project receive future federal funding for construction, the intent is that FRA or another 
lead federal agency could rely on the environmental analysis that has been conducted at 
this preliminary engineering stage, i.e., that the future construction project would be 
“NEPA ready.” 


The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). The Preferred Build Alternative 9A would construct two new bridges 
with two tracks each—one along the existing alignment and one along a new western 
alignment. The bridge to the west of the existing alignment would allow speeds of up to 
90 miles per hour (mph). The new bridge along the existing alignment would allow 
speeds of up to 160 mph. The Preferred Alternative would entail the decommissioning 
and removal of the existing bridge as well as the removal of remnant piers from an 
earlier bridge structure slightly downstream. 


The existing bridge is 110 years old, has functionally-obsolete and aging infrastructure, 
speed and capacity constraints, operational inflexibility, maintenance difficulties, and 
presents conflicts with maritime uses. 


Based on the work that needs to be completed prior to the contractor procurement, the 
Proposed Project schedule assumes that contracted construction would commence in 
2019, subject to project funding. The schedule for the Proposed Project would include 
in-water restrictions, and other limitations likely to be required by permits. Anticipated 
stream closure periods prohibit in-stream work from February 15 through June 15 for 
protection of fish spawning or migration in tidal Use II streams and April 1 through 
October 15 within designated SAV areas. With these potential schedule limitations, the 
FRA and MDOT anticipate that construction work for the project could be completed 
over five-years. 


Construction would require in-water work with the potential to re-suspend bottom 
sediment, resulting in minimal, temporary, and localized effects on water quality of the 
Susquehanna River in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. These activities include 
the following: 


Construction of temporary finger piers. Finger piers would be used to connect to access 
roads for optimum movement of equipment, as well as to avoid the need for dredging. 


These temporary piers would remain for the majority of the construction period (3 to 5 
years). Construction of the proposed temporary finger piers would eliminate the need for 
dredging that would otherwise be required for construction barges to access the 
Proposed Project site, and would thereby avoid the more substantial disturbance to river 
sediments that would be caused by dredging. Finger piers would likely be supported by 
up to 180 small (18 to 24 inches) steel pipe piles. Following best management practices 
(BMPs) for pile installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier 
piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to sink into the sediment under their 
own weight before using a vibratory driver to advance the piles to resistance. Piles 
would be impact driven to their final elevation. The project team anticipates duration of 
impact pile driving at less than 5 to 10 minutes per pile. Crews would install an average 
of 6 piles each day. At this rate there would be an average daily duration of 1 hour of 


Vd 


impact pile driving and not likely more than 2 hours per day. To minimize underwater 
noise levels, a wooden cushion block would be used, which would provide 
approximately 11 to 24 dB of noise attenuation. In addition, impact hammering would 
begin with a series of light taps of gradually increasing power, which is an effective 
method to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an opportunity to 
move away from the site of the activity prior to exposure to injurious noise levels 
(FHWA 2003). 


Construction of west and east replacement bridge piers. The new girder approach / arch 
main span bridge would have a total of 37 in-water piers (with a pier diameter of 5.67 


feet for all piers except piers 13 and 14 at 6.67 feet). Eight of the piers, five along the 
Cecil County shoreline and three along the Harford County shoreline, will be encased in 
permanent cofferdams. The remaining piers will be encased in permanent caissons. The 
construction approach used for each pier pairing would depend on the location of the 
pier in relation to water depth. In deeper waters, drilled caissons (concrete-filled steel 
pipe piles) would be used for the pier construction and in shallower waters cofferdams 
would be utilized. Pile drilling results in minimal river bottom disturbance relative to 
other large-diameter pile installation methods. No dredging, sheet pile cells, or 
cofferdams would be required with the exception of the deep-water piers (Piers 3 and 4) 
that would potentially require a cofferdam during construction. 


Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers. There are currently 16 in-water 
piers supporting the existing bridge and 13 remnant piers just downstream of the 
existing bridge that were left in place following demolition of the 1866 Philadelphia, 
Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) bridge. During demolition, the existing 
bridge would be dismantled by removing parts of the superstructure by barge or crane. 
The existing piers would be removed with an excavator and their support piles would 
either be cut two feet below the mud line with a wire saw or demolished by blasting 
inside a temporary cofferdam. Use of turbidity curtains and floating booms during the 
bridge removal activities would minimize the potential for resuspended sediment to 
result in significant adverse impacts to water or sediment quality. 


Description of the Action Area 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along the Chesapeake Bay near the mouth 
of the Susquehanna River, at river Milepost 1. The action area is defined as “all areas to 
be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the immediate 
area involved in the action” (SOCFR§402.02). For this project, an area, 1,000-feet 
upstream and 1,000 feet downstream of the current rail right-of-way, was evaluated for 
potential impacts to forests and wetlands. The project team identified 22 waters of the 
U.S. within this area. The majority of the identified systems included nontidal forested 
wetlands within the floodplain of lower and upper perennial streams that drain to the 
Chesapeake Bay, Susquehanna River, or Furnace Bay. These systems included a few 
emergent/open water wetland stormwater management ponds or drainage swales and a 
forested wetland ditch along the Amtrak railroad tracks, which drain directly to streams 
or forested wetlands along the streams. Two identified forested wetlands and one 
emergent wetland appeared to be hydrologically isolated. Two systems were identified 


as tidal emergent or forested wetlands, one along the Susquehanna River and the other 
along the perimeter of Furnace Bay. Other habitat in the action area is described in detail 
in the NETR. 


The study area for aquatic resources in the Susquehanna River was the larger area of 
Lower Susquehanna River from the head of tide north of Port Deposit to the confluence 
with the Upper Bay, and the Upper Bay down to the Elk River at Turkey Point to 
include the shallow Susquehanna Flats area, where much of the larger grained sediment 
discharged by the Susquehanna River is deposited (see Figure E-6 in the NETR). The 
aquatic resources study area also included the following streams: an unnamed tributary 
to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and Principio Creek. 


NMES Listed Species (and Critical Habitat) in the Action Area 


The shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus), were identified by NMFS as endangered species that may occur within the 
action area. The study area is also an important migration area for diadromous fish 
species such as American shad, alewife, blueback herring, striped bass, hickory shad, 
gizzard shad, and American eel. 


Shortnose sturgeon is a federally and state-listed endangered species found along the 
Atlantic coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers, including the Susquehanna 
(Chesapeake Bay). It is considered "amphidromous" — that is, like anadromous species it 
spawns in freshwater but regularly enters saltwater. Shortnose sturgeon may occur in the 
action area year round, but are most likely to occur there between January and April 
based on previous observations (NOAA 2007). In preparation for spawning, shortnose 
sturgeon in many rivers migrate in the fall to overwintering areas located in the furthest 
upstream areas of rivers and in close proximity to spawning grounds (Crance 1986; 
Kynard et al. 2012 Life History and Behaviour of Sturgeon). Spawning occurs the 
following spring, usually during April and May. The Susquehanna River may contain 
suitable spawning habitat and adult shortnose sturgeon have been documented in the 
river in February, April, and June, consistent with spawning time periods. However, it is 
unknown if adequate spawning or nursery habitat is present below the Conowingo Dam, 
which is the first barrier to upstream passage (NMFS 2014). 


Atlantic sturgeon is a federally listed endangered species that also occurs along the 
Atlantic coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers, including the Susquehanna 
(Chesapeake Bay). On February 6, 2012, certain Distinct Population Segments were 
designated as federally endangered. Atlantic sturgeon from the Chesapeake Bay and 
New York Bight Distinct Population Segment may occur in the action area. Similar to 
the shortnose sturgeon, the Atlantic sturgeon is also typically anadromous, sharing much 
of its range within rivers with the shortnose sturgeon. Although Atlantic sturgeon are 
expected to occur at least intermittently in the action area, and are most likely to occur 
between April and June, they are not found in exceptionally high abundance (USFWS 
2007 Atlantic sturgeon reward program). Atlantic sturgeon may occur in the action area 
year round as juveniles and sub-adults (NOAA 2007). The Chesapeake Bay DPS spawns 
in the James River in Virginia (NMFS 2014). There is not a spawning population in the 
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Susquehanna River due to the presence of the Conowingo Dam (SRAFRC 2010) and 
there is no hard-bottom spawning habitat present within the action area; therefore, 
Atlantic sturgeon eggs, larvae, and early juveniles are not expected to occur in the action 
area. On June 3, 2016, NMFS proposed a rule to designate critical habitat for three listed 
distinct population segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon found in U.S. waters (Gulf of 
Maine, New York Bight, and Chesapeake Bay DPSs) under GARFO jurisdiction (81 FR 
35701). The proposed action occurs within the proposed Susquehanna River area. 


Effects Determination 


The work planned for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is within the known and 
expected range of shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon. Both species are susceptible 
to the anticipated effects (i.e., increased turbidity, habitat modification, and vessel 
interactions). Construction or operation of the replacement bridges would not be 
expected to result in significant changes to water quality or other aquatic habitat 
parameters that would affect aquatic organisms. As described in detail in the attached 
NETR, the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose 
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) or any of the Distinct Population Segments of 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) that may be present in the action area. The 
table contained in this letter summarizes the total potential effects on natural resources 
from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. 


Turbidity and Water Quality 


Bottom disturbance during the construction of the in-water elements would have the 
potential to result in temporary sediment resuspension, and in turn, increased turbidity. 
However, any such effects would be highly localized and temporary, and would be 
expected to dissipate quickly, such that no significant or long-lasting changes in 
turbidity or other water quality parameters would occur. As the total suspended solids 
(TSS) will not reach levels that are toxic to benthic communities, the proposed action is 
extremely unlikely to result in reductions in the quality or quantity of sturgeon prey 
currently available. TSS is most likely to affect sturgeon if a plume creates a barrier in 
the waterway, and/or triggers an alteration of normal behaviors. However, because of 
turbidity curtains, sturgeon will not be exposed to elevated levels of resuspended 
sediment. Based on this, and the best available information, we conclude that when 
added to the baseline conditions, the effects of suspended sediment will be too small to 
be meaningfully measured or detected, and are therefore insignificant. The project will 
have no effect on salinity. No impacts to dissolved oxygen or temperature are 
anticipated. 


Habitat Modification 


The action area consists of soft substrate that may support benthic prey organisms. 
Sturgeon could opportunistically forage in the action area based on current conditions. 
The only activities that will impact soft substrate are pile installation. The estimated 
acreage of habitat loss due to the pile footprints of the bridge piers is <0.1 acres. The 
area of permanent habitat loss is therefore equivalent to <0.1% of the available soft- 
sediment benthic habitat in the action area and an even smaller percentage of the total 
soft-sediment benthic habitat in the Susquehanna River. Given the small size of the 
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bridge piers and the extremely small loss of soft-bottom benthic habitat, effects of 
habitat modification will be too small to be meaningfully measured or detected, and are 
therefore insignificant. 


The proposed action will not affect the habitat in a way that impedes the movements of 
spawning adults or juveniles; this is because it will not alter the depth of the action area 
in a way that makes the area inaccessible or will result in the placement of physical 
barriers to passage. While the project will result in additional structures in the water, 
neither the existing bridge piers, nor the replacement piers to be constructed, are likely 
to impede the movements of juvenile or adult sturgeon, as fish monitored with acoustic 
tags in the action area were unaffected and the new piers are designed to minimize 
surface area. 


Acoustic Impacts 


The installation and removal of steel piles using impact and vibratory hammers will 
produce sound pressure waves and therefore may affect aquatic species, including 
sturgeon. Underwater sound pressure waves can injure or kill fish (Reyff 2003; Abbott 
and Bing-Sawyer 2002; Longmuir and Lively 2001; Stephenson et al. 2010; Stotz and 
Colby 2001). Effects to fish can range from temporary startle resulting in avoidance of 
an area to death due to injury of internal organs, such as swim bladders. The type of 
hammer (i.e., vibratory hammer vs. impact hammer), size of the organism (smaller 
individuals are more susceptible to effects), and distance from the sound source (1.8... 
sound dissipates over distance, so noise levels are greater closer to the source) all 
contribute to the likelihood of effects to the individual. 


During unattenuated impact pile driving of steel pipe piles for temporary finger piers, 
underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of physiological injury to fish 
(i.e., 206 dB re: 1pPa SPLpeak) would extend up to 50 feet from the pile’. The use of a 
wooden cushion block during impact pile driving would provide approximately 11 to 26 
dB of noise attenuation, which would reduce the extent of the ensonified (sound-filled) 
area to within less than 33 feet of the pile. Given the small extent of the 206 dB SPLpcak 
noise isopleth, injurious effects to sturgeon in the action area are extremely unlikely and 
therefore discountable. The potential impacts of underwater noise would be further 
minimized if the impact pile driving was conducted between July and December, when 
sturgeon are less likely to occur in the action area. 


Underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of behavioral effects to fish 
(i.e., 150 dB re: 1pPa SPLims) would extend across the river during unattenuated impact 
pile driving of piles and approximately 1,800 feet (i.e., 50% of the river width within the 
action area) if a wooden cushion block was used to attenuate noise levels. These noise 
levels would only occur over a period of 1 to 2 hours per day. If an average of 6 piles 
were driven per day and 3 days of impact pile driving occurred each week, then impact 
pile driving would be completed within 2.5 months. The most likely response of 
sturgeon to the underwater sound produced during pile driving for the finger piers would 


' Noise isopleth estimates were made using the GARFO Acoustics Tool for analyzing 
the effects of pile driving on ESA-listed species in the Greater Atlantic Region. 
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Potential Effects on Natural Resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Resource Type Resource Category aes naa 
a 


Wetlands (acres) 


Relatively Permanent Waterways | 3,190 2,943 
(acres) Nontidal 172 


Forest Resources 2.08 


(acres) 
6.4 6. 
0.37 0.37 


0.23 


Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area (acres) 


k 


Permanent Impacts 


Susquehanna Riverbed 
/ Aquatic Biota (acres) 


Construction (Temporary 
Impacts, including finger piers) 


Permanent Impacts from bridge 
piers and construction (e.g., 
includes temporary finger pier 
and cofferdam impacts owing to 
length of construction) 


Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation - SAV 
(acres) 


Critical Habitat 


A proposed rule regarding the designation of critical habitat for the Chesapeake Bay 
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of the Atlantic sturgeon was published in the 
Federal Register on June 3, 2016. The proposed critical habitat includes the entirety of 
the action area. Once critical habitat is proposed, the requirement to conference is in 
place. Conference is required when a proposed action is likely to result in the destruction 
or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat. We have determined that 
conference is not necessary; here, we consider the impacts of the proposed action on 
critical habitat proposed for designation for the Chesapeake Bay DPS. 


The critical habitat designation is for habitats that support successful Atlantic sturgeon 
reproduction and recruitment. In order to determine if the project may affect critical 
habitat, we consider whether it would impact the habitat in a way that would affect its 
ability to support reproduction and recruitment. Specifically, we consider the effects of 
the project on the physical and biological features of the proposed critical habitat. The 
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be temporary avoidance of the area (AKRF and Popper 2012a,b). Behavioral avoidance 
by sturgeon would be temporary and limited to 1 to 2 hours during impact pile driving 
on any given day. Because the extent of the 150 dB SPLms isopleth is greater than the 
extent of the 187 dB re: 1pPa”*s cSEL isopleth (i.e., the potential onset of physiological 
injury due to prolonged sound exposure), sturgeon would avoid the ensonified area and 
would not likely be exposed to noise levels exceeding the 187 dB cSEL threshold. 


Should sturgeon move into the action area where the 150 dBRMS isopleth extends, as 
described above, it is reasonable to assume that a sturgeon, upon detecting underwater 
noise levels of 150 dBRMS, will modify its behavior such that it redirects its course of 
movement away from the ensonified area and therefore, away from the project site. If 
any movements away from the ensonified area do occur, it is extremely unlikely that 
these movements will affect essential sturgeon behaviors (e.g., spawning, foraging, 
resting, and migration), as the area is not a spawning or overwintering area, and the 
Susquehanna River is sufficiently large enough to allow sturgeon to avoid the ensonified 
area while continuing to forage and migrate. Given the small distance a sturgeon would 
need to move to avoid the disturbance levels of noise, any effects will not be able to be 
meaningfully measured or detected. Therefore, the effects of noise on sturgeon are 
insignificant. 


Increased Vessel Traffic 


The proposed project may result in a temporary increase in vessel traffic in the action 
area; however, at this time, the exact number of project vessels operating within the 
action area at any given time and the precise number of operating hours for those vessels 
are not known. At a minimum, the project will utilize work barges, delivery barges, and 
crew vessels (with personnel lifts). The drafts of these vessels are not likely to exceed 6 
to 8 feet in most cases. Water depths within most of the action area range from 20 to 50 
feet at mean lower low water. Therefore, the vessel clearance above the river bottom 
would be at least 12 feet. The factors relevant to determining the risk to listed species 
from vessel strikes vary, but may be related to the size and speed of the vessels, 
navigational clearance (i.e., depth of water and draft of the vessel) in the area where the 
vessel is operating, and the behavior of fish in the area (foraging, migrating, etc.). 
Because both Atlantic and shortnose sturgeons are demersal (bottom-dwelling) species 
and spend the majority of the time within a few feet of the bottom while foraging and 
below 15 feet from the water’s surface for Atlantic sturgeon (Balazik et al. 2012), vessel 
interaction with sturgeon is extremely unlikely and, therefore, discountable. 


essential features identified in the proposed rule are: 


e suitable hard bottom substrate (e.g., rock, cobble, gravel, limestone, boulder, 
etc.) in low salinity waters (i.e., 0.0-0.5 parts per thousand range) for settlement 
of fertilized eggs, refuge, growth, and development of early life stages; 

e transitional salinity zones of 0.5-30 parts per thousand inclusive of waters with a 
gradual downstream gradient and soft substrate (e.g., sand, mud) downstream of 
spawning sites for juvenile foraging and physiological development; 

e water depth of up to 27 meters absent physical barriers to passage (e.g., locks, 
dams, reservoirs, gear, etc.) between the river mouth and spawning sites for 
unimpeded movements of spawning adults as well as seasonal and physiological- 
dependent movement of juvenile Atlantic sturgeon to appropriate salinity zones 
within the river estuary, and; 

e water with the temperature, salinity, and oxygen values that, combined, provide 
for dissolved oxygen values that support successful reproduction and recruitment 
(e.g., 6 mg/L for juvenile rearing habitat) and are within the temperature range 
that supports the habitat function (e.g., 13 to 26° C for spawning habitat and no 
more than 30° C for juvenile rearing habitat). 


The first feature (hard bottom habitat with salinity less than 0.05 ppt) is not present in 
the action area. 


The remaining three features are present in the action area. The only activity remaining 
as part of the proposed action that will impact soft substrate is pile installation. The 
estimated acreage of habitat loss due to the pile footprints of the bridge piers is <0.1 
acres. The area of permanent habitat loss therefore is equivalent to <0.1% of the 
available soft-sediment benthic habitat in the action area and an even smaller percentage 
of the total soft-sediment benthic habitat in the Susquehanna River. Given the small size 
of the bridge piers and the extremely small loss of soft-bottom benthic habitat, effects 
will be insignificant. 


The proposed action will not affect the habitat in a way that impedes the movements of 
spawning adults or juveniles; this is because it will not alter the depth of the action area 
in a way that makes the area inaccessible or result in the placement of physical barriers 
to passage. While the project will result in additional structures in the water, neither the 
existing bridge piers, nor the replacement piers to be constructed, would impede the 
movements of juvenile or adult sturgeon, as fish monitored with acoustic tags in the 
action area were unaffected and the new piers are designed to minimize surface area. 


The project will have no effect on salinity. No impacts to dissolved oxygen or 
temperature are anticipated. Effects to water quality are extremely unlikely to occur and 
are, therefore, discountable. 


In sum, it is not expected that the temporary loss of a minimal amount of soft substrate 
that could be used for juvenile foraging would result in a direct or indirect alteration of 


the proposed critical habitat that appreciably diminishes the value of the critical habitat 
for the conservation of Atlantic sturgeon. Therefore, we do not anticipate the destruction 
or adverse modification of the proposed critical habitat and conference with NMFS is 
not necessary. 


Conclusion 


Overall, we have determined that the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project may affect, 
but is not likely to adversely affect, any listed species, or pending critical habitat, under 
NMFS’ jurisdiction. We request your concurrence with our determinations for these 
species, and hereby request informal consultation under Section 7 of the ESA. Please 
contact me, FRA Environmental Protection Specialist, at (202) 493-0844 or by email at 
Brandon. Bratcher@dot.gov. 


Thank you for your assistance with this project. 


Sincerely, 


nL. Bratcher 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

West Building, Mail Stop 20 
Washington, DC 20590 

(202) 493-0844 
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Appendix F: Air Quality 


A. INTRODUCTION 


Chapter 12 “Air Quality,” summarizes the assessment of potential for long-term impacts on 
ambient air quality from the operation of the Proposed Project. This appendix describes the 
regulatory context, methodology, and detailed discussion of the results of the air quality 


assessment. This appendix also includes a description of the construction period emissions 
estimate. 


An increase in freight and passenger service is projected to occur with the Build Alternatives, as 
described in Chapter 3, “Transportation” and shown in Table F-1 for the analysis year (2040). 


Table F-1 
Projected 2040 Train Volumes Across the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 


(Average Weekday) 


Bulg Alternatives 
Types of Service 


Amtrak Intercity eT ne 


(electric) [High-SpeedRail = pared Rat 
Cee a ee 
Notes: 


(0 “Peak” is defined as 4:10-5:10 PM weekdays for Amtrak, and 5:40-6:40 AM and 6:20-7:20 
PM weekdays for MARC. For freight, the timing of the peak hour varies but it generally 
occurs at night. 

10 additional daily freight trains and 2 additional peak hourly trains were included within the 
model that would not cross the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge but would operate between 
Perryville and Wilmington. 


Source: Service volumes provided by Amtrak, MDOT and FRA, November 2015. 


The increase would be enabled by the increased number of tracks across the Susquehanna River 
introduced by the Proposed Project combined with components of NEC FUTURE.' This 
increase in service would result in additional emissions from the operation of diesel locomotives 
(diesel fuel combustion). Locomotives used in the freight industry are typically powered by 
onboard diesel engines and employ electric power transmission. Maryland Area Regional 


' FRA, NEC FUTURE Tier I Final EIS, December 2016. 
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Commuter (MARC) passenger trains in the analysis year are assumed to be a mix of diesel and 
electric, based on latest MARC plans to replace older locomotives with newly manufactured 
diesel locomotives. Amtrak passenger trains (where the locomotives experience lower loads and 
higher speeds) use external electricity to directly power electric motors and do not directly 
generate emissions. 


The physical changes in track curvature and grade with both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B 
would result in increased fuel usage due to the additional power necessary, and would therefore 
also increase emissions. Additionally, the track realignment in Perryville would result in 
decreased distances between sensitive locations and the right-of-way leading to higher pollutant 
concentrations at those sensitive locations. The air quality assessment accounts for the effect of 
both these changes on both regional (i.e., mesoscale) emissions and local (i.e., microscale) 
concentrations of air pollutants. The Proposed Project would not introduce any new, permanent 
stationary emission sources, such as boilers or generators. 


B. REGULATORY CONTEXT 


AIR QUALITY STANDARDS 


The Clean Air Act (CAA) mandated the establishment of primary and secondary National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for six “criteria” air pollutants: carbon dioxide (CO), 
nitrogen dioxide (NO;), ozone, respirable particulate matter (PM—in two size categories, PM); 
and PMjo), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead. The primary standards represent levels that are needed 
to protect the public health, allowing an adequate margin of safety. The secondary standards are 
intended to protect the nation’s welfare, and account for air pollutant effects on soil, water, 
visibility, materials, vegetation, and other aspects of the environment. The NAAQS are 
presented in Table F-2. Maryland has not established standards or impact thresholds for criteria 
air pollutants that are more stringent than the NAAQS. Therefore, this analysis considers a Build 
Alternative to have an adverse impact on air quality if it causes or significantly exacerbates a 
violation of the NAAQS. 


In addition to the criteria pollutants discussed above, toxic air pollutants—also known as 
hazardous air pollutants (HAPs) or mobile source air toxics (MSATs) in the on-road context— 
are pollutants known to cause or are suspected of causing cancer or other serious health 
ailments. The CAA Amendments of 1990 listed 188 HAPs and addressed the need to control 
toxic emissions from transportation. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) 
2007 MSAT tule identified a subset of seven HAPs as having significant contributions from 
mobile sources: benzene, 1,3-butadiene, formaldehyde, acrolein, naphthalene, polycyclic organic 
matter, and diesel particulate matter (DPM). In addition to adhering to all federal standards, the 
State of Maryland has a list of toxic air pollutants (TAPs); * the emission of those TAPs from 
stationary sources is regulated by the State. 


* Maryland Code of Regulations 26.11.16.06 and 26.11.16.07. 
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Table F-2 
National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) 


Secondary 


ppm | pg/m? 


Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
(1) 


8-Hour Average 


1-Hour Average “” 
Lead 
Rolling 3-Month Average ” 
Nitrogen Dioxide (NO,) 
1-Hour Average “) 


Annual Average : 100 
Ozone (O3) 
8-Hour Average “”? g 140 
Respirable Particulate Matter (PM) 
24-Hour Average “” 150 
Fine Respirable Particulate Matter (PM, 5) 
Annual Mean “ 12 
24-Hour Average 35 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO,) 


1-Hour Average” 


Maximum 3-Hour Average “” 


Notes: 
ppm — parts per million (unit of measure for gases only); g/m*— micrograms per cubic 
meter (unit of measure for gases and particles, including lead); NA — not applicable; All 
annual periods refer to calendar year. Standards are defined in ppm. Approximately 
equivalent concentrations in g/m’ are presented. 
. Not to be exceeded more than once a year. 
2. USEPA has lowered the NAAQS down from 1.5 ug/m’, effective January 12, 2009. 
. 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile daily maximum 1|-hr average concentration. 
Effective April 12, 2010. 
. 3-year average of the annual fourth highest daily maximum 8-hr average concentration. 
. EPA has lowered the NAAQS down from 0.075 ppm, effective December 2015. 
. 3-year average of annual mean. USEPA has lowered the primary standard from 15 pg/m’, 
effective March 2013. 
. Not to be exceeded by the annual 98th percentile when averaged over 3 years. 
. USEPA revoked the 24-hour and annual primary standards, replacing them with a 1-hour 
average standard. Effective August 23, 2010. 
. 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile daily maximum 1-hr average concentration. 


Source: 40 CFR Part 50: National Primary and Secondary Ambient Air Quality Standards. 
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NAAQS ATTAINMENT STATUS 


The CAA, as amended in 1990, defines non-attainment areas (NAA) as geographic regions that 
have been designated as not meeting one or more of the NAAQS. When an area is designated as 
non-attainment by USEPA, the state is required to develop and implement a State 
Implementation Plan (SIP), which delineates how a state plans to achieve air quality that meets 
the NAAQS under the deadlines established by the CAA, followed by a plan for maintaining the 
attainment of NAAQS following re-designation of the area. 


Cecil County is within the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-MD-DE Air Quality 
Control Region (AQCR). USEPA has designated the area, including Cecil County, as a marginal 
nonattainment area for the 2008 ozone NAAQS. Harford County is within the Baltimore AQCR. 
USEPA has designated the area, including Harford County, as a moderate nonattainment area for 
the 2008 ozone NAAQS. Both Cecil County and Harford County are within the ozone transport 
region (OTR). USEPA has also re-designated the Baltimore AQCR as in attainment for the 1997 
PM, ,; standard, and the area is now in maintenance. USEPA has completed area designations for 
the 2006 PM, standard in October, 2012 as well as initial designations of the 2012 PM; 
standards and both counties have been designated as “unclassifiable/attainment”. USEPA has 
designated both counties as in attainment with the 1-hour SO, standard. 


USEPA has designated the entire state of Maryland as “unclassifiable/attainment” of the 1-hour 
NO), standard, until three years of monitoring data from required additional on-road monitors are 
collected. 


CONFORMITY WITH STATE IMPLEMENTATION PLANS 


The conformity requirements of the CAA and regulations promulgated thereunder (conformity 
requirements) limit the ability of federal agencies to assist, fund, permit, and approve projects in 
non-attainment or maintenance areas that do not conform to the applicable SIP. When subject to 
this regulation, the lead federal agency is responsible for demonstrating conformity of its 
proposed action. Conformity determinations for federal actions related to transportation plans, 
programs, and projects which are implemented, funded, or approved under title 23 U.S.C. or the 
Federal Transit Act (49 U.S.C. 1601 et seq.) must be made in accordance with 40 CFR § 93 
Subpart A (federal transportation conformity regulations). Conformity determinations for all 
other federal actions must be made according to the requirements of 40 CFR § 93 Subpart B 
(federal general conformity regulations). Federal actions with the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) as the lead agency are subject to the general conformity regulations. 


As an FRA action, the Proposed Project must conform to the SIPs for the ozone and PM); 
nonattainment areas described above. Conformity needs to be addressed for each pollutant of 
concern in a non-attainment or maintenance area affected by a federal action. Conforming 
actions would not 


Cause or contribute to any new violation of any standard in any area; 

Interfere with provisions in the applicable SIP for maintenance of any standard; 

Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any standard in any area; or 

Delay timely attainment of any standard or any required interim emission reductions or other 
milestones in any area. 
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According to the regulations, federal actions whose criteria pollutant emissions have already 
been included in the local SIP’s attainment or maintenance demonstrations are assumed to 
conform to the SIP. 


While the Proposed Project is not subject to transportation conformity, as a project that effects 
transportation, coordination is ongoing with the relevant metropolitan planning organizations 
(MPO)—the Wilmington Area Planning Council (WILMAPCO), which is the federally 
mandated organization responsible for transportation planning in the Cecil County portion of the 
study area and the Baltimore Regional Transportation Board (BRTB), the MPO for the Harford 
County portion of the study area) WILMAPCO included preliminary engineering and 
environmental review for the Proposed Project in the Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) for 
2015-2018. BRTB also included the preliminary engineering and environmental review phases 
of the Proposed Project in its 2014-2017 TIP. These planning and engineering phases of the 
Proposed Project do not generate emissions. The conformity status for these phases of the 
Proposed Project is therefore listed in the TIP as exempt. 


Regional (mesoscale) emissions are analyzed for the Proposed Project, as described below in 
“Methodology,” to determine their potential effect on regional air quality and evaluate the need 
for a general conformity determination. 


Actions resulting in emissions of pollutants of concern less than the established de minimis 
screening threshold emissions rates are assumed to conform to SIPs. The applicable de minimis 
threshold for these non-attainment and maintenance areas is 100 tons per year (tpy) of nitrogen 
oxides (nitric oxide—NO and NOs, collectively referred to as NO,), 50 tpy of volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), and 100 tpy of PM). 


C. METHODOLOGY 


POLLUTANTS FOR ANALYSIS 


Criteria pollutants including CO and PM, and ozone precursors VOCs and NO,, are all emitted 
from the combustion of both gasoline and diesel fuel. CO is emitted predominantly from 
gasoline combustion, while NO, and PM are emitted predominantly from diesel combustion. 
Ozone is formed in the atmosphere by complex photochemical processes that include NO, and 
VOCs. Ozone formation occurs relatively slowly and as such would take place downwind from 
the sources of precursor emissions. 


Since VOC, PM, and NO, are emitted from diesel engines that power freight locomotives, they 
are included in the mesoscale (regional) analysis. Diesel combustion currently contributes very 
little to SO, emissions since the sulfur content of diesel fuel, which is federally regulated, is 
extremely low.’ Therefore, SO, from transportation sources in general, including diesel powered 
freight locomotives, is not an issue of concern for local concentrations or as a precursor for 
PM, formation. Similarly, lead in gasoline has been banned under the CAA, and therefore, lead 
is not a pollutant of concern for the Proposed Project. 


Pollutant concentrations can vary greatly with the distance from the source of emissions and 
may consequently be locally elevated near ground level emission sources. While NO, and PM 


* All diesel fuel used domestically for on-road or non-road vehicles is ultra-low sulfur diesel 
with a maximum sulfur content of 15 parts per billion. 


F-5 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


would be of concern to local public health, VOCs would only be of concern as a precursor to 
ozone formation, addressed in the mesoscale analysis. Therefore, NO. and PM have been 
evaluated on the local scale (microscale). 


REGIONAL (MESOSCALE) ASSESSMENT 


Mesoscale analyses address emissions within each nonattainment area. Increases in emissions 
that will result from the Build Alternatives during operation were quantified; this includes the 
increase in emissions associated with the projected growth in freight movement and MARC train 
service associated with the increased capacity across the Susquehanna River introduced by the 
Proposed Project and components of NEC FUTURE program. Emissions during the construction 
period were also estimated (see Section G, “Construction Period Emissions Estimates.”) 


STUDY AREA 


The Proposed Project is located within two non-attainment areas: Philadelphia-Wilmington- 
Atlantic City, PA-NJ-MD-DE and Baltimore, MD. The growth in freight rail traffic would 
increase emissions in these non-attainment areas and in other non-attainment areas further away. 
Additionally, a significant increase in MARC service as well as a planned change to the MARC 
locomotive fleet in the Build Alternatives would also result in increased emissions. Emissions 
associated with these changes within the non-attainment areas encompassing the Proposed 
Project were quantified; emissions in other, more distant non-attainment areas were addressed 
qualitatively. 


Conservatively, the analysis does not account for emission reductions that would result from 
reduced on-road VMT due to increase passenger rail services or reduced VMT for freight trucks 
due to increased freight rail service. These reductions were not quantified as part of this analysis 
since the detailed projections associated with all NEC FUTURE program components are not 
available. Therefore, only the quantified increased emissions were compared to the established 
de minimis screening thresholds. 


EMISSIONS FACTORS 


The emissions from diesel freight locomotives were calculated using fuel consumption, based on 
typical locomotive models used by the rail operators, a fleet-average energy consumption factor 
of 296 British thermal units (BTU) per ton-mile* and a heat content of 138,700 BTU per gallon 
of diesel, and the USEPA’s estimates of typical fleet average emission rates of criteria pollutants 
for locomotives. The fleet average includes the gradual decrease in emissions as more stringent 
engine emission standards are phased in for newly manufactured locomotive engines by USEPA. 
The expected fleet average criteria pollutant emission factors in grams per gallon in the 2040 
analysis year were obtained from the USEPA’s projected future emission factors, which include 
the expected fleet penetration of the various tiers of locomotives engines.” 


MARC diesel locomotive emissions were calculated based on the MARC fleet mix of electric 
and diesel locomotives by USEPA Tier that would operate in the No Action and Build 
Alternatives. In the No Action Alternative, MARC service would utilize a fleet of six electric 


* Oak Ridge National Laboratory and the U.S. Department of Energy, Transportation Energy 
Data Book, Table 9.8, Edition 34, 2015. 
° Emission Factors for Locomotives, USEPA-420-F-09-025, April, 2009. 
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locomotives, six Tier 0+ locomotives, 26 Tier 2 locomotives, and eight Tier 4 locomotives. The 
additional two tracks that are a part of the Build Alternative would allow for expanded MARC 
commuter rail service. The expanded service would be accommodated by the purchase of 
additional Tier 4 diesel locomotives, and retiring older locomotives within the fleet. In the Build 
Alternative, MARC service would utilize a fleet of 26 Tier 3 locomotives and 20 Tier 4 
locomotives. Table F-3 presents the USEPA emission rates used for this analysis. 


Table F-3 
2040 Locomotive Emission Factors (grams/gallon) 


emcees | EE | nconeiete 

Criteria Pollutant Factor MARC Emission Factor 

es er 
Fleet Average Alternative Alternative 


ee 7.213.911 | 4.95/3.23" 


) NO, emission rates for Tier 0+ and the No Action Alternative MARC locomotive 
engine mix for the 1-hour and annual averaging periods, respectively. 

2) NO, emission rates for Tier 3 and the Build Alternative MARC locomotive engine 
mix for the 1-hour and annual averaging periods, respectively. 

°) PM,5 emission factors are assumed to be 0.97 times PM factors. 

“ VOC emission factors are assumed to be 1.053 times HC factors. 


Sources: Emission Factors for Locomotives, USEPA-420-F-09-025, April, 2009. 


The amount of freight transported annually through the non-attainment areas was estimated 
using 20 trains per day with the No Action Alternative and 22 trains per day with the Build 
Alternatives (see Table F-1). The daily level of service was assumed for the full year. Based on 
the number of cars per train, a freight car maximum weight capacity of 143 tons per car, a 
locomotive weight of 204 ton per locomotive, and two locomotives per train®, Baltimore-bound 
trains (an increase of two freight trains from the No Action to the Build Alternative) account for 
an estimated 18,590 tons per train. Baltimore-bound trains transport freight for 15.2 miles of 
railway within the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City AQCR and 32.6 miles of railway 
within the Baltimore AQCR. The return trips would be either empty or transporting a lighter 
commodity. However, it was conservatively assumed that all trains transport the maximum 
amount. 


Similarly, emissions associated with MARC commuter rail service were calculated based on a 
passenger train total weight of 330 tons as well as a measured travel distance of 42.6 miles 
within the Baltimore AQCR. Using 14 trains per day with the No Action Alternative and 44 
trains per day with the Build Alternatives (see Table F-1) the expanded MARC service would 
result in increased passenger ton-mile within the region. 


° Susquehanna River Rail Bridge—2040 Train Projections and Assumptions Memo, Amtrak, 
November, 2015. 
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LOCAL (MICROSCALE) ASSESSMENT 


The Build Alternatives would have an effect on pollutant emissions and nearby concentrations 
by changing the distance between the track and nearby uses (such as residential and publically 
accessible open space), and by introducing changes in track grade. This EA analyzes the 
potential for adverse air quality impacts associated with the above changes at sensitive receptors 
(residential buildings, publicly accessible open space, etc.) located within 1,000 feet of the 
railway at the analyzed south wye track curve site (microscale analysis). The Build Alternatives 
would realign track curvature on the south wye track such that freight rail traffic would be 
relocated closer to nearby residences. 


Improvements made as part of NEC FUTURE program and the Proposed Project, would also 
result in increases in freight and MARC train movement along the NEC. This would result in 
two additional diesel freight trains per day on the NEC corridor track—south of the Proposed 
Project and on the Norfolk Southern (NS) Port Road Branch’ (increasing from 20 freight trains 
projected for the No Action Alternative to 22 freight trains per day with the Build Alternatives), 
but would not change the maximum number of diesel freight trains in the peak hour. 


As described, the MARC commuter rail fleet would replace older electric and diesel locomotives 
with newly purchased Tier 4 diesel locomotives in the Build Alternatives. Moreover, while 
MARC service increase substantially (increasing from 18 to 44 trains with the Build 
Alternatives). Therefore, the increase in MARC passenger rail service would also potentially 
impact local air quality. 


Additionally, a substantial increase in MARC service would be present with the Build 
Alternatives and may result in an increase in local on-road vehicle traffic. While this increase in 
MARC service would be enabled in part by the Proposed Project, this added service is not being 
proposed as part of the Susquehanna River Bridge Project and would be studied under a separate 
environmental review for MDOT’s service extension to Elkton and beyond. The potential for 
additional MARC service is further discussed in Chapter 18, “Indirect and Cumulative Effects.” 


STUDY AREA 


The area surrounding the wye track in Perryville was selected for analysis as the worst-case 
location for assessment of local air quality effects. Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B both 
propose to use the same track realignment at the south wye track in Perryville (see Figure F-1). 
The Build Alternatives would result in a change in track grade and curvature, as well as the shift 
track currently used by freight and MARC diesel locomotives to a location that is closer to 
nearby residential and other uses considered sensitive. The effect of the projected increase in 
diesel train volumes (both freight and MARC) would therefore be greatest at this location. 


These physical changes and the changes in frequency of freight rail service would be most 
pronounced in the area surrounding the wye track changes, and that area was, therefore, selected 
as the worst-case study area for the study of local concentrations (microscale) under both Build 
Alternatives. 


’ The NS Port Road Branch connects with the Amtrak NEC via a “wye” connection at Perry 
interlocking, just north of the Susquehanna River Bridge. This connection allows freight to 
move between the Harrisburg, PA area and locations north and south of Perryville, MD. 
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While the changes in the alignment of the south wye track would be the same in both Build 
Alternatives, the alternatives differ in Havre de Grace. Alternative 9A would allow Amtrak 
service to operate at a higher travel speed in Havre de Grace than Alternative 9B due to changes 
in track curvature (see Figure 4-3), but would require more land acquisition. However, the track 
used by freight locomotives would not differ between the two Build Alternatives in Havre de 
Grace. Alternative 9A would shift Amtrak service closer to the adjacent Havre de Grade Middle 
School/High School than Alternative 9B. Since Amtrak service would be fully electric, the 
changes in Havre de Grace would not affect air quality; therefore, the results below are 
representative of both Build Alternatives. 


ANALYSIS YEAR 


While the Proposed Project is expected to be operational beginning in 2024, total emissions 
would be greater in the 2040 analysis year due to the projected additional freight and MARC 
diesel trains. Therefore, the 2040 Build Year was selected for analysis. 


DISPERSION MODEL 


Pollutant concentrations were projected using the USEPA recommended AERMOD model.* 
AERMOD is a state-of-the-art dispersion model, applicable to rural and urban areas, flat and 
complex terrain, surface and elevated releases, and multiple sources (including point, area, and 
volume sources). AERMOD is a steady-state plume model that incorporates current concepts 
about flow and dispersion in complex terrain, including updated treatments of the boundary 
layer theory, understanding of turbulence and dispersion, and includes handling of terrain 
interactions. The AERMOD model calculates pollutant concentrations based on hourly 
meteorological data. The analysis of potential impacts was performed assuming rural dispersion 
and surface roughness length, and elimination of calms. 


EPA’s AERMOD model is capable of producing detailed output data that can be analyzed at the 
hourly level as required for consistency with the form of the 1-hour standards. 1-hour average 
NO, concentration increments associated with locomotive operation were estimated using 
AERMOD’s Plume Volume Molar Ratio Method (PVMRM) module to analyze chemical 
transformation within the model. The PYMRM module incorporates hourly background ozone 
concentrations to estimate NO, chemical transformation within the source plume. Five years of 
hourly ozone concentrations, obtained from the Fair Hill Natural Resource Management Area 
monitoring station (located in Cecil County, Maryland—the nearest ozone monitoring station) 
were applied in the PVMRM analysis. An initial NO, to NO, ratio of 10 percent at the source 
exhaust was assumed’. Hourly seasonal NO, background concentrations monitored at the Essex 
monitor station (in Essex County, Maryland) were added to hourly modeled concentrations 
within the model (see description below). PM,; and PM; background concentrations were 
instead applied to modeled concentrations afterwards. 


* USEPA. AERMOD: Description Of Model Formulation. 454/R-03-004. September 2004; and 
USEPA. User's Guide for the AMS/USEPA Regulatory Model AERMOD. 454/B-03-001. 
September 2004 and Addendum June 2015. 

° This is a conservatively high assumption. Diesel NO emissions generally range from 3 to 10 
percent of total NO,. See—EPA. NO2/NOx In-Stack Ratio (ISR) Database. 
http://www3.epa.gov/scram001/no2_isr_database.htm, accessed September 30, 2015. 
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The 1-hour NO, design concentrations for comparison with the NAAQS were calculated 
following USEPA guidance’’ by adding the monitored background to modeled concentrations, 
as follows: 


1. Hourly modeled concentrations from simulated sources were first added to the seasonal 
hourly background monitored concentrations within the AERMOD model calculation 
producing hourly total concentrations; 


2. The highest 1-hour total NO, concentration was then determined within the AERMOD 
model at each receptor location for each day of the year; 


3. The 98th percentile daily 1-hour maximum concentration for each modeled year was 
calculated within the AERMOD model; and 


4. The 98th percentile concentrations were averaged over the latest five years. 


EMISSIONS 


Diesel locomotive emissions were calculated based on estimated horsepower and USEPA’s 
estimates of typical in-use criteria pollutant emission factors for the 2040 target year, as 
described in the “Regional Emissions.” Emission factors used for freight and passenger rail 
services are presented in Table F-4. 


Table F-4 
2040 Locomotive Emission Factors (e/hp -hr) 


Passenger Locomotives “ 


Freight Fleet Average No Action 
Locomotives Alternative |Build Alternative 
INO. | SCs 085/019 | 0.24/0.16 


192x102 6.27 x10° 2.49 x10" 
1.86 x107 6.08 x10° 2.41 x10" 


Notes: 

Emission factors are based on the 20.8 bhp-hr/gal conversion factor. 

‘) MARC passenger service would use a mix of electric and diesel locomotives in the 
No Action Alternative. In the Build Alternatives, older electric and diesel 
locomotives would be replaced with newly purchased Tier 4 locomotives and 
MARC passenger service would exclusively use diesel locomotives. 

°) NO, emission rates for Tier 0+ and the No Action Alternative MARC locomotive 

engine mix for the 1-hour and annual averaging periods, respectively. 

‘) NO, emission rates for Tier 3 and the Build Alternatives MARC locomotive engine 
mix for the 1-hour and annual averaging periods, respectively. 

‘ PMs emissions are assumed to be 0.97 times PMjo emissions. 

Sources: Emission Factors for Locomotives, USEPA-420-F-09-025, April, 2009. 


'° USEPA. Memorandum: Clarification on the use of AERMOD Dispersion Modeling for 
Demonstrating Compliance with the NO2 National Ambient Air Quality Standard. September 
30, 2014. 
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The required horsepower was estimated for the local freight rail service operating at a maximum 
travel speed of 15 mph along the sections of railway track surrounding the Perryville station. If 
the estimated power exceeded the capacity of the locomotive, a slower traveling speed for the 
locomotive was analyzed. The calculation method for the power output required!’ included the 
power necessary to overcome the drag forces associated with rolling resistance,’* curvature of 
the railway track,'’ and grade" of the track. These calculations took into account the conditions 
of the railway track, the weight of the trains, the average speed of the train, as well as whether 
the train would be accelerating or not.'” 


Additionally, a track signal to stop freight train traffic when necessary would be located 
approximately 600 feet north of the wye track curve. Emissions associated with extended idling 
due to track conflicts were included. It was assumed, based on Amtrak dispatchers experience, 
that there would be one freight train stopped per day, and would idle for a period of 2 hours. 
Load levels and emission factors for both dynamic braking and engine idling were based on the 
USEPA inventory of line-haul locomotives’ emissions for discrete throttle settings.'° 


The primary commodity transported on the freight railways are coal and oil trains (some other, 
lighter, trains would operate as well, but the heaviest trains are assumed as a reasonable worst 
case). Freight trains would consist of two 4,400 horsepower diesel-electric locomotives, and 130 
or 100 cars per train for Baltimore-bound coal trains or Wilmington-bound oil trains, 
respectively. The weight of either a coal hopper or oil tanker being transported by freight train 
was assumed to be the maximum weight limit of 286,000 pounds. Regional commuter MARC 
trains were assumed to consist of a single locomotive and eight passenger rail cars, each 
weighing 104,000 pounds.'’ 


For the 1-hour analysis, hourly train data on the NEC (for the time period between September 
2015 and April 2016) was used to develop the worst case hourly conditions. These conditions 
included the emissions associated with the transport of empty freight cars. An empty train car 
was conservatively assumed to be the maximum empty train car weight observed on the South 
wye track—34 tons.'* Additionally, all MARC trains in the peak hour were assumed to be the 


'' Method developed by Al A. Krug. While this method has not been validated formally, the 
results have been compared with formally modeled results from other projects and other 
methods, and produce similar results. http://www.alkrug.ven.com/rrfacts/RRForcesCalc.html 

'? Where rolling drag (Ibs) for the train cars is calculated as: 

(1.3 + 29 / [Tonnage per Wheel] + 0.045 * [Travel MPH] * [Total Car Tonnage] 
and for locomotives as: 
(2.18 + 0.045 * [Travel MPH] + 0.1 * ([Travel MPH]) * 2) * [Total Locomotive Tonnage] 

'S Where curvature drag (Ibs) is calculated as: 

0.8 * [Track Curvature] * [Total Train Tonnage] 
'4 Where grade drag (Ibs) is calculated as: 
20 * [Track Grade] * [Total Train Tonnage] 

'° Tt is assumed that 10 lbs of resistance per ton are needed to be overcome for train acceleration. 

'° Locomotive Emission Standards Regulatory Support Document, Appendix B, EPA-420-R-98- 
101, April 1998. 

'7 Based on the dry weight limitations of the PRIIA Single-Level Passenger Coach Rail Car. 

'S Based on the maximum average empty train car weight from freight rail activity NEC records 
at the Prince and Grace interlocking stations located to the north and south of the wye track. 
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worst case locomotives based on the MARC locomotive fleet mix for the No Action and Build 
Alternatives—Tier 0+ and Tier 3 locomotives respectively. 


RECEPTOR PLACEMENT 


As seen in Figure F-2, discrete receptors (i.e., locations at which concentrations are calculated) 
were modeled at nearby residential and other sensitive locations (e.g., schools, parks). Publically 
assessable locations (e.g., sidewalks, parks, outdoor recreational facilities) were also included in 
the air quality analysis. 


MODELING PARAMETERS 


Emissions from rail operations were modeled as a series of area sources over the existing and 
proposed railway tracks, consistent with USEPA guidance for simulating line sources (such as 
railways) with nearby receptors in AERMOD. Based on the methodology used for the Southern 
California International Gateway (SCIG) Project'® and Roseville Rail Yard Study,” a screening 
level approach was used to estimate the plume rise of locomotive sources. The USEPA preferred 
screening model, AERSCREEN, replaced the previous screening model, SCREEN3, in April 
2011. Therefore, the AERSCREEN model was used for estimating plume rise. Estimated plume 
heights obtained using AERSCREEN were then applied to the AERMOD dispersion analysis for 
the study area. 


The area sources modeled are displayed in Figure F-2. Per USEPA guidance, source width was 
taken as the width of the railways (3.05 meters) with an additional 6 meters to account for 
turbulent mixing as a result of the locomotives’ movements. Additionally, representative exhaust 
stack parameters for idling locomotives at the Otsego crossing signal location were developed 
from the rail sources of the Roseville Rail Yard Study. Modeling parameters used are presented 
in Table F-5. 


Emission rates for the railway area sources (g/m*-s) were developed using these source 
parameters and the emissions developed above. Table F-6 and Table F-7 present the maximum 
hourly area source emission rates of rail operations along tracks sections within the study area 
for the No Action and Build Alternatives, respectively. A site layout showing the location of 
track sections referenced can be found in Figure F-3. 


'? Southern California International Gateway (SCIG) Project Final Environmental Impact 
Report, Appendix C2: Dispersion Modeling, Los Angeles Harbor Department, February 2013. 
°° Roseville Rail Yard Study, Appendix G: Adjustments for Modeling Parameters, California Air 

Resources Board (CARB), October 2014. 
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Table F-5 
Locomotive Modeling Parameters 


Value 


Rail Movement Area Sources” 
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Notes: 

‘) Based on AERSCREEN model of locomotive traveling at 15 mph. 

Based on idle exhaust parameters of the EMDSD-70 locomotive as a 
representative engine based on engine size. 
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Table F-6 
No Action Alternative 
Lcomotive Emission Rates (g/m7-s) 


24-Hour and 
Track Section 1-Hour Annual Annual 24-Hour 


To/From Baltimore 


To/From Wilmington 
Notes: 
‘) Representative of the maximum emissions rates in a single 1-hour period. 
© Emission rates include the combined emissions of freight rail and diesel 
locomotives utilized for regional MARC passenger rail service with the No 
Action Alternative. 
Emission rates include emission associated with dynamic braking, idle 
emissions, acceleration from full stop (full load), and travel at 15 mph. 
‘“ MARC passenger rail emissions for diesel trains serving the Perryville Station 
in the No Action Alternative with the worst-case 1-hour emissions based on 
Tier 0+ emission factors. 


(3) 


F-13 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Table F-7 
Build Alternatives 
Emission Rates (g/m7-s) 


(1) 


24-Hour and 
Track Section 1-Hour Annual Annual 24-Hour 


To/From Baltimore 


To/From Wilmington 


Notes: 

‘) Representative of the maximum emissions rates in a single 1-hour period. 

® Emission rates include the combined emissions of freight rail and diesel 
locomotives utilized for regional MARC passenger rail service with the 
Build Alternatives. 

® Emission rates include emission associated with dynamic braking, idle 
emissions, acceleration from full stop (full load), and travel at 15 mph. 

“ MARC passenger rail emissions for diesel trains serving the Perryville 
Station in the Build Alternatives with the worst-case 1-hour emissions 
based on Tier 3 emission factors. 


Both freight and passenger rail service is projected to increase under the Build Alternatives. A 
daily profile of train traffic was used to model a daily emissions profile associated with all diesel 
rail service within the study area. For time periods shorter than 24 hours, the average peak 
hourly number of trains was used. For periods 24 hours or longer, the average number of trains 
during nighttime and daytime hours were used, and a full load for all trains was conservatively 
assumed. 


For short-term models, hourly train data on the NEC (for the time period between September 
2015 and April 2016) were used to develop the worst-case hourly freight conditions. While the 
freight railways on the north and south wye tracks are able to handle two trains within a single 
hour (for a total of four freight trains in a single hour), the maximum number of freight trains 
operating over both the north and south wye tracks was observed to not exceed three trains 
within a single hour. Therefore, it was determined that the peak modeled conditions would 
include one fully loaded freight train traveling on the south wye track, one fully loaded freight 
train traveling on the north wye track, and one empty freight train traveling on the south wye 
track. 


BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS 


To estimate the maximum expected total pollutant concentrations at a given receptor, the 
predicted levels were added to corresponding background concentrations (see Table F-8). The 
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background levels were based on concentrations monitored at the nearest monitoring station. 
The measured background concentration was added to the predicted contribution from the 
modeled source to determine the maximum predicted total pollutant concentration. It was 
conservatively assumed that the maximum background concentrations would occur on all days. 
As discussed above, hourly seasonal background monitored NO, concentrations from the Essex 
monitoring station (in Essex County, Maryland) were used within the AERMOD model for the 
1-hour average NO, analysis. 


Table F-8 
Maximum Background Pollutant Concentrations 


Average heaton Concentration 
Period (g/m?) 
| Oe |_ehour nical Essex, Baltimore County 
PM2 5s Fair Hill, Cecil County 
Antal) 


Baltimore, Baltimore Count 


Note: 

* Hourly seasonal background monitored concentrations from the Essex monitoring station 
(in Essex County, Maryland) were used within the AERMOD model for the 1-hour average 
analysis. The values applied represent the 98th percentile of seasonal 1-hour average 
concentrations, per USEPA guidance. 

Source: USEPA. AirData for 2010-2014. http:/(www3.epa.gov/airdata/, accessed January, 

2016. 


METEOROLOGICAL DATA 


The meteorological data set consisted of five consecutive years of meteorological data: surface 
data collected at Wilmington, Delaware Airport (2009-2013) and concurrent upper air data 
collected at Sterling, VA. The meteorological data include wind speed and direction, parameters 
describing the profiles of vertical and horizontal turbulence, and the altitude of the temperature 
inversion for each hour over the five-year period. These data were processed using the USEPA 
AERMET program to develop data in a format which can be readily processed by the AERMOD 
model. The land uses around the site where meteorological surface data were available were 
classified using categories defined in digital United States Geological Survey (USGS) maps to 
determine surface parameters used by the AERMET program. 


D. EXISTING CONDITIONS 


Pollutant levels measured at area monitoring stations are used to characterize existing 
conditions. Concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO), PM (PMjo and 
PM, 5), nitrogen dioxide (NO), and ozone measured in 2014 at monitoring stations closest to the 
project area, are shown in Table F-9. These values are the most recent data available at the time 
the analysis was undertaken, and are consistent with the background conditions used in the 
future conditions analyses (see below). Monitored levels of ozone exceed the National Ambient 
Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). 
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Table F-9 
Representative Monitored Ambient Air Quality Data 


Averaging 
Location Units Period Concentration” | NAAQS 


Essex, Baltimore County pm [Spo 


ca Essex, Baltimore County = a 


| PMio__|Baltimore, Baltimore County| g/m’ | 24-hour | 41150 
Fair Hill, Cecil County | 86 


3 
°° [Fair Hill, Cecil County ‘ane ee 35 
Edgewood, Harford County He 
padei: Baldor Couns ne 


| 0.074 
eee [lass iis 

Notes: Concentrations in bold exceed the NAAQS. 

1. All concentrations presented are based on 2014 data. CO and PMjo concentrations are the 
second-highest values. SO, 1-hour is the 99th percentile of daily maximum 1-hour average 
concentrations. NO, 1-hour is the 98th percentile of daily maximum 1-hour average 
concentrations averaged over the 3-year period of 2012-2014. 24-hour average PM) 5 is the 
98th percentile. Annual value is the mean for the year. 8-hour average ozone concentrations 
are the 4th highest-daily values for 2014. 

Sources: USEPA, Air Data, Monitor Values Report for 2014 

http://www.epa.gov/airdata/ad_rep_mon.html, accessed January 6, 2016. 


While the measured concentrations of pollutants excluding ozone are below the NAAQS, the 
monitors are not located adjacent to specific sources such as highways or rail lines and do not 
represent concentrations specifically affected by such operations, but rather the general 
background in the broader study area. In 2015, 14 diesel-powered freight trains and 108 
passenger trains (10 of which are diesel powered) crossed the bridge in a typical day (see 
Chapter 3, “Transportation”). Diesel train operations result in localized differences in pollutant 
concentrations, which are higher in the areas adjacent to the railway tracks. Specifically, 
concentrations of PM and NO, in the vicinity of the existing railways are likely above those 
observed at monitoring stations due to the proximity to diesel locomotive operations. 


E. NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


Between existing conditions and the 2040 No Action Alternative, freight rail volumes are 
anticipated to increase, resulting in six additional daily trains (from 14 freight trains to 20), but 
the peak hourly number of trains would not increase due to capacity constraints. Regional 
(mesoscale) emissions are assessed on an incremental basis. Therefore, an analysis of the No 
Action Alternative is not presented (see Section F: Potential Impacts of the Proposed Project). 


Based on recent MARC plans, the passenger MARC fleet will be trains would continue to 
operate a locomotive fleet comprising a mix of diesel and electric powered engines under the No 
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Action Alternative. In 2040 the MARC fleet would utilize six electric locomotives, six Tier 0+ 
locomotives, 26 Tier 3 locomotives, and eight Tier 4 locomotives. 


Projected pollutant concentrations for the 2040 No Action Alternative are presented in Table 
F-10. Maximum projected PM, (24-hour and annual average), PMjy9 (24-hour average), and 
annual average NO, concentrations would be below the respective NAAQS. However, due 
primarily to the freight rail operations within the study area (existing operations with growth), 1- 
hour average NO, concentrations were projected to potentially exceed the NAAQS. 


Table F-10 
Maximum Projected oe Action Alternative (j1g/m*) 


| ==—s—sSNoAction  — ss Action 
Period | Concentration! Concentration | Concentration NAAQS 
| No, (eHow) 
: 
Notes: 
Results in bold exceed the NAAQS. 
1. Consistent with USEPA guidance, total NO, 1-hour concentrations include seasonal 
hourly background concentrations developed from hourly monitored NO, 
concentrations at the Fair Hill monitoring station over the years 2010 to 2014. 


The above l-hour average NO, concentrations were predicted using a conservative modeling 
approach in which peak activity within the overnight and daytime periods was modeled 
throughout these periods at all hours. This approach ensures that worst-case meteorological 
conditions, resulting in peak potential concentrations at each of the nearby receptors, are 
captured. Given the uncertainty regarding specific hours during which trains pass by, this 
approach is necessary. However, due to the infrequent number of times that peak activity would 
occur, it is unlikely that peak activity would consistently occur during worst-case meteorological 
conditions at any one receptor, and therefore, this approach results in conservatively high 
estimates of potential 1-hour NO, concentrations. To demonstrate this effect, additional 
modeling was performed using actual hourly freight train activity recorded on the NEC from 
September 2015 to April 2016. When actual recorded activity was modeled, projected 1-hour 
NO, concentrations fell below the NAAQS threshold of 188 g/m’. 


In March 2008, USEPA adopted an emissions reduction program for diesel locomotive engines. 
Emission standards for locomotive engines remanufactured or newly manufactured are being 
phased in and will reduce fleetwide emissions between the existing conditions and the No 
Action Alternative. However, freight rail in the region is anticipated to grow at a comparable 
annual growth rate over the same period. Due to the decreased diesel locomotive emission rates 
combined with the projected growth in diesel locomotive operations enabled by the Proposed 
Project and components of NEC FUTURE program, local concentrations projected above for the 
No Action Alternative are likely comparable to the concentrations near the freight and MARC 
track in the existing conditions. 
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F. POTENTIAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED PROJECT 


MESOSCALE ANALYSIS 


Predicted annual emission increases associated with the additional ton-miles in the Build 
Alternatives within the two non-attainment areas are presented in Table F-11. The reduction in 
emissions due to VMT reductions (both passenger car and truck) was conservatively not 
included in the mesoscale analysis. If taken into account, this would result in lower emissions 
than those presented and may partially or fully offset the projected emissions increases. Note 
that the emissions increases due to the increase in freight and MARC volumes are reported for 
2040. Increases in emissions in earlier years would be lower due to less amount of freight 
transported and the fewer number of passenger rail service operating through the region in these 
years, even when considering the higher engine emissions associated with less efficient engine 
fleets in earlier years. 


Table F-11 
Predicted Increases in Regional Annual Emissions 


Philadelphia-Wilmington- 
Baltimore Atlantic City 


Emissions Emissions 
Criteria | Freight Increase Increase Freight Increase Increase 


Pollutant | (thousand ton-miles) | (ton/year) | (thousand ton-miles) | (ton/year) 


The emissions increase associated with the Build Alternatives represent a small fraction of the 
de minimis emission levels in the Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City and Baltimore non- 
attainment areas, demonstrating that the operation of the Proposed Project would not 
substantially impact region-wide concentrations. Since any emission increases, should they 
occur, would not exceed de minimis levels defined in the general conformity regulations, the 
operation of the Proposed Project would not interfere with the SIP for region—wide attainment of 
the ozone NAAQS or maintenance of the PM,; NAAQS, and would not require a conformity 
determination. Note that emissions in other non-attainment areas traversed by affected rail lines 
beyond the project study area may be affected as well—emissions in those more distant areas 
would likely be similar to those shown in Table F-11, and, therefore, no conformity 
determinations would be required for any other non-attainment or maintenance areas. 


MICROSCALE ANALYSIS 


Table F-12 presents total concentrations projected to potentially occur due to track realignment 
at the wye track west of the Perryville station with Alternative 9A or Alternative 9B and 
increased locomotive activity along the track on the NEC track-south of the Proposed Project 
and along the NS Port Road Branch to the north. Projected concentrations are compared with the 
NAAQS. 
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Table F-12 
Maximum Projected Concentrations—Build Alternatives (g/m”) 


ee cn 
Period Concentration | Concentration | Concentration NAAQS 
tHour_{ __"__|__268__{_291___ | 188 __ 

; 


Notes: 

Results in bold exceed the NAAQS. 

Project concentrations represent results at the wye track under Alternative 9A and Alternative 

OB. 

1. Consistent with USEPA guidance, NO, 1-hour concentrations utilized seasonal hourly 
background concentrations developed from hourly monitored NO, concentrations at Fair 
Hill monitoring station over the years 2010 to 2014. 


As described above (Section C, “Methodology”), due to the proposed changes in track 
alignment, the proximity to receptors, and the overall number of diesel locomotives operating at 
the wye track in Perryville, the concentrations presented in Table F-12 represent the maximum 
total potential concentrations. 


Similar to the No Action Alternative, maximum projected PM>.5 (24-hour and annual average), 
PMjo (24-hour average), and annual average NO» concentrations with the Build Alternatives 
would be lower than the respective NAAQS. Concentrations at other locations near the freight 
tracks between the wye track in Perryville and areas to the north along the NS Port Road Branch 
towards Pennsylvania are also anticipated to increase somewhat with the Build Alternatives 
when compared to the No Action Alternative due to the growth in daily freight movement 
(associated with the Proposed Project and components of NEC FUTURE program). The changes 
at these other locations would be less than presented above since there would be no change in 
track location or grade at those locations, and total concentrations at those locations would not 
exceed the NAAQS. 


Additionally, the increase in MARC service in the Build Alternatives would result in increased 
concentrations along the NEC Corridor where MARC service operates. Similarly, the increased 
concentrations would be less than those predicted for the Perryville Station site, and total 
concentrations would not exceed the NAAQS. 


As with the No Action Alternative, the projected 1-hour average NO» concentrations were 
projected to potentially exceed the NAAQS within the area surrounding the wye track west of 
the Perryville station (NEC track-south). Figure F-4 shows the extent of the potential 
exceedances, the area where the highest total concentrations would occur, and the area where the 
maximum concentration increase is projected to occur. Exceedances are projected to potentially 
occur up to 500 feet to the east and west of the NS Port Road Branch in Perryville (this does not 
change from the No Action Alternative as the peak hourly freight traffic does not increase in the 
Build Alternatives), and up to 250 feet north and south of the Susquehanna River Bridge 
approach in Perryville (50 feet further than in the No Action Alternative) where diesel 
locomotives operate. 
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Maximum 1-hour average NO, concentrations are predicted to occur at sensitive receptor 
locations immediately east and west of the wye track between Broad Street and Otsego Street, 
and would potentially increase from 288 jg/m? under the No Action Alternative, to 291 jg/m? 
with the Build Alternatives (both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B)—representing an increase 
of less than 2 percent. While total potential concentrations at residences adjacent to the track 
curve re-alignment (south of Broad Street and west of the wye track) are projected to be lower 
(at most 215 g/m? and 224 pg/m? in the No Action and Build Alternatives, respectively), the 
concentrations at those locations would nonetheless also potentially exceed the NAAQS, and 
would represent an increase up to 6 percent from the No Action Alternative. The area where the 
concentration increase could be within this range would be north of the bridge approach, 
extending up to 250 feet from the track along Broad Street to the north of the south wye track. 
The potentially affected area would be located closest to the largest change in grade as well as 
the relocated track and includes residential buildings along the south side of Broad Street. 


The above concentrations were predicted using a conservative modeling approach for which the 
peak conditions within the overnight and daytime periods were modeled through the respective 
periods. This approach ensures that potential peak conditions would occur during worst-case 
meteorological conditions for all nearby receptors. Due to the infrequent number of times that 
peak conditions would occur, it is unlikely that peak conditions would consistently occur during 
worst-case meteorological conditions at any one receptor. Furthermore, additional modeling was 
performed using hourly freight train activity recorded on the NEC from September, 2015 to 
April, 2016. When actual recorded activity was modeled, 1-hour NO; concentrations fell below 
the NNAQS threshold of 188 g/m’. 


Build Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would also include track realignment in Havre de 
Grace, straightening the curve to allow for maximum speeds of 160 mph and 150 mph, for Build 
Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B, respectively. This realignment would shift Amtrak service 
closer to the adjacent Havre de Grade Middle School property with Alternative 9A than with 
Alternative 9B. The location of both freight and MARC tracks in Havre de Grace would not 
differ between the two Build Alternatives. Since Amtrak service would be fully electric, the air 
quality impacts would not differ between the two Build Alternatives. 


While NO, 1-hour average exceedances are possible at locations along the NEC freight track and 
along the NS Port Road Branch due to total peak hour freight movement during the overnight 
period, they would not increase due to the Proposed Project since peak hour freight movement is 
not projected to increase.”! 


*! Note that in order to conservatively analyze the combination of high emissions with worst 
case meteorology conditions, every hour is modeled with its maximum potential emission rate, 
representing two trains per hour. Due to the increased number of freight trains the frequency of 
this occurring could increase somewhat from the No Action Alternative to the Build 
Alternatives. This increase in probability would be small given the small increase in the 
number of trains. Therefore, there could be an increase in the probability that these 
concentrations would occur as there would be an increased likelihood that the peak conditions 
would coincide with worst case meteorology. However, since the worst-case meteorological 
conditions usually do not occur for only a single hour, this is likely to be a negligible 
difference. 
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CONCLUSIONS 


Overall, the Proposed Project would not substantially affect regional air quality. Some increases 
in local concentrations of 1-hour average NO, may occur near the proposed bridge, resulting in 
increases in the range of up to 8.6 percent in areas where exceedance of the NAAQS are possible 
both in the No Action and Build Alternatives. Given the necessarily conservative modeling 
approach required to address the complex form of the 1-hour NO) standard, actual increases of 
1-hour NO; concentrations would likely be much lower than the modeled 8.6 percent and actual 
total concentrations would likely not exceed the NAAQS. Furthermore, concentration increases 
would likely be limited to smaller areas than those shown in Figure F-4. Overall, air quality in 
the No Action and Build Alternatives is likely to be very similar. Considering all of the above, 
the low probability of NAAQS exceedance, the small potential increase as compared with the 
No Action Alternative, and the limited area potentially affected, these conditions would not 
represent a significant adverse impact on air quality. 


G. CONSTRUCTION PERIOD EMISSIONS ESTIMATES 


Most construction work would not require a general conformity evaluation, since construction 
activity in general is included in the SIP estimates, based on past activity levels and assumptions 
regarding growth in future years. Generally, construction emissions are considered to be 
included in the SIP if they would have reasonably been anticipated as part of normal 
construction and growth in the construction industry in the area. However, since the Proposed 
Project may have been beyond the scope of what was anticipated during SIP preparation, 
emissions are conservatively analyzed as additional for the purposes of conformity. 


As a conservative estimate, the analysis below assumes that the emissions intensity per 
expenditure (tons per dollar) for the Proposed Project would be similar to the average intensity 
of the construction sector in the region. While it is possible that the intensity of the Proposed 
Project may be different given its unique nature including infrastructure and on-water work, this 
is accounted for qualitatively in the discussion below. 


Construction expenditure data is available from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2007 Survey of 
Business Owners.”” Since the expenditure data represent firms by their location and not 
necessarily the location where construction takes place, applying this data at the county level 
may affect the results in some cases. As a broader estimate, we have used emissions and 
expenditure for the entire Baltimore NAA. Total construction expenditure in 2007 in the 
Baltimore NAA was approximately 17.9 billion dollars. 


Total nonroad construction engine emissions in the Baltimore NAA for the year 2008 were 
obtained from the Baltimore NAA emission inventories.7*7*7> The area wide emissions were 
estimated at 5,197 tpy of NO,, 727 tpy VOC, and 447 tpy of direct PM; s. 


* U.S. Census Bureau. 2007 Survey of Business Owners, Statistics for All U.S. Firms by 
Industry, Gender, Ethnicity, and Race for the U.S., States, Metro Areas, Counties, and Places: 
2007; SBO700CSAO1. 

*3 Maryland Department of the Environment. Baltimore Serious Nonattainment Area 0.08 ppm 
8-Hour Ozone State Implementation Plan, Apx. F6. June 17, 2013. 

2s Maryland Department of the Environment. Baltimore Nonattainment Area PM> 5 State 
Implementation Plan and Base Year Inventory, Apx. A-6. March 24, 2008 
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The total maximum annual emissions from the Proposed Project construction were estimated to 
be equivalent to the fraction of region wide emissions based on the relative construction 
expenditure, calculated as follows: 


ject A l 
Proposed Project Annual _ NAA Annual proposed PROM re 
= X Expenditure 


Emissions Emissions ; 
NAA Annual Expenditure 


The maximum annual Proposed Project construction expenditure is estimated at $105.15 million 
in the Baltimore NAA, and $103.15 million in the MD portion of the Philadelphia-Wilmington- 
Atlantic City NAA. The Proposed Project’s construction emissions would be approximately 31 
tpy of NO,, 4 tpy of VOC, and 3 tpy of PM, in each of the adjacent non-attainment and 
maintenance areas (the expenditure is nearly equal in the two areas). Note that this estimate does 
not include engine advances introduced since 2007 which would substantially reduce PM and 
NO, emissions, or specific requirements of the Proposed Project for emissions controls. 


The emissions would be substantially lower than the de minimis levels defined in the general 
conformity regulations. Therefore, the construction of the Proposed Project would not 
substantially impact region-wide pollutant concentrations, would not interfere with the SIP for 
region—wide attainment of the ozone NAAQS or maintenance of the PM); NAAQS, and would 
not require a conformity determination. 


* 


> NO, and PM>>5 annual emissions in 2008 were available in the PM,5 SIP inventory. VOC 
estimates were estimated from the 2008 daily emission rate available in the ozone SIP, 
multiplied by the ratio of annual to daily VOC emissions from the 2002 baseline inventory. 
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DRAFT INITIAL SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT 
FOR THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE 
PROJECT 


HAVRE DE GRACE AND PERRYVILLE 
HARFORD AND CECIL COUNTIES, MARYLAND 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
INTRODUCTION 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is a two-track bridge located in the City of Havre de Grace 
in Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. The 108- 
year-old bridge is owned by the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak). It is used by 
Amtrak, Maryland's MARC Commuter Rail and Norfolk Southern Railway to carry passenger 
and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. The U.S. Secretary of Transportation selected 
the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) for an award of $22 million through a 
cooperative agreement between the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT for the 
preliminary engineering and National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) phases of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. FRA, MDOT, the Maryland Transit Administration 
(MTA) and Amtrak are working together to study various alternatives to improve this rail 


crossing along the heavily traveled Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


On behalf of the project team, BrightFields, Inc. (BrightFields) performed an Initial Site 
Assessment for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (Project). T The Project limits (or 
study area) span approximately six miles of Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor between the “OAK” 
Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 in Havre de Grace and the “PRINCE” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 
in Perryville (Figure 1). 


PURPOSE 


The study area for this Initial Site Assessment consists of the Amtrak right of way (ROW) 
between Milepost 63.5 in Havre de Grace and Milepost 57.3 in Perryville plus a 200 foot buffer. 


The purpose of the survey is to document environmental conditions in the area and to evaluate 
potential environmental concerns within the study area pursuant to the requirements of NEPA. 
This was accomplished by visually evaluating the study area during site reconnaissance, 


reviewing historic maps and aerial photographs to identify previous land uses, obtaining and 
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evaluating an environmental database search for the study area, and performing a regulatory file 


review for the sites identified in the environmental database search. 


After the sites of potential concern for the Project were determined, the available information for 
each site was evaluated and the sites were organized into three categories: green, yellow, and 
orange. Sites categorized as green are considered to be low potential environmental hazard sites. 
These have minimal environmental issues which may include residual soil and/or groundwater 
contamination and may have little or no environmental cost impact. Sites categorized as yellow 
are considered to be moderate potential environmental hazard sites and may have some 
environmental cost impact on the Project. These should be regarded with caution because 
moderate contamination may remain in site soil and/or groundwater. Sites categorized as orange 
are considered to be high potential environmental hazard sites. These should be regarded with 
additional caution due to the likelihood of encountering soil and/or groundwater contamination 
and/or treatment system components. These sites may have significant cost impact to the 


project. 
FINDINGS 


This initial assessment identified 58 sites of potential concern. Of the 58 sites, 37 sites were 
determined to be “Green” sites, 19 sites were determined to be “Yellow” sites, and 2 sites were 
determined to be “Orange” sites. The site locations are depicted on Figures 6 though 9 and the 


sites are summarized on the following table. 


Welsh Property 2321 Old Post Road, Aberdeen 
Bonnett Property 1919 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
H&S Distribution Co. 1715 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Wilson Getty Service 1633 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Nori's Service Station 1625 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Adult Book Store 1634 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Debonis Chevrolet 1517 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 

Always Recycling, LLC 1347 Post Rd, Havre de Grace 
C & P Telephone 1324 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Amoco - Havre de Grace BP 1001 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Citgo - HdG Car Care 1101 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Post Road Cleaners 1100 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Williams Residence 1007 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
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T&C Auto Sales 942 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Chevron One-Stop Service 903 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Havre de Grace Manufactured Gas Plant 200 Block Juniata Street, Havre de Grace 
660 Revolution Street 660 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Walter Property 650 Green Street, Havre de Grace 
Chesapeake Rent All 210 N Stokes Street, Havre de Grace 
Streeter Electric 611 Otsego Street, Havre de Grace 
Dave Malin Residence 623 Ontario Street, Havre de Grace 
620 N Stokes Street 620 N Stokes Street, Havre de Grace 
Cookey's Auto Service 424-426 N Union Avenue, Havre de Grace 
Randall Smith/John Wilkie 636 Pearl Street, Havre de Grace 
606 Water Street 606 Water Street, Havre de Grace 
Havre de Grace WWTP 413-415 Saint John Street, Havre de Grace 
McSpadden Cleaners 358 Pennington Avenue, Havre de Grace 
Perryville Yacht Club 31 River Road, Perryville 
Owens Marina - A.H. Owen & Son Fish Market 12 River Road, Perryville 
Cullem Property 502-504 Front Street, Perryville 
Perryville Oil Co. 515 Otsego Street, Perryville 
Town of Perryville-Maintenance Yard 515 Broad Street, Perryville 


Perryville Post Office 620 Broad Street, Perryville 
Martino's Liquors 304 Aiken Avenue, Perryville 
Perryville Wastewater Treatment Plant 72 Ikea Road, Perryville 


Coastal Unilube 950 Principio Furnace Road, Perryville 
Firestone Perryville Plant - IKEA Industrial Park 100 Firestone Road, Perryville 


YELLOW SITES 


GAF Transportation Pulaski Highway - East Shoulder, Aberdeen 
Pool Concepts Inc. 2226 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Bay Oil, Inc. 2110 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Friendly Oil Company - Aero Energy 1757 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Osborne Boat Sales 1754 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
F.W. Haxel Co. 1750 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Havre de Grace Exxon 1609 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 1300 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
A-1 Sales, Inc. 1200 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Auto Ranch - Harbor Station 1005 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
MCK Trucking Co. 963 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 

Former Carroll's Laundry Franklin Street and Adams Street, Havre de Grace 


Former Gas Stations Warren Street and N. Union Ave., Havre de Grace 
Gilbert Tank Farm — Gilbert Enterprises Water Street, Havre de Grace 
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Former Pennsylvania Railroad Shops Broad Street and Front Street, Perryville 


Perryville Substation Ave A, Perryville 


Norfolk Southern Railroad 450 - 452 Harford Street, Perryville 


Perryville Chevron - Former Perryville Texaco 636 Broad Street, Perryville 


Amtrak Maintenance Facility Yard - Amtrak MOW 644 Broad Street., Perryville 


RECOMENDATIONS 


Based on the findings of this Initial Site Assessment, BrightFields recommends the following: 


1. 


After the design plans for the Project are completed, prepare a Contaminated Materials 
Management Plan (CMMP), and a site specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP) to address 
soil, sediment, and groundwater management, environmental health, and worker safety 
during all Project construction activities. 


In the event that the Project area expands, an Initial Site Assessment should be conducted 
to assess potential environmental hazards within the area of expansion. 


Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance are present within the study 
area. A sediment and erosion control plan in accordance with Maryland laws should be 
prepared prior to construction. 


Sites were assigned a green, yellow, or orange ranking based on the potential for 
environmental contamination present in soil and/or groundwater and the potential 
environmental cost to the project. This relative ranking is preliminary and we anticipate 
that some of the site rankings will change as more information is collected. Particularly, 
several sites ranked as “yellow” due to a lack of information will likely be downgraded to 
“green” as more information is available. 


No additional assessment is recommended for the “Green” Sites, other than following the 
Project CMMP and HASP when work occurs within those portions of the study area. 


Collect soil and/or groundwater samples within the areas on the “Yellow” and “Orange” 
sites that may be impacted by Project construction for the purpose of characterizing waste 
and evaluating disposal or treatment options. It is possible that some of this could be 
accomplished in conjunction with geotechnical drilling activities. 


After the design plans for the Project are completed, perform an additional PIA file 
review for “Yellow” and “Orange” sites within the Project boundaries to assess whether 
new information is available. 
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DRAFT INITIAL SITE ASSESSMENT REPORT 
FOR THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER RAIL BRIDGE 
PROJECT 


HAVRE DE GRACE AND PERRYVILLE 
HARFORD AND CECIL COUNTIES, MARYLAND 


1.0 INTRODUCTION 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is a two-track bridge located in the City of Havre de Grace 
in Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. The 108- 
year-old bridge is owned by the National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak). It is used by 
Amtrak, Maryland's MARC Commuter Rail and Norfolk Southern Railway to carry passenger 
and freight trains across the Susquehanna River. The U.S. Secretary of Transportation selected 
the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) for an award of $22 million through a 
cooperative agreement between the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT for the 
preliminary engineering and National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) phases of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. FRA, MDOT, the Maryland Transit Administration 
(MTA) and Amtrak are working together to study various alternatives to improve this rail 


crossing along the heavily traveled Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


On behalf of the project team, BrightFields, Inc. (BrightFields) performed an Initial Site 
Assessment for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (Project). T The Project limits (or 
study area) span approximately six miles of Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor between the “OAK” 
Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 in Havre de Grace and the “PRINCE” Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 
in Perryville (Figure 1). 


1.1 Project Description and Purpose of Report 


The study area for this Initial Site Assessment consists of the Amtrak right of way (ROW) 
between Milepost 63.5 in Havre de Grace and Milepost 57.3 in Perryville plus a 200 foot buffer. 


The purpose of the survey is to document environmental conditions in the study area and to 
evaluate potential environmental hazards within the study area pursuant to the requirements of 
the NEPA. This was accomplished by: 


e Performing an environmental database search of the study area and surrounding 
properties to identify sites that may pose environmental hazards for the Project. 


e Performing a site reconnaissance by driving the study area and performing site 
walks (where necessary) to identify current uses in an effort to identify sites that 


may pose environmental hazards for the Project. 
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e Reviewing historic maps and aerial photographs in an effort to determine the past 
use of properties within the study area and surrounding the study area. 


e Conducting a Public Information Act (PIA) file review at Maryland Department 
of the Environment (MDE) to obtain further information for the sites identified in 
the environmental database search. 


e Evaluating the information obtained for each of the identified sites of potential 
concern to rank the sites of potential concern from least to greatest potential for 
environmental hazards and providing recommendations for how to manage the 
potential hazards. In some cases, further investigation of the sites may be 
recommended if further information is needed. 


2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING 


The potential for downward and/or horizontal migration of any contaminant within an area is 
controlled by the environmental setting of the area. The following sections describe the 
environmental setting for the study area, including the physiography, geology, topography, 
hydrology, and hydrogeology of the study area as well as the soil types present within the study 


area. 
2.1 Physiography and Geology 


The Study Area, shown on Figure 1, is in Harford and Cecil Counties, which lie within two 
physiographic provinces, the Appalachian Piedmont and the Atlantic Coastal Plain. The focus 
area is located roughly along the Fall Line separating the Piedmont and Coastal Plain. The Fall 
Line is the boundary between the crystalline rocks of the Piedmont Plateau and the sediments of 


the Atlantic Coastal Plain. The Study Area is primarily located within the Atlantic Coastal Plain. 


The study area contains two Quaternary-age deposits. The coastal plain deposits are fluvial and 
are characterized by thin (less than 30 meters thick) sequences of sand, gravel, and silty clay that 
unconformably overlies Piedmont bedrock or upper Coastal Plain marine deposits (Pazzaglia, 
1993). 


According to the Geological Survey of Maryland (1990 and 1968), the majority of sediments that 
are present in the study area are lowland deposits (Ql) composed of gravel, sand, silt, and clay 
(Figure 2). Medium- to coarse-grained sand and gravel up to boulder size are common near the 
base of the deposits. The thickness ranges from 0 to 150 feet. These deposits have been 


classified by others as the Talbot and Kent Island Formations. 


The other Quaternary deposits are the Upland Deposits. The Upland Deposits contain gravel and 


sand, which is commonly orange-brown and locally limonite-cemented. The Upland Deposits 
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contain minor silt and red, white, or gray clay. There is a lower gravel member and an upper 


loam member in Southern Maryland. The thickness varies from 0 to 50 feet. 


There are four small portions of the study area that contain rocks from the Piedmont Providence. 
Most of the bedrock deposits (three areas) are composed of Port Deposit Gneiss (Pzpd). The 
Port Deposit Gneiss is a moderately to strongly deformed intrusive complex composed of 
gneissic biotite quartz diorite, hornblende-biotite quartz diorite, and biotite granodiorite. All 
these rocks are foliated and some are strongly sheared; (1998). There is one small area 


composed of metamorphosed gabbro and amphibolite deposits (mgb). 


The following table summarizes the various units shown on Figure 2. 


Symbol Name Soil/Rock Type Age 
Ql Lowland Deposits Gravel, sand, & silt ree 
Recent 
Upland Deposits Pleistocene to 
om (Western Shore) Gravel andsand Recent 
Kp Potomac Group Gravel, sand, silt & clay Cretaceous 
Metagabbro & ai Early 
Pz - mgb Amphibolite Metagabbro & amphibolite Puleavaid 
Pre bob Baltimore Gabbro Cabins Early 
Complex Paleozoic 
: gneissic biotite quartz diorite, 
Pzpd ee Mi hornblende-biotite quartz Paleozoic 
diorite, and biotite granodiorite 
ve Volcanic Complex eae aca & Precambrian 


There is a ready source of sand and gravel at the Havre de Grace Quarry (Arundel Sand and 
Gravel Quarry) located approximately 7,800 feet northwest of the bridge. 


2.2 + Soils 


There are 31 soil series and 47 mapping units within the Susquehanna Bridge study area 
(USDA, 2011). A table listing the characteristics of the most significant percentages of 


soil is shown below. 
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Map Description | Dominant Hydric Farmland Erosion 
Unit Drainage | Classification | Classification Class 
Class 
AgqA Aquasco silt | Somewhat Partially Statewide Not highly 
loam poorly hydric importance erodible 
drained 
BeA | Beltsville silt | Moderately Partially Prime farmland | Not highly 
loam well drained hydric erodible 
BuB Butlertown | Moderately Partially Prime farmland | Potentially 
silt loam well drained hydric highly 
erodible 
EsA Elsinboro | Well drained | Not hydric All areas are | Not highly 
loam prime farmland | erodible to 
potentially 
highly 
Lr Leonardtown Poorly All hydric Not prime Not highly 
silt loam drained erodible 
MkB Matapeake | Well drained | Not hydric Statewide Not highly 
silt loam importance erodible 
MIA _ | Mattapex silt | Moderately Partially All areas are | Not highly 
loam well drained hydric prime farmland | erodible 
NsA Nassawango | Well drained Partially Prime farmland | Not highly 
silt loam hydric erodible 
Ot Othello silt Poorly All hydric Statewide Not highly 
loam drained importance erodible 
SME Sassafras | Well drained Partially Not prime Highly 
and Croom hydric erodible 
soils, 15 to 
25 percent 
slopes 
Up Urban land Not Hydric Not prime Not highly 
erodible 
land 
UzC Udorthents | Well drained | Not hydric Not prime Highly 
erodible 
land 
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Drainage Class: identifies the natural drainage conditions of the soil (e.g., very poorly drained, 
poorly drained). Hydric classification: indicates if a soil type meets the hydric criteria which the 
USDA defines as soil formed under conditions of saturation, flooding, or ponding long enough 
during the growing season to develop anaerobic conditions in the upper part. This definition 
includes soils that developed under anaerobic conditions in the upper part but no longer 
experience these conditions due to hydrologic alteration such as those hydric soils that have been 
artificially drained or protected (e.g., ditches or levees). Erosion Class: indicates how erodible a 


soil type is. 


Prime Farmland Soils are defined as “having the soil quality, growing season and moisture 
supply needed to economically produce sustained high yields of crops” (NRCS 2010). Soils of 
Statewide Importance are defined as “having early Prime Farmland quality and _ that 
economically produce high yields of crops when treated and managed according to acceptable 
methods” (NRCS 2011). Figure 3 illustrates the soil mapping units within the immediate 


vicinity of the study area. 


The majority of soil in the Cecil County section is Urban land (Up). Urban land is areas where 
either the native soil has been removed or covered with fill. It consists of land that has been so 
altered or disturbed by urban works and structure that classifying the soil is no longer feasible. 


All the soil types in Harford County have been classified. 


There are Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance within the study area. A 
sediment and erosion control plan in accordance with Maryland laws must be prepared prior to 


land disturbing Project activities. 
2.3 Topography 


The topography at the study area ranges from sea level to over 100 feet. The topography in the 
Atlantic Coastal Plain (south of the study area) is fairly flat. The topography in the Piedmont is 
generally rolling hills, rising to over 400 feet north of the study area (USGS, 2011). 


According to FEMA, the majority of the study area has a flood rating of Zone X. Zone X is an 
area that is determined to be outside the 100 -and 500 year floodplain. Small portions of the 
study area are listed as Zone AE or Zone X500. Zone AE are areas subject to inundation by the 
1-percent-annual-chance flood event and Zone X500 represents an area inundated by 500 year 
flooding; an area inundated by 100-year flooding with average depths of less than 1 foot or with 


drainage areas less than 1 square mile; or an area protected by levees from 100 year flooding. 
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2.4 Hydrology 


The railroad bridge spans the Susquehanna River at Havre de Grace and Susquehanna 
Point/Perryville Maryland. The mean river discharge is 65,700 cubic feet per second averaged 
over 46 years of records at the Conowingo Dam, 9.9 miles upstream from the mouth. Minimum 
discharge was 10,700 cfs in 1993 and the maximum was 330,000 cfs in 1975. 


The Susquehanna River is tidal at Havre de Grace with a mean semi-diurnal variation of 2.1 feet 
and approximately 2.5 feet during spring neap tides. The Susquehanna River empties into the 
head of Chesapeake Bay from northwestward. The entrance is between Concord Point and Perry 


Point, one mile east-northeastward. 


A marked dredged channel leads through the flats from deep water in Chesapeake Bay to Havre 
de Grace. A side channel leads to a basin at City Park at Havre de Grace. In 2011, the 
controlling depth was 10 feet to the mouth of Susquehanna River at Havre de Grace. In 2011, 
the controlling depth was 4 feet (which control the maximum draft of the boats) in the side 
channel and in the basin at City Park. Above Havre de Grace, the channel of Susquehanna River 
has depths of 13 feet to 50 feet to Port Deposit, Maryland. 


Garrett Island is located in mid-river 1 mile above the mouth. It is 0.8 mile long and 0.4 mile 


wide, and has moderate relief and is wooded. 
2.5 Hydrogeology 


The groundwater system is controlled by the thickness of the residual weathered bedrock 
(saprolite) and the degree of fracturing in the bedrock. The saprolite is usually thickest on 
hilltops and slopes and thinnest in valleys. The saprolite is relatively porous and permeable, and 
acts as a source of recharge to the bedrock below (Gerhart and Lazorchick, 1988). Where the 
saprolite is saturated, groundwater occupies the spaces between unconsolidated soil particles and 
rock fragments and is under unconfined conditions. The flow water table water-bearing zone 


generally mimics the land surface contours. 


In contrast, groundwater in the bedrock is only in secondary porosity caused by stresses and 
weak spots. The number and size of the voids determine the secondary porosity of the bedrock; 
the degree to which the openings are interconnected determines its secondary permeability, and 
hence groundwater yield. Groundwater in bedrock is commonly under confined conditions due 
to the essentially impermeable bedrock on the sides of the voids. However, because there are no 


well-defined, continuous confining beds and because the degree of hydraulic connection between 
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the saprolite and the secondary openings in the underlying bedrock is generally high, the entire 


groundwater flow system may be considered one complex unconfined aquifer. 


The flow system is recharged by precipitation that infiltrates the saprolite and percolates to the 
water table unit. Frequently, this groundwater is of poor quality and low yield. The bedrock, on 
the other hand, has very low primary porosity and is less permeable than the saprolite. The 
number, size, and interconnection of the secondary openings differ with depth below land 
surface and with topographic setting. Secondary porosity and permeability decrease with depth 
owing to the increase in pressure and the decrease in weathering and solution. Also, secondary 
porosity and permeability are relatively low under hilltops and relatively high under draws and 


valleys. 


3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL DATABASE CORRIDOR SEARCH 


Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR) was subcontracted to provide Federal, State, and/or 
local agency databases in order to obtain information regarding sites that may pose potential 
environmental concerns within the study area and surrounding properties. The EDR search 
boundary consisted of the study area plus a one mile buffer. The EDR Corridor Report is 
included as Appendix A. Typically, agencies maintain databases of investigated sites which are 
then used to identify potential environmental concerns. These databases include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 


° National Priority List (NPL) (of Superfund sites) 
° Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) 
° CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned (NFRAP) list 
° State Hazardous Waste Site (SHWS)- State of Maryland HWS list 
° Maryland Oil Control Program (OCP) Case Sites 
° State of Maryland Historic (HIST) Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) list 
° Maryland Solid Waste Facilities list 
. Maryland Brownfields List 
. Resource Conservation and Recovery Act Information System (RCRA): 


- RCRA Treatment, Storage and Disposal (TSD) Sites 
- RCRA CORRACTS and non-CORRACTS (Corrective Action Sites) 
° Emergency Response Notification System (ERNS) 


BrightFields evaluated the location and limited regulatory information provided in the EDR 
Corridor Report for each of the sites identified to assess which sites could present potential 


environmental hazards within the study area. BrightFields submitted Public Information Act 
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(PIA) requests to the State of Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) to obtain 
additional information for those sites that appeared to present potential environmental concerns 
based on their associated regulatory listings. The sites for which PIA requests were submitted 
are summarized in Section 5.2 and the information obtained from the PIA requests is 


summarized in Section 5.3. 


The EDR search identified one CERCLIS site, one NFRAP site, one RCRA CORRACTS site, 
one US Brownfield site, one Department of Defense (DOD) Site, two SHWS sites, 110 OCP 
case sites, seven MD HIST LUST sites, five Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) Sites, and seven 
Land Restoration Program (LRP) sites. The locations of the sites identified in the EDR Corridor 
Report are depicted on Figure 5. The sites identified in the EDR Corridor Report are described 


in the following sections. 


CERCLIS 


The EDR search found one CERCLIS site within the search area and the site is identified as 
McSpadden Cleaners located approximately 0.25 mile south of the study area at 358 Pennington 
Avenue in Havre de Grace. BrightFields submitted a PIA request for the McSpadden Cleaners 
site to MDE. 


NFRAP 


The EDR search found one NFRAP site within the search area and the site is identified as 
Firestone Perryville Plant located adjacent to the south of the study area at Firestone Road & 
Route #7 in Perryville. The Firestone Perryville Plant was also identified on the SHWS 
database. BrightFields submitted a PIA request for the Firestone Perryville Plant site to MDE. 


RCRA-CORRACTS 


The EDR search found one RCRA-CORRACTS site within the search area and the site is 
identified as Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. located approximately 400 feet southeast of the 
study area at 1300 Revolution Street in Havre de Grace. The Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 
site was also identified on the RCRA- Treatment, Storage, and/or Disposal Facilities (TSDF), 
RCRA-Large Quantity Generator (LQG), Engineering Control (ENG CONTROL), Institutional 
Control (INST CONTROL), US Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS), 2020 
Corrective Action (2020 COR ACTION), US Financial Assurance (US FIN ASSUR), OCP case, 
and MD HIST LUST databases. BrightFields submitted a PIA request for the Cytec Engineered 
Materials, Inc. site to MDE. 
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US BROWNFIELD 


The EDR search found one US Brownfield site within the search area and the site is identified as 
Gilbert Tank Farm - Parcel 461 located approximately 400 feet north of the study area at Water 
Street in Havre de Grace. BrightFields submitted a PIA request for the Gilbert Tank Farm - 
Parcel 461 site to MDE. 


Department of Defense (DOD) 


The EDR search found one DOD site within the search area and the site is identified as Aberdeen 
Proving Grounds (APG) located approximately 0.5 mile southwest of the study area in 
Aberdeen. Swan Creek and Gasheys Creek are present between the study area and APG, which 
would act as hydrologic barriers to any contaminants that may be potentially emanating from 
APG. Accordingly, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions in the study area due to 


contaminant migration from APG are not anticipated. 


SHWS 


The EDR search found two SHWS sites within the search area and the sites are identified as 
Firestone Perryville Plant located adjacent to the south of the study area at Firestone Road & 
Route #7 in Perryville and Havre de Grace Plant located approximately 1,000 feet southeast of 
the study area at 200 Block Juniata Street in Havre de Grace. BrightFields submitted a PIA 
request to MDE for each of these SHWS sites. 


OCP Cases 


The EDR search found 110 OCP Case sites within the searched area. BrightFields submitted 
PIA requests for any OCP case sites reported in the Corridor Search report to have open case 
status within 0.25 mile of the study area, any OCP cases sites located within the study area, and 
any OCP cases located within 0.1 mile (approximately 528 feet) of the study area. BrightFields 
submitted PIA requests for 49 of the 110 OCP case sites identified within the searched area and 
these 49 sites are identified as follows: 


Site Address 
Coastal Unilube 0 Principio Furnace Road, Perryville 
Perryville Oil Co. 515 Otsego Street, Perryville 
Martino's Liquors 304 Aiken Avenue, Perryville 
Norfolk Southern Railroad 450 - 452 Harford Street, Perryville 
Perryville Post Office 620 Broad Street, Perryville 
Perryville Chevron 636 Broad Street, Perryville 
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Site 


Address 


Amtrak Maintenance Facility Yard 


644 Broad Street., Perryville 


Cullum Property 


502 Front Street (504), Perryville 


Owens Marina 


River Road, Perryville 


A H Owen & Son Fish Market 


River Road, Perryville 


Perryville Yacht Club 


31 River Road, Perryville 


Town of Perryville-Maintenance Yard 


515 Broad Street, Perryville 


Dave Malin Residence 


623 Ontario Street, Havre de Grace 


620 N Stokes Street 


620 N Stokes Street, Havre de Grace 


Streeter Electric 


611 Otsego Street, Havre de Grace 


606 Water Street 606 Water Street, Havre de Grace 

Randall Smith/John Wilkie 636 Pearl Street, Havre de Grace 
Havre de Grace WWTP 413 Saint John Street, Havre de Grace 
Havre de Grace WWTP 415 Saint John Street, Havre de Grace 


Cookey's Auto Service 


424-426 N Union Avenue, Havre de Grace 


Walter Property 650 Green Street, Havre de Grace 
Chesapeake Rent All 210 N Stokes Street, Havre de Grace 
T&C Auto Sales 942 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
MCK Trucking Co. 963 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Amoco US 40 & Lewis Lane, Havre de Grace 
Auto Ranch 1021 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Harbor Station (Former Auto Ranch) 1005 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Havre de Grace BP 1001 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


A-I Sales, Inc. 


1200 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


Williams Residence 


Citgo 


1007 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
1101 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 


C & P Telephone 


1324 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 


Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 


1300 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 


C & P Telephone 


1324 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 


Debonis Chevrolet, Inc. 


1517 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


Havre de Grace Wastewater Plant 


1 Jerry Foster Way, Havre de Grace 


City of Havre de Grace Fleet Maintenance 


4 Jerry Foster Way, Havre de Grace 


Wilson Getty Service 


1633 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


Nori's Service Station 


1625 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


Havre de Grace Exxon #2751 


1609 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
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Site Address 
Adult Book Store 1634 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
(Previous) H & S Distribution Co. 1715 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Osborne Boat Sales 1754 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
F.W. Haxel Co. 1750 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Bonnett Property 1919 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Bay Oil, Inc. 2110 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Pool Concepts Inc. 2226 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
GAF Transportation Pulaski Highway - East Shoulder, Aberdeen 
Welsh Property 2321 Old Post Road, Aberdeen 
MD Historic LUST 


The EDR search found seven HIST LUST sites within the search area. BrightFields submitted 
PIA requests for any HIST LUST sites reported in the Corridor Search report to have open case 
status within 0.25 mile of the study area, any HIST LUST sites located within the study area, and 
any HIST LUST sites located within 0.1 mile (approximately 528 feet) of the study area. 
BrightFields submitted PIA requests for three of the seven HIST LUST sites identified within the 


searched area and these sites are identified as follows: 


Site Address 
Chevron One-Stop Service 903 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 
Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 1300 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Friendly Oil Company 1757 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP) 


The EDR search found five VCP sites within the searched area and these sites are identified as 


follows: 
Site Address 
Ikea Industrial Park AKA Occidental Chemical Firestone Road and Route 7, Perryville 
Gilbert Enterprises, Inc. 649 Water Street, Havre de Grace 
660 Revolution Street 660 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Cleaning Solutions Group Site (Cello Property) 1354 Old Post Road, Havre de Grace 
Ames Shopping Plaza 2015-2113 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


BrightFields submitted PIA requests for any VCP sites identified within the study area, or within 
0.25 mile of the study area. All five VCP sites identified are located within the study area or 
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within 0.25 mile of the study area and therefore, BrightFields submitted PIA requests for each of 


the five sites listed above. 


Land Restoration Program (LRP) 


The EDR search found seven LRP sites within the searched area and these sites are identified as 


follows: 
Site Address 
Ikea Industrial Park AKA Occidental Chemical Firestone Road and Route 7, Perryville 
Gilbert Property — 4 Parcels 649 Water Street, Havre de Grace 
660 Revolution Street 660 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Havre de Grace MGP 907 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Post Road Cleaners 1100 Revolution Street, Havre de Grace 
Cleaning Solutions Group Site (Cello Property) 1354 Old Post Road, Havre de Grace 
Ames Shopping Plaza 2015-2113 Pulaski Highway, Havre de Grace 


BrightFields submitted PIA requests for any LRP sites identified within the study area, or within 
0.25 mile of the study area. All of the LRP sites listed above are located within the study area, or 
within 0.25 mile of the study area. Therefore, BrightFields submitted PIA requests for each of 


the sites listed on the table above. 


The sites for which PIA requests were submitted are summarized in Section 5.2 and the 


information obtained from the PIA requests is summarized in Section 5.3. 


4.0 HISTORICAL REVIEW 


BrightFields reviewed Sanborn® fire insurance maps, United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
topographic maps, and aerial photographs of the study area and surrounding properties in an 
effort to identify previous property uses that may pose potential environmental hazards. 
Additionally, BrightFields reviewed local street directories in an attempt to determine the dates 
of operation of two gasoline filling stations identified on a 1962 Sanborn® map in Havre de 
Grace, one within the study area (500 Union Avenue) and one adjacent to the south of the study 
area (500-502 Warren Street or 428 Union Avenue). The findings of the directory search are 


discussed in Section 4.4. 


A review of the historic maps and aerial photographs indicates that prior to 1955, the majority of 
the study area was vacant except for the portions of the study area in the vicinity of Havre de 
Grace and Perryville. Sanborn® maps indicate that prior to 1955, the portions of Havre de Grace 


near the Susquehanna River within and adjacent to the study area were historically used for 
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various industrial purposes including a coal wharf, ship building, and bulk oil and/or other 
chemical storage. Evidence of industrial activities in this area was also noted after 1955 as 
several above ground storage tanks (ASTs) and a suspected industrial facility were evident to the 
north of the existing railroad corridor in this area on the topographic maps and aerial 
photographs (Gilbert Tank Farm site). This area represents a potential environmental hazard as 
such industrial activities may have impacted subsurface conditions in the area. Sanborn” maps 
also indicate that in 1923, a Pennsylvania Railroad (P.R.R.) maintenance facility including a 
roundhouse and a forge/machine shop were present within and adjacent to the north of the study 
area in Perryville (former P.R.R. Shops site). Aerial photographs indicate that these buildings 
remained present until at least 1970. The portions of the study area in the vicinity of the former 
P.R.R. Shops also represent a potential environmental hazard as such industrial activities may 
have impacted subsurface conditions in the area. By 1970, additional industrial facilities were 
evident within and nearby the study area including the facilities located on the Cleaning 
Solutions Group site (Cello site) and the Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. (Cytec site) properties 
to the west of Havre de Grace and the industrial facility located along Firestone Road to the east 
of Perryville (Firestone Perryville Plant - IKEA Industrial Park site). The environmental hazards 


that may be associated with these sites are evaluated further in Section 5.3. 
4.1 Sanborn® Maps 


Historic Sanborn® Map coverage was available for the portions of the study area within Havre de 


Grace and Perryville. The following Sections detail BrightFields’ review of the Maps. 


Sanborn® Maps — Havre de Grace 


EDR provided Sanborn® maps of Havre de Grace for the years of 1885, 1894, 1899, 1904, 1910, 
1921, 1930, and 1962. The following paragraphs detail the Sanborn® Maps for Havre de Grace 
and copies of the Sanborn® maps are included in Appendix B. The following paragraphs 


generally detail the Sanborn” maps from west to east across the study area. 


1885 — The portions of the study area between Stoke Street and the Susquehanna River were 
depicted. A railroad was present within the study area approximately 100 feet south of 
where the existing railroad corridor is located. To the east of Stoke Street, a railroad 
station/freight house, a restaurant, and several residential dwellings were present within 
the study area in the vicinity of Warren and Union Streets. To the north of the railroad 
station, residential dwellings, a hotel, several grocery stores, and several carriage shops 
were present within the study area in the vicinity of Water and Otsego Streets. A coal 


wharf was present within the study area to the east of Water Street and J. Brown’s carriage 
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shop where the Gilbert Tank Farm site is located. A blacksmith shop and residential 
dwelling were present within the study area to the east of the railroad station. A water 
works pumping station was present adjacent to the south of the study area near the 
Susquehanna River where the existing Havre de Grace Wastewater Treatment Plant is 


located. 


1894 — The portions of the study area between Adams Street and the Susquehanna River were 
depicted. Residential dwellings, a livery, and a hand car house were present within the 
study area between Adams and Stokes Streets. No significant changes were evident to the 
properties within the study area along Stokes, Otsego, or Warren Streets. A photography 
shop was present within the study area near the intersection of Otsego and Pearl Streets. 
The building formerly occupied by J. Brown’s carriage shop located within the study area 
on Water Street was indicated as vacant. An ice house facility (Consumers Ice Company) 
which included an engine room was present adjacent to the north of the study area along 
the Susquehanna River on a portion of the Gilbert Tank Farm site. No other significant 


changes were evident to the study area. 
1899 — No significant changes were evident within, or adjacent to, the study area. 


1904 — No significant changes were evident within the study area. A shipbuilding facility 
(Susquehanna Boat Works) was present to the south of the study area near the 
Susquehanna River, adjacent to the east of the water works pumping station. No other 


significant changes were evident to the properties adjacent to the study area. 


1910 — The portions of the study area between Adams Street and the Susquehanna River were 
depicted. The existing railroad corridor and the Susquehanna Bridge were present within 
the study area, approximately 100 feet north of the former railroad location. The former 
railroad corridor was no longer depicted within the study area and the former railroad 
bridge was converted to a “foot and vehicle” bridge. A portion of the Susquehanna 
Marine Works facility was present within the study area to the south of the foot and 
vehicle bridge. The portion of the Susquehanna Marine Works facility present within the 
study area consisted of a storage and cooper/iron studding building. A portion of the 
Susquehanna Marine Works was also located adjacent to the south of the study area and 
this portion of the facility consisted of a wood working building. The map indicates that 
painting and copper/iron studding was also conducted in the wood working building. No 
other significant changes were evident to the properties within or adjacent to the study 


area. 
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1921 — The portions of the study area between North Juniata Street and the Susquehanna River 
were depicted. The former railroad was no longer depicted within the portions of the 
study area not depicted in 1910 and the existing railroad corridor was present. A railroad 
passenger station associated with the new railroad corridor was present in the vicinity of 
North Adams and Warren Streets. Carroll’s Laundry was present within the study area on 
North Adams Street, between Warren and Franklin Streets. Farther east, near the 
Susquehanna River, a garage building with underground storage tanks (USTs) was present 
adjacent to the south of the railroad corridor. The Standard Oil Company facility was 
present within the study area to the north of the railroad corridor on Water Street on a 
portion of the Gilbert Tank Farm site. The Susquehanna Marine Works facility was no 
longer present within the study area. No other significant changes were evident to the 


study area or to the properties adjacent to the study area. 


1930 — The portions of the study area between North Juniata Street and the Susquehanna River 
were depicted. The Standard Oil Company facility was expanded within the study area to 
include two oil houses and three above-ground gasoline storage tanks. The garage located 
within the study area to the south of the railroad corridor was indicated as a repair shop. 
No other significant changes were evident to the properties within the study area or 


adjacent to the study area. 


1962 — The portions of the study area between North Juniata Street and the Susquehanna River 
were depicted. No significant changes were evident to the properties within the study area 
or adjacent to the study area between North Juniata and North Adams Streets. An 
additional rug cleaning building suspected to be associated with the Carroll’s Laundry 
facility was present within the study area near the intersection of North Adams and Warren 
Streets. The original Carroll’s Laundry building also appeared to be expanded. An auto 
body repair facility was present adjacent to the south of the study area near the intersection 
of North Adams and West Franklin Streets. A garage with three gasoline tanks was 
present within the study area at the intersection of North Stokes and West Franklin Streets. 
Two gasoline filling stations, one within the study area and one adjacent to the south of the 
study area, were present at the intersection of Warren Street and North Union Avenue. 
The Standard Oil Company facility was no longer depicted within the study area and one 
of the former Standard Oil facility buildings was identified as a woodworking facility. An 
oil warehouse, storage building, and three above-ground fuel oil storage tanks were 
present to the north of the study area, suspected to be a part of the Gulf Oil Corporation 
facility located farther north of the study area on a portion of the existing Gilbert Tank 


Farm site. The auto repair garage located within the study area to the south of the railroad 
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corridor was indicated as a contractor storage building and was indicated as damaged by a 
fire. No other significant changes were evident to the properties within the study area or 


adjacent to the study area. 


Based on a review of the Sanborn® Maps for Havre de Grace, several potential areas of concern 


were identified. 


A railroad was previously located approximately 100 feet south of the existing railroad corridor. 
Sometime between 1904 and 1910, the existing railroad corridor was constructed and the former 
railroad was no longer evident within the study area. Although portions of the railroad were 
likely removed, it is possible that portions of the former railroad bed are present in the 
subsurface in the former railroad location within the study area. The former railroad bed 
represents a potential concern since tracks and switching areas may have diesel range organics 
(DRO) and oil-contaminated surface soils and rail ballast due to the constant use and repetitive 
minor leakage of engines and rail cars. Additionally, the oils used in train engines and railcars 
often contained polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs). Used oil was historically sprayed on rail beds 
to suppress dust and pesticides. Arsenics and DDT were often used to control vegetation growth 


in and along rail beds. 


The portions of the study area in Havre de Grace located next to the Susquehanna River are 
potential areas of concern as these portions of the study area were historically used for various 
industrial purposes including a coal wharf, ship building, and oil and/or other chemical storage. 
This area later consisted of the Gilbert Tank Farm site. The Gilbert Tank Farm site is discussed 
in Section 5.3. Based on the historic industrial use of the properties in this area, there is potential 


for adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within these portions of the study area. 


The Carroll’s Laundry facility represents a potential concern because a portion of the facility was 
indicated as a rug (carpet) cleaning operation. Carpet cleaning in the 1960s typically involved 
the use of solvents, and improper use, storage, and/or disposal of such solvents could have 
adversely impacted subsurface conditions at the property. The Carroll’s Laundry building also 
appeared to have been expanded in 1962, possibly to include dry cleaning at the facility, which 


also would have involved the use of solvents. 


In 1962, two gasoline filling stations (Former Gas Station site), one within the study area (500 
Union Avenue) and one adjacent to the south of the study area (500-502 Warren Street or 428 
Union Avenue), were present at the intersection of Warren Street and North Union Avenue. No 


releases were reported for these properties in the environmental database report. 
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The Former Carroll’s Laundry and Former Gas Stations sites are discussed further in Section 6.0. 
No other potential areas of concern were identified based on the review of the Sanborn® Maps 
for Havre de Grace. 


Sanborn” Maps — Perryville 


EDR provided Sanborn” Maps of Perryville for the years of 1910, 1923, and 1943. The 
following paragraphs detail the Sanborn” Maps for Perryville and copies of the Sanborn” maps 
are included in Appendix C. The following paragraphs generally detail the Sanborn® maps from 


west to east across the study area. 


1910 — The existing railroad corridor and the portions of the study area to the north of the 
existing railroad corridor are depicted. A residential dwelling, a church, and commercial 
businesses were present within the study area along Broad Street, to the north of the 
existing railroad. The commercial businesses present included a fruit vendor, a restaurant, 


a shoe store, a barber, a drug store, a livery, a hotel, and a warehouse. 


1923 — Portions of a Pennsylvania Railroad maintenance facility (former P.R.R Shops site) were 
present within the study area to the north of the existing railroad near the Susquehanna 
River. The remaining portions of the facility were present adjacent to the north of the 
study area. The portions of the maintenance facility located within the study area included 
a forge shop, a machine shop, a wash room, and a tool house. The portions of the 
maintenance facility located adjacent to the north of the study area included a roundhouse 
and a railcar turn table. A railroad depot building was present within the study area 
adjacent to the north of the railroad tracks and south of Broad Street. No other significant 
changes were evident to the study area and no significant changes were evident to the 


properties adjacent to the study area. 


1943 — No significant changes were evident to the study area and no significant changes were 


evident to the properties adjacent to the study area. 


Based on a review of the Sanborn® Maps for Perryville, the former location of the Pennsylvania 
Railroad maintenance facility (Former P.R.R Shops site) represents a potential area of concern 
within the study area as such industrial activities typically involve the use of hazardous and/or 
potential hazardous materials and improper use or disposal of such materials may have adversely 
impacted subsurface conditions in this area. Railroad components including wooden railroad ties 


were observed remaining on the site during the site visit and it is possible that historic fill 
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materials remain in the subsurface at this site. The Former P.R.R. Shops site is discussed further 


in Section 6.0. 


No other potential areas of concern were identified based on the review of the Sanborn® Maps 
for Perryville. 


4.2. Topographic Maps 


Historic topographic maps were reviewed to identify land use and areas of potential land 
disturbances. The following paragraphs summarize the historic Topographic Maps that are 


included in Appendix D and discuss the area generally from west to east. 
USGS 15 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1900 


Portions of the former railroad and bridge were present within the study area. On the 
western portion of the study area, portions of a road indicative of Pulaski Highway were 
present within the study area. The majority of the land within the study area was 
depicted as vacant except for a few structures along Pulaski Highway, in the vicinity of 
Havre de Grace, in Perryville along Broad Street and the railroad, and along the railroad 


corridor to the east of Perryville. 
USGS 15 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1947 


By 1947, the existing railroad corridor and the Susquehanna Bridge were present within 
the study area. The majority of the study area was still depicted as vacant except for the 
railroad. Some additional structures were present along Pulaski Highway within the 
western portion study area. Near Osborne, a road indicative of present-day Post Road is 
depicted splitting off from Pulaski Highway and crossing the study area and several 
structures were present along Post Road within the study area. Moving farther east along 
the study area, a road indicative of Lewis Lane was depicted crossing the railroad 
corridor within the study area and several structures were depicted along Lewis Lane 
within the study area. Additional portions of Pulaski Highway were present adjacent to 
the northwest of this portion of the study area. The portion of the study area within 
Havre de Grace was shaded red, indicating that the area was densely populated and 
developed. Additional structures were present within and adjacent to the study area in 
Perryville along Broad Street and along the railroad corridor. Several of the structures to 
the north of Broad Street near the Susquehanna River appear to be indicative of the 
former P.R.R. Shops site. No significant changes were evident to the study area to the 
east of Perryville. 
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USGS 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1953 


Several structures, suspected to be residential and/or commercial buildings were present 
within the study area in the vicinity of the intersection of Pulaski Highway and Oakington 
Road, near the Welsh Property site. Two buildings, suspected to be industrial buildings, 
were present adjacent to the north of the study area near the intersection of Pulaski 
Highway and Oakington Road. Swan Creek was depicted crossing the study area to the 
east of the intersection of Pulaski Highway and Oakington Road on the western edge of 
the study area. Several structures, suspected to be residential dwellings and/or 
commercial businesses, were present within the study area, and adjacent to the north of 
the study area, between Swan Creek and Osborne. Additional structures were depicted 
within and adjacent to the study area in the vicinity of the Pulaski Highway/Post Road 
split, to the northeast of the Pulaski Highway/Post Road split, and along Pulaski Highway 
near the split. Additional structures were also present within and adjacent to the study 
area farther west in the vicinity of Lewis Lane. Several round structures indicative of 
above ground storage tanks were evident to the north of the study area along the 
Susquehanna River, possibly indicative of the Gulf Oil facility depicted on the 1962 
Sanborn map (Gilbert Tank Farm site). No other significant changes were evident to the 
study area west of the Susquehanna River. In Perryville, an electric substation was 
present within the study area to the south of the railroad, indicative of the existing electric 
substation at this location. Additional structures were also depicted along Broad Street in 


Perryville. No other significant changes were evident to the study area. 
USGS 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1970 


Additional structures, suspected to be residential and/or commercial buildings were 
present within the study area in the vicinity of the intersection of Pulaski Highway and 
Oakington Road and to the east along Williams Drive. One of the two suspected 
industrial buildings located adjacent to the north of the study area near the intersection of 
Pulaski Highway and Oakington Road was no longer present and a larger structure, also 
suspected to be an industrial building, was present. Several additional structures, 
suspected to be industrial or commercial, were also present adjacent to the north of the 
study area along Pulaski Highway, between Swan Creek and Oakington Station. A 
commercial building was present within the study area to the east of Gasheys Creek and 
to the north of the railroad along Pulaski Highway, indicative of the existing F.W. Haxel 
Co. building. Structures indicative of the former Friendly Oil Company facility 


(currently Aero Energy) were present adjacent to the north of the study area, across 


BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 Page-19 October 2014 


Pulaski Highway to the north of the F.W. Haxel building. Two additional structures, 
indicative of existing commercial buildings, were present within the study area to the 
south of the Pulaski Highway/Post Road split and a larger commercial building (currently 
Adams Chevrolet, formerly Debonis Chevrolet) was present adjacent to the study area to 
the north of the split. Farther west along Post Road, within the study area, two 
rectangular commercial buildings and an ‘L’ shaped commercial building (currently 
Always Recycling, LLC) were present to the north of Post Road. Several structures 
indicative of the existing Cello Professional Products facility (Cello site) were present 
adjacent to the south of the study area along Post Road. Structures indicative of the 
existing Pepsi Cola and Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. facilities were present to the 
west of the Cello Professional Products facility, in close proximity to the study area. To 
the north of the Always Recycling facility, beyond the railroad corridor and along Pulaski 
Highway, a commercial building (currently Fred L. Hawkins Construction Company) and 
several smaller structures indicative of existing residential dwellings were present 
adjacent to the north of the study area. To the west of the Fred L. Hawkins Co, Inc. 
facility and residential dwellings, structures indicative of the existing A-1 Sales, Inc. 
facility were present to the east of Pulaski Highway, within the study area. To the 
northwest of the A-1 Sales facility, several structures indicative of existing residential 
dwellings were present within the study area to the south of the railroad corridor, in the 
vicinity of Lewis Lane. A larger structure indicative of the existing Havre de Grace 
Middle School was present to the east of the residential dwellings, adjacent to the study 
area. Two additional structures were also depicted to the north of the railroad corridor 
along Lewis Lane, one within the study area and one adjacent to the north of the study 
area indicative of existing commercial buildings. In Perryville, the structures indicative 
of the P.R.R. Shops were no longer present. Additional structures, suspected to be 
residential dwellings or commercial businesses, were depicted within the study area along 
Broad Street. Two industrial facilities were present within the study area in the vicinity 
of Firestone Road, indicative of the former Firestone Plant (Firestone Perryville Plant — 
IKEA Industrial Park site) and the existing Perryville wastewater treatment plant. No 


other significant changes were evident to the study area. 
USGS 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1975 


The available topographic map coverage for the study area in 1975 includes the area 
between the Pulaski Highway/Post Road split in Havre de Grace and Mill Creek in 
Perryville. A structure indicative of a portion of the existing Constar International, Inc. 


building was present adjacent to the south of the study area along Clark Road. Additional 
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structures indicative of existing residential dwellings were present within the study area 
to the south of the railroad corridor along Battery Drive. No significant changes were 
evident between Lewis Lane and the Susquehanna River and no significant changes were 


evident in the vicinity of Perryville. 
USGS 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1982 


Topographic map coverage for the study area in 1982 includes most of the study area 
except for approximately 1,500 feet of the easternmost portion. No significant changes 
were evident to the study area between Oakington Road and Swan Creek. Structures 
indicative of the former Osborne Boat Sales and existing F.W. Haxel Co. buildings were 
present to the east of Gasheys Creek along Pulaski Highway. Farther east along Pulaski 
Highway, four rectangular structures indicative of existing storage facility buildings were 
present. A rectangular structure indicative of the existing Save-A-Lot building was 
present along Lewis Lane in between the railroad corridor and Pulaski Highway. 
Additional structures indicative of existing residential dwellings were depicted to the 
south of the railroad corridor in the vicinity of Lewis Lane. Additional structures 
indicative of existing residential dwellings were evident to the north of the study area 
between Lewis Lane and Havre de Grace along Ohio Street. No significant changes were 
evident in the vicinity of Havre de Grace. In Perryville, no significant changes were 
evident to the study area between the Susquehanna River and Mill Creek. Additional 
buildings associated with the former Firestone Plant (Firestone Perryville Plant - IKEA 
Industrial Park site) were evident within the study area and adjacent to the south of the 
study area to the east of Mill Creek in the vicinity of Firestone Road. No other 
significant changes were evident to the study area or to the properties adjacent to the 


study area. 
USGS 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1985 


The available topographic map coverage for the study area in 1985 includes the area 
between the Pulaski Highway/Post Road split in Havre de Grace and Mill Creek in 
Perryville. No significant changes were evident to the portions of the study area depicted 
to the west of the Susquehanna River. In Perryville, a trailer park was present within the 
study area to the north of the railroad corridor, between the railroad corridor and Broad 
Street. No other significant changes were evident to the study area in the vicinity of 


Perryville. 
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USGS 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1992 


Topographic map coverage for the eastern and western portions of the study area was not 


available. No significant changes were evident to the portions of the study area depicted. 
USGS 7.5 Minute Series Topographic Quadrangle-Havre de Grace, 1998 


Topographic map coverage for the eastern and western portions of the study area was not 
available. No significant changes were evident to the portions of the study area depicted 


or to the properties adjacent to the study area. 


The topographic map review indicated several potential areas of concern for the study area. On 
the 1953 topographic map and several subsequent maps, gasoline ASTs were depicted on the 
Gilbert Tank Farm site in Havre de Grace (see Section 5.3). A review of information obtained 
for the Gilbert Tank Farm site indicates that the site was used for bulk petroleum and pesticide 
storage and distribution. The facility on the Gilbert Tank Farm site was closed in 1993 and all of 
the ASTs were removed by 1999. Environmental investigations have indicated that 
contamination is present in the subsurface at the Gilbert Tank Farm site. Based on this 
information, the ASTs depicted on Gilbert Tank Farm site represent a potential area of concern 


for the Project. 


In Perryville, an electric substation (Perryville Substation site) was present within the study area 
on the 1953 topographic map and subsequent topographic maps. BrightFields observed that the 
substation remains at the location. The substation is located directly to the south of the existing 
railroad. Electric substations present potential environmental concern as the dielectric fluid used 
in electrical transformers often contained PCBs in the past and is possible for subsurface 
conditions to be impacted at substations due to releases of the fluid. Based on this information, 
and the location of the substation within the study area in close proximity to the railroad, the 


Perryville Substation site represents a potential environmental concern for the study area. 


In 1970, structures indicative of the former Firestone Plant were evident (Firestone Perryville 
Plant — IKEA Industrial Park site) within and adjacent to the south of the study area in Perryville. 
Based on the previous industrial use of the site, and the location of the site partially within the 
study area, the Firestone Perryville Plant - IKEA Industrial Park site represents a potential area 


of concern for the Project. 


BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 Page-22 October 2014 


4.3 Aerial Photographs 


Aerial photographs were reviewed to identify previous land uses and areas of potential land 
disturbances. Only photographs from those years for which aerial photographs of the entire 
study area were available were reviewed. These years included 1955, 1970, 1988, 1998, and 
2012. Aerial photographs are included as Appendix E and are summarized in the following 
paragraphs. The following paragraphs generally detail the photographs from west to east across 


the study area. 


1955- The existing railroad corridor was evident within the study area. At the eastern end of the 
study area, Pulaski Highway was evident within the study area to the north of the existing 
railroad corridor. Several structures suspected to be commercial buildings were present 
within the study area between the existing railroad corridor and Pulaski Highway. One of 
the buildings is indicative of the existing Pool Concepts site building. Structures 
suspected to be residential dwellings were evident within the study area to the south of 
the railroad corridor, and adjacent to the south of the study area along Old Post Road. 
Two suspected commercial or industrial facilities were evident to the north of Pulaski 
Highway, adjacent to the north of the study area. Swan Creek was evident crossing the 
study area to the west of the suspected commercial or industrial facilities. The portions 
of the study area and the adjacent properties between Swan Creek and the Pulaski 
Highway/Post Road split were mostly vacant except for the railroad corridor and several 
structures suspected to be commercial buildings or residential dwellings. Two structures 
were present adjacent to the north of the study area, to the northeast of the Pulaski 
Highway/Post Road split, indicative of the existing Wilson Getty Service and Nori’s 
Service Station buildings. A group of smaller structures indicative of a trailer park and a 
larger structure suspected to be a commercial building were present to the northwest of 
the Wilson Getty Service and Nori’s Service Station buildings, adjacent to the north of 
the study area. The portions of the study area between the Pulaski Highway/Post Road 
Split and Lewis Lane were vacant except for Pulaski Highway, the railroad corridor, 
several suspected commercial buildings between the railroad corridor and Post Road, and 
two suspected residential dwellings along Lewis Land to the south of the railroad. The 
portions of the study area and the adjacent properties between Lewis Lane and Juniata 
Street were vacant. Structures indicative of the HdG MGP site were evident to the 
southeast of the study area in Havre de Grace. Multiple structures indicative of 
residential dwellings and commercial buildings were present within the study area and 
adjacent to the study area between Juniata Street and the Susquehanna River in Havre de 
Grace. ASTs indicative of the Gilbert Tank Farm site were present to the north of the 
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study area in Havre de Grace, between Water Street and the Susquehanna River. 
Structures indicative of the existing Havre de Grace Waste Water Treatment Plant were 
evident to the south of the study area in Havre de Grace, between St. John Street and the 
Susquehanna River. In Perryville, buildings indicative of the former Pennsylvania 
Railroad maintenance facility were present to the north of Broad Street, within the study 
area, and adjacent to the north of the study area. A facility indicative of an existing 
electric substation was evident within the study area to the south of the railroad tracks. 
Residential dwellings and commercial buildings were evident to the west of the 
Pennsylvania Railroad facility along Broad Street, within the study area and adjacent to 
the north of the study area. A structure indicative of the railroad depot building depicted 
on the 1943 Sanborn” map was present within the study area between Broad Street and 
the railroad. Buildings indicative of the Fire Department building and residential 
dwellings depicted on the 1943 Sanborn® map were present to the northwest of the 
railroad depot building, within the study area to the north of Broad Street. Two suspected 
commercial or industrial buildings were also present in between Broad Street and the 
railroad. The portions of the study area and the adjacent properties to the west of Mill 


Creek were vacant except for a few structures suspected to be residential dwellings. 


1970- No significant changes were evident within the study area to the west of Swan Creek. 
Williams Drive was present adjacent to the south of the study area, to the east of Swan 
Creek, and buildings suspected to be residential dwellings were present along Williams 
Drive, within the study area and adjacent to the south of the study area. A building 
indicative of the existing Bay Oil, Inc. facility was present within the study area to the 
north of the suspected residential dwellings on formerly vacant land between the railroad 
and Pulaski Highway. Two commercial or industrial buildings were present to the north 
the Bay Oil, Inc. building along Pulaski Highway, adjacent to the north of the study area. 
A building indicative of the former Ames Shopping Plaza was present along Pulaski 
Highway to the east of these suspected commercial or industrial buildings, adjacent to the 
north of the study area. A group of smaller rectangular buildings, indicative of an 
existing trailer park, were present within the study area to the east of the Ames Shopping 
Plaza property, between Pulaski Highway and the railroad, south of the Bonnett Property 
site. A building indicative of the existing F.W. Haxel Co. building was present within the 
study area approximately 1,700 feet east of the trailer park, between Pulaski Highway 
and the railroad. A facility indicative of the former Friendly Oil Company facility 
(currently Aero Energy) was present to the north of the study area, across Pulaski 
Highway from the F.W. Haxel Co. building. Two structures suspected to be commercial 


buildings were present to the south of the Pulaski Highway/Post Road split, between the 
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railroad and Pulaski Highway, one of the structures is indicative of the Adult Book Store 
site building. A building indicative of the former HdG Exxon was present to the north of 
the Pulaski Highway/Post Road split, adjacent to the north of the study area. A structure 
indicative of the former Debonis Chevrolet facility (currently Adams Chevrolet) was 
present to east of the HdG Exxon building, adjacent to the north of the study area. To the 
east of the Debonis/Adams Chevrolet building, industrial structures were present on the 
Cleaning Solution Group site (Cello site) and on the Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. site 
along Post Road, to the south of the study area. Several structures indicative of the A-1 
Autos Sales facility were present within the study area to the north of the Cytec 
Engineered Materials, Inc. property, between Pulaski Highway and the railroad. A 
building and multiple vehicles indicative of the Former Auto Ranch facility were present 
to the north of the study area along Pulaski Highway. Structures suspected to be 
residential dwellings were evident within the Project are in the vicinity of Lewis Lane, to 
the south of the railroad, and the Havre de Grace Middle School building was evident to 
the east, outside of the study area. No significant changes were evident to the study area 
or adjacent properties between Lewis Lane and Juniata Street. An additional AST and a 
suspected industrial facility were present within the study area on the Gilbert Tank Farm 
site. In Perryville, the Pennsylvania Rail Road facility round house building formerly 
located adjacent to the north of the study area was no longer present but the 
forge/machine shop building remained. To the east of Perryville, Firestone Road was 
evident crossing the study area and two industrial facilities were evident within the study 
area and adjacent to the south of the study area, indicative of the existing Perryville 
wastewater treatment plant and former Firestone Plant (Firestone Perryville Plant —- IKEA 


Industrial Park site). No other significant changes were evident to the study area. 


1988- A structure indicative of the former Osborne Boat sales building was present adjacent to 
the west of the F.W. Haxel building. Several rectangular structures were present within 
the study area to the east of the F.W. Haxel building indicative of existing storage facility 
buildings. A building indicative of the former H&S Distribution site building was 
present to the north of the storage buildings, north of the study area. A structure 
indicative of a portion of the existing Constar International Inc. building was present 
adjacent to the south of the Project area, along Clark Road. Portions of several baseball 
fields were evident within the Project area along Clark Road to the west of the Cleaning 
Solutions Group site. A building indicative of the former MCK Trucking site building 
was present adjacent to the north of the study area near the intersection of Pulaski 
Highway and Lewis Lane. No other significant changes were evident to the study area to 


the west of the Susquehanna River. In Perryville, the former Firestone Plant and 
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Perryville wastewater treatment plant sites located to the south of the railroad along 
Firestone Road were expanded. A building indicative of the Coastal Unilube site 
building was present to the north of the railroad tracks along Firestone Road, adjacent to 
the north of the study area. A facility indicative of the existing Amtrak MOW base was 
present within the study area to the east of the Firestone Plant site. No other significant 


changes were evident to the study area east of the Susquehanna River. 


1998- The building on the Constar International Inc. property, located adjacent to the south of 
the study area, was expanded to the existing size. A structure indicative of the existing 
Save-A-Lot building was present within the study area, along Lewis Lane to the north of 
the railroad track. The ASTs and associated structures were no longer evident on the 
Gilbert Tank site. No other significant changes were evident to the study area west of the 
Susquehanna River. In Perryville, the Pennsylvania Railroad forge/machine shop 
building was no longer present. The structures and buildings previously located on the 
Firestone Plant site were no longer present and the site was vacant. No other significant 


changes were evident to the study area east of the Susquehanna River. 


2012- The buildings previously located on the Ames Shopping Plaza property were no longer 
present and buildings indicative of the existing shopping plaza were present. The 
rectangular storage buildings previously located to the south of the H&S Distribution site 
were no longer present and buildings indicative of the existing Stack and Store storage 
facility were present. A structure indicative of the existing Havre de Grace BP was 
present adjacent to the study area at the intersection of Pulaski Highway and Lewis Lane. 
Additional structures indicative of existing commercial buildings were present within the 
study area along Lewis Lane between Pulaski Highway and the railroad. A portion of a 
football field was present within the project area to the east of Juniata Street, south of the 
railroad tracks. A suspected scrap yard was present within the study area to the east of 
Juniata Street, north of the railroad tracks. No other significant changes were evident to 
the west of the Susquehanna River. In Perryville, a structure indicative of the existing 
IKEA building was present on the formerly vacant Firestone Plant site. No other 


significant changes were evident to the east of the Susquehanna River. 
4.4 Directory Search 


As indicated in Section 4.0 and 4.1, two gasoline filling stations, one within the study area (500 
Union Avenue) and one adjacent to the south of the study area (500-502 Warren Street or 428 
Union Avenue), were present at the intersection of Warren Street and North Union Avenue on 


the 1962 Sanborn” map for Havre de Grace. Site reconnaissance indicates that these filling 
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stations are no longer present. The former location of the filling stations is depicted on Figure 8. 
BrightFields subcontracted EDR to search local directories for Warren Street and North Union 
Street in an attempt to determine approximate dates of operation for the filling stations. A 


review of the EDR City Directory Image Report, included as Appendix F, indicates that EDR 
searched directories for the years of 1967, 1975, 1980, 1985, 1990, 1995, 1999, 2003, 2008, and 
2013. The following paragraphs detail the directory search review. 


1967- 


1975- 


1980- 


1985- 


1990- 


1995- 


1999- 


2003- 


Havre de Grace Auto Parts was listed at 500 Warren Street and Bayer’s Gulf Service 
Station was listed at 500 North Union Avenue. On the 1962 Sanborn® maps for Havre de 
Grace, the filling station on 500 Warren Avenue was depicted with an auto service 
building present. Based on this information, BrightFields suspects that the Havre de 
Grace Auto Parts listing is indicative of the filling station present at 500 Warren Street. 
The Bayer’s Gulf Service Station listing indicates that the filling station depicted at 500 


North Union Avenue on the 1962 Sanborn® map was also still present in 1967. 


Havre de Grace Auto Parts was listed at 500 Warren Street. ABC Office Machines Sales 
& Service, Custom Cycle Co, and Danny’s Gulf Station were listed at 500 North Union 


Avenue. 


City Cab, Inc. was listed at 502 Warren Street. Danny’s Gulf Station and The Medicine 
Shoppe were listed at 500 North Union Avenue. 


The 500-502 Warren Street property was not listed. Beauty Hut, Country Flower Shop, 
Danny’s Gulf Station, the Medicine Shoppe, and Richard C. Tome Florist were listed at 
500 North Union Avenue. 


Dorsey Upholstery was listed at 500 Warren Street. Montville & Son Taxicab was listed 
at the corner of Warren and North Union Avenue. Beauty Hut, Country Flower Shop, 
Danny’s Gulf Station, the Medicine Shoppe, and Richard C. Tome Florist were listed at 
500 North Union Avenue. 


Silveroli Sculptor was listed at 500 Warren Street. County Flower Shop, Zoe Lambros, 
Starbird Canvas, and Richard C. Tome Florist were listed at 500 North Union Avenue. 


Hunter Robinson, Silveroli Sculptor, and Starrk Moon were listed at 500 Warren Street. 
Cheryl Strader, The Country Flower Shop, Frank S. Grott & Company Factory Agents, 
Richard C. Tome Florist, and Starbird Canvas were listed a 500 North Union Avenue. 


Club Moon Inc. and Starrk Moon Inc. were listed at 500 Warren Street. Cheryl Strader 
and Country Flower Shop were listed at 500 North Union Avenue. 
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2008- Stark Moon Inc. was listed at 500 Warren Street and Curves was listed at 502 Warren 
Street. Frank S. Grott & Company, Gryphons Inc., and Tome Co. were listed at 500 
North Union Avenue. 


2013- Arts by the Bay Gallery was listed at 500 Warren Street. 7-Eleven and Sues Country 
Flower Shop were listed at 500 North Union Avenue. 


The directory search indicates that the filling station on the 500 North Union Avenue property 
was present until at least 1990 (Bayer’s Gulf Service Station and Danny’s Gulf Station). Based 
on this information, the filling station on the 500 North Union Avenue property operated from at 
least 1962 until at least 1990 (at least 28 years total). The listings also indicate that auto repair 
was conducted at the 500 North Union Avenue property. 


BrightFields suspects that the Havre de Grace Auto Parts listing at the 500 Warren Street 
property in 1967 and 1975 is indicative of the filling station depicted on the 1962 Sanborn” 
maps for Havre de Grace. This would indicate that the filling station on the 500 Warren Street 
property operated from at least 1962 until at least 1975 (13 years total). However, in 1980, City 
Cab, Inc. was listed at the 500 Warren Street property and it is possible that the filling station 
was still in use by the cab company. Additionally, in 1990, Montville & Son Taxicab was listed 
at the corner of Warren and North Union Avenue. Therefore, it is possible that a cab company 


was still present at the 500 Warren Street property in 1990. 


Based on the previous use of these properties as filling stations and for auto repair, and the length 
of time that filling stations operated on these properties, it is possible that auto repair and filling 
station operations impacted subsurface conditions in the area and therefore, these properties 


represent potential environmental hazards for the study area. 
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5.0 SITE RECONNAISANCE 


5.1 Site Visits 


The purpose of the site visits was to collect information regarding current site conditions for sites 
identified as potential environmental hazards. Where possible, BrightFields also visually 
evaluated properties within the study area that were not identified in the EDR database in an 
effort to determine if they could potentially represent environmental hazards. Several additional 
areas of potential environmental concern were identified during the site visits. Photographs from 


the site visits are included as Appendix G. 


In Perryville, BrightFields observed an electric substation (Perryville Substation site) located 
within the study area, adjacent to the south of the railroad (Photograph #22). A review of USGS 
topographic maps indicates that the substation has been present since at least 1953 (see Section 
4.2). Smaller electric substations were observed on the Norfolk Southern Railroad site 
(Photograph #27) and on the Perryville Post Office site (Photograph #29). The dielectric fluid 
used in transformers often contained PCBs in the past and it is possible that subsurface 
conditions within the vicinity of these transformers have been impacted due to releases of 
dielectric fluid. Based on this information, the Perryville Substation site and the smaller 
substations observed on the Norfolk Southern Railroad and Perryville Post Office sites represent 
potential environmental concerns for the study area. These sites are described further in Section 
6.0. 


5.2 PIA Request Sites 


As indicated in Section 3.1, BrightFields’ review of the EDR Corridor Report has identified 
multiple sites within the study area or in close proximity to the study area that may present 
potential environmental concerns. BrightFields submitted a PIA Request for each of these sites 
to MDE on February 13, 2014. The following table lists the sites included in the PIA request. 
Some of the sites listed on the table below are referred to by different site names in this report. 
The table below lists the site names provided by EDR. For those sites that are referred to by 
different names in other Sections, the different names are listed in parentheses next to the EDR 
site name. The table also lists the regulatory programs/databases that each site was identified in 
and the EDR Map ID Numbers which correspond to the map provided in the EDR Corridor 
Report and the Site ID numbers depicted on Figure 5. 


BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 Page-29 October 2014 


EDR Map ID 


Address Number 


2321 Old Post Road, 
Aberdeen 

Pulaski Highway - East 
Shoulder, Aberdeen 
2226 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 

2110 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 

Ames Shopping Plaza (Former 2015-2113 Pulaski 
Ames Shopping Plaza) Highway, Havre de Grace 
Master Cleaners - Havre de Grace | 2113A Pulaski Highway, 
(Former Ames Shopping Plaza) Havre de Grace 

1919 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 

1757 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


Site Name Programs/Databases 


Welsh Property OCP, HIST UST, HIST LUST 


GAF Transportation OCP 


Pool Concepts Inc. OCP 


Bay Oil, Inc. OCP, UST, HIST UST 


VCP, LRP 


RCRA-SQG, 
DRYCLEANERS 


Bonnett Property OCP 


Friendly Oil Company (Friendly 


Oil Company — Aero Energy) RoE Loe EOS 


Osborne Boat Sales 


F.W. Haxel Co. 


1754 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


1750 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, HIST LUST, UST, 
HIST UST, RGA LUST 


OCP, UST 


H & S Distribution Co. 


1715 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


RCRA-CESQG, OCP, UST, 
HIST UST, AIRS 


Wilson Getty Service 


1633 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Nori's Service Station 


1625 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Havre de Grace Exxon 


1609 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


RCRA-LQG, OCP, UST, 
HIST UST 


Adult Book Store 


1634 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, UST 


Debonis Chevrolet 


1517 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Cleaning Solutions Group — Cello 


Corp. Site 


1354 Old Post Road, 
Havre de Grace 


RCRA-SQG, TRIS, SSTS, 
MANIFEST, VCP, LRP 


C & P Telephone 
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1324 Revolution Street, 
Havre de Grace 


Page-30 


OCP 


October 2014 


Site Name 


Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 


Address 


1300 Revolution Street, 
Havre de Grace 


Programs/Databases 


CORRACTS, RCRA-TSDF, 


RCRA-LQG, ENG 
CONTROLS, INST 


CONTROL, AIRS, 2020 COR 
ACTION, US FIN ASSUR, 


OCP, HIST LUST, UST, 
MANIFEST 


EDR Map ID 
Number 


A-1 Sales, Inc. 


1200 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Auto Ranch (Auto Ranch — 
Harbor Station) 


1021 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP 


Harbor Station (Auto Ranch — 
Harbor Station) 


1005 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP 


Amoco (Amoco - Havre de Grace 
BP) 


US 40 & Lewis Lane, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, HIST UST, UST 


Havre de Grace BP (Amoco - 
Havre de Grace BP) 


1001 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, HIST UST, UST 


MCK Trucking Co. 


963 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Citgo (Citgo — HdG Car Care) 


1101 Revolution Street, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST, 


Post Road Cleaners 


1100 Revolution Street, 
Havre de Grace 


DRYCLEANERS, LRP 


Williams Residence 


1007 Revolution Street, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP 


T&C Auto Sales 


942 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP 


Chevron One-Stop Service 


Havre de Grace Plant (Havre de 
Grace Manufactured Gas Plant) 


903 Pulaski Highway, 
Havre de Grace 


200 Block Juniata Street, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP, HIST LUST, HIST UST 


CERCLIS, LRP, SHWS, RGA 


HWS 


660 Revolution Street 


660 Revolution Street, 
Havre de Grace 


VCP, LRP 


Walter Property 


650 Green Street, Havre de 
Grace 


OCP 


Chesapeake Rent All 


210 N Stokes Street, Havre 
de Grace 


OCP 


Streeter Electric 


611 Otsego Street, Havre 
de Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Dave Malin Residence 
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623 Ontario Street, Havre 
de Grace 


Page-31 


OCP 


October 2014 


Site Name 


620 N Stokes Street 


Address 


620 N Stokes Street, Havre 
de Grace 


Programs/Databases 


OCP 


EDR Map ID 
Number 


Cookey's Auto Service 


424-426 N Union Avenue, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP 


Randall Smith/John Wilkie 


636 Pearl Street, Havre de 
Grace 


OCP 


606 Water Street 


606 Water Street, Havre de 
Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Gilbert Tank Farm (Gilbert Tank 
Farm — Gilbert Enterprises) 


Water Street, Havre de 
Grace 


BROWMFIELDS 


Gilbert Enterprises, Inc. (Gilbert 
Tank Farm — Gilbert Enterprises) 


649 Water Street, Havre de 
Grace 


OCP, UST, HIST UST, VCP 


Havre de Grace WWTP 


413-415 Saint John Street, 
Havre de Grace 


OCP 


McSpadden Cleaners 


358 Pennington Avenue, 
Havre de Grace 


CERCLIS 


Perryville Yacht Club 


31 River Road, Perryville 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Owens Marina (Owens Marina — 
A.H. Owen & Son Fish Market) 


River Road, Perryville 


OCP 


A H Owen & Son Fish Market 
(Owens Marina — A.H. Owen & 
Son Fish Market) 


River Road, Perryville 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Cullem Property 


Norfolk Southern Railroad 


502 Front Street (504), 
Perryville 

450 - 452 Harford Street, 
Perryville 


OCP 


OCP 


Perryville Oil Co. 


Town of Perryville-Maintenance 
Yard (Perryville Maintenance 
Yard) 


515 Otsego Street, 
Perryville 


515 Broad Street, 
Perryville 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


OCP, HIST UST, NPDES 


Perryville Chevron (Perryville 
Chevron — Texaco) 


636 Broad Street, 
Perryville 


OCP, UST, HIST UST 


Perryville Post Office 


620 Broad Street, 
Perryville 


OCP 


Martino's Liquors 


Coastal Unilube 


Firestone Perryville Plant 
(Firestone Perryville Plant — IKEA 
Industrial Park Site) 
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304 Aiken Avenue, 
Perryville 

950 Principio Furnace 
Road, Perryville 


Firestone Road & Route 
#7, Perryville 


Page-32 


OCP, UST, 


CERC-NFRAP, SHWS, RGA 
HWS 


October 2014 


EDR Map ID 
Site Name Address Programs/Databases Number 

IKEA Industrial Park AKA 
Occidental Chemical Corporation | Firestone Road and Route 
(Firestone Perryville Plant —- IKEA | 7, Perryville 

Industrial Park Site) 

Amtrak Maintenance Facility 
Yard (Amtrak Maintenance 644 Broad Street., RCRA-LQG, OCP, HIST 


LRP, INST CONTROL, VCP 


Facility Yard —- Amtrak MOW Perryville UST, AST, MANIFEST, 
Base) 
Havre de Grace Wastewater 1 Jerry Foster Way, Havre 
Plant* de Grace 


OCP, UST, NPDES 


City of Havre de Grace Fleet 4 Jerry Foster Way, Havre 


Maintenance Shop* de Grace OCP, UST 


*These sites were incorrectly mapped in EDR Corridor Report as being located within a 0.25 
mile radius of the study area. The sites are actually located approximately 1 mile south of the 
study area. Based on the distance between these sites and the study area, these sites were 
determined to not represent environmental concerns for the Project and further evaluation of the 
sites was not necessary. 


5.3. Summary of PIA Files 


The purpose of this section will be to summarize all site files that were reviewed. Previous 
investigations and significant events that have occurred on properties within the Survey Area 
will be presented in chronological order from oldest to most recent. The sites are discussed in 
order of location from west to east across the study area. The site locations are shown on Figures 
6 through 9. The files obtained from the PIA request are included as Appendix H. An 


evaluation of how these sites may impact the Project is included in Section 6.0. 
Welsh Property 


The Welsh Property site is located approximately 300 feet south of the study area at 2321 Old 
Post Road in Aberdeen. BrightFields requested information for the site from MDE however no 


OCP case file for the site was provided at the file review. 
GAF Transportation 


The GAF Transportation spill site is located at the southern shoulder of the northbound side of 
Pulaski Highway near the intersection of Oakington Road and Pulaski Highway in Havre de 
Grace. BrightFields requested information for the site from MDE however no OCP case file for 


the site was provided at the file review. 
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Pool Concepts, Inc. 


The Pool Concepts, Inc. site is located within the study area at 2226 Pulaski Highway in Havre 
de Grace. BrightFields requested information for the site from MDE however no OCP case file 


for the site was provided at the file review. 
Bay Oil, Inc. 


The Bay Oil, Inc. site is located within the study area at 2110 Pulaski Highway in Havre de 
Grace. The OCP case file indicates that petroleum impacts were discovered at the site during the 
removal of USTs at the site. Three 4,000 gallon heating oil USTs were removed in December 
1998, one 6,000 gallon gasoline UST was removed in August 1999, and two 8,000 gallon 
gasoline USTs were abandoned in place at the site in November 1999. A _ subsurface 
investigation including soil and groundwater sampling was subsequently conducted at the site. 
Analysis of the soil and groundwater samples collected indicated the presence of petroleum 
contaminants at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. Based on the results of the 
subsurface investigation, four groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the site. Based on 
decreasing trends of petroleum contamination observed in groundwater samples collected from 


the monitoring wells at the site, MDE required no further action at the site. 
Former Ames Shopping Plaza-Master Cleaners 


BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the Former Ames Shopping Plaza site: 


e Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared by Geo-Technology Associates, Inc. 
(GTA) for DBB, LLC, October 2004. 


e Phase II Environmental Site Assessment prepared by GTA for DBB, LLC, October 2004. 


e Toxicological Evaluation prepared by MDE Environmental Restoration and 
Redevelopment Program for MDE VCP. 


e Revised Response Action Plan prepared by GTA for Rock Glenn Commercial, LLC, 
August 2005. 


e Response Action Plan Addendum Plan prepared by GTA for Rock Glenn Commercial, 
LLC, November 2006. 


e Subsurface Characterization Using MIP and SC Technologies prepared by Columbia 
Technologies, LLC for GTA, December 2006. 


e 8" Quarterly Groundwater Sampling Event prepared by GTA for Rock Glenn 
Commercial, LLC, April 2007. 
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e Well Installation and Sampling prepared by Chesapeake Geosciences, Inc. (CGS) for 
MDE Land Restoration Program (LRP), June 2010. 


e Additional Well Installation and Sampling prepared by CGS for MDE LRP, September 
2011. 


e Cross-section of former Ames Shopping Center plume area prepared by MDE, January 
2012. 


The Former Ames Shopping Plaza site is located approximately 500 feet north of the study area 
at 2015-2213 Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. The site currently consists of the Harbor 
Shops shopping plaza. Prior to the existing Harbor Shops shopping plaza, the site consisted of 
an Ames Shopping Plaza facility. Dry cleaning operations were conducted at the former Ames 
Shopping Plaza between 1969 and 2003. The most recent dry cleaning tenant, Master Cleaners, 
occupied the property from 1974 until 2003. 


Investigations of the site have indicated tetrachloroethene (PCE) concentrations in groundwater 
at the site as high as 77,000 ug/L, which is well above the MDE groundwater clean-up standard 
of 5 pg/L. Recent investigations have indicated that a significant PCE plume is present in 
groundwater beneath the site and that the plume is migrating south. Review of a contaminant 
plume cross section prepared by MDE in 2012 indicates that concentrations of PCE as high as 
5,000 ug/L are present within the study area. These concentrations may increase as significantly 
higher concentrations of PCE have been detected in groundwater up-gradient of the study area. 
Groundwater within this portion of the study area is present between approximately 37 feet bgs 
and 42 feet bgs. It is also possible that contaminants in groundwater have contaminated soils 
within the study area and/or created soil gas vapors within the study area. The investigation of 


the Ames site by MDE CHS Enforcement Division is ongoing. 
Bonnett Property 


The Bonnett Property site is located approximately 200 feet north of the study area at 1919 
Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. BrightFields requested information for the site from MDE 


however no OCP case file for the site was provided at the file review. 
Friendly Oil Company — Aero Energy 


BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the Friendly Oil Company — Aero Energy 
(Aero) site: 
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e Quarterly Monitoring Report prepared by Nutshell Enterprises, LTD. (Nutshell) for Aero 
Energy. 


e Well Gauging Reports for September 2004 prepared by Nutshell for Aero Energy, 
September 2004. 


e UST Closure Report prepared by Advanced Environmental Concepts, Inc. (AEC) for 
Aero Energy, March 2009. 


e Subsurface Investigation prepared by AEC for Aero Energy, June 2009. 
e RE: Site Status Letter from MDE to Aero Energy, October 2009. 


e Report of Monitoring Well Gauging, Sampling & Interim Corrective Action Summary 
prepared by AEC for Aero Energy, February 2010. 


e Report of Monitoring Well Gauging, Sampling & LPH Removal prepared by AEC for 
Aero Energy, May 2010. 


e Revised Corrective Action Plan prepared by AEC for Aero Energy, September 2010. 


e Report of Quarterly Monitoring Well Sampling prepared by AEC for Aero Energy, April 
2012. 


e Report of Quarterly Monitoring Well Sampling & LPH Recovery prepared by AEC for 
Aero Energy, July 2012. 


e Pilot Study Evaluation and Groundwater Sampling Report prepared by AEC for Aero 
Energy, February 2013. 


e Corrective Action Plan prepared by AEC for Aero Energy, August 2013. 
e RE: Corrective Action Plan Approval from MDE to Aero Energy, October 2013. 


e Report of Quarterly Monitoring Well Sampling prepared by AEC for Aero Energy, 
October 2013. 


e Report of Quarterly Monitoring Well Sampling prepared by AEC for Aero Energy, 
January 2014. 


The Aero site is located approximately 500 feet north of the study area at 1751 Pulaski Highway 
in Havre de Grace. The site currently is used by Aero Energy. Aero Energy is a company that 
supplies fuel oil and natural gas for residents in the Havre de Grace area. Prior to Aero Energy, 
the site was used by the Friendly Oil Company for the same purpose. The former Friendly Oil 
facility was evident on the site in a 1970 aerial photograph, indicating that the Friendly Oil 


Company operated since at least 1970. 
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In 1997, an inventory review at the site indicated the release of approximately 700 gallons of 
kerosene. Subsequent investigations conducted between 1997 and 2008 included the installation 
of eight groundwater monitoring wells, removal of four underground storage tanks (USTs), and 
the removal of approximately 1,000 gallon of liquid phase hydrocarbons (LPH). In 2008, two 
additional groundwater monitoring wells were installed at the site and in 2009, a portable 
groundwater pump and treat recovery system was mobilized to the site. The investigations 
conducted at the site indicate that groundwater beneath the Aero site flows to the southeast, 


towards the study area. 


The most recent groundwater data available collected in December 2013 indicated methy] tert- 
butyl ether (MTBE), benzene, and total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) present in groundwater 
at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up standards. In 2013, a pilot test for a dual phase 
treatment approach was conducted at the site. The two treatment processes proposed to be used 
together are surfactant injection and traditional groundwater pump and treat technology. The 
results of the pilot test indicated that surfactant injection at the Aero site was effective in 
reducing LPH. MDE authorized the surfactant remediation to be conducted at the Aero site in an 
email dated March 4, 2014. 


Osborne Boat Sales 


The Osborne Boat sales site is located within the study area at 1754 Pulaski Highway in Havre 
de Grace. The OCP case file indicates that one gasoline UST and two heating oil USTs were 
removed from the site on April 14, 1997. Multiple holes were observed in the heating oil tanks 
and photoionization detector (PID) readings in both of the fuel oil tank excavations exceeded 350 
parts per million (PPM). The OCP case file indicates that two groundwater monitoring wells 
were to be installed in the excavation areas to further assess the site. No further information was 
provided in the OCP case file. 


F.W. Haxel Co. 


The F.W. Haxel Co. site is located within the study area at 1750 Pulaski Highway in Havre de 
Grace, adjacent to the east of the Osborne Boat Sales site. Two separate OCP case files were 


provided for the site. 


The first case file is listed under the former occupant of the site; Tru-Value Hardware. 
Petroleum impacts were discovered at the site during the removal of three USTs in May 1994. A 
groundwater monitoring well was installed and sampled at the site to evaluate the petroleum 


impacts. The groundwater sample collected was analyzed for benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, 
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xylenes (BTEX), MTBE, and TPH gasoline range organics (GRO). The analytical results 
indicated low levels of dissolved petroleum. Based on the low levels of petroleum constituents 
detected, MDE required no further action and the associated OCP case was closed in January 
1995. 


The second OCP case file is listed under the current occupant of the site; F.W. Haxel Co. In 
September 2004, a 550 gallon diesel UST was removed from the site. On July 14, 2005, a 
subsurface investigation including soil and groundwater sampling was conducted. Analytical 
results for the samples indicated that petroleum constituents were not detected above the 
laboratory detection limits. Based on the results of the subsurface investigation at the site, MDE 


required no further action and the associated OCP case was closed in September 2005. 
H&S Distribution Co. 


The H&S Distribution Co. site is located approximately 450 feet north of the study area at 1715 
Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file for the site indicates that three USTs 
were removed from the site February 1994. No evidence of a release was encountered during the 


removals and MDE closed the associated OCP case in February 1994. 
Wilson Getty Service 


The Wilson Getty Service site is located approximately 150 feet north of the study area at 1633 
Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file indicates that five USTs were removed 
from the site in April 1995 and that no evidence of petroleum contamination was encountered. 
The associated OCP case file was closed in April 1995. 


Nori’s Service Station 


The Nori’s Service Station site is located approximately 120 feet north of the study area at 1625 
Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace, adjacent to the east of the Wilson Getty Service site. MDE 
files indicate that several USTs were removed from the site but no releases were documented at 
the site. 


Havre de Grace Exxon 


The Havre de Grace (HdG) Exxon site is located adjacent to the north of the study area at 1609 
Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file indicates that in February 1993, five 
USTs and three hydraulic lifts were removed from the site. Following the UST removal, four 


groundwater monitoring wells were installed and sampled to assess the site. Soil samples were 
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also collected during the monitoring well installation. The soil and groundwater samples 
collected were analyzed for BTEX and TPH. TPH DRO was detected in one of the soil samples 
collected at a concentration of 10 mg/kg. Total BTEX concentrations in the groundwater 
samples collected ranged from not detected to 142 ug/L. MTBE concentrations in the 
groundwater samples ranged from not detected to 3,500 ug/L. TPH GRO concentrations in the 
groundwater samples ranged from not detected to 0.81 mg/L. Groundwater elevation data 
collected from the monitoring wells at the site indicated that groundwater beneath the site flows 
to the southeast. Based on the results of the investigation, MDE required no further action at the 


site and the associated OCP case was closed in March 1995. 
Adult Book Store 


The Adult Book Store site is located within the study area at 1634 Pulaski Highway. The OCP 
case file indicates that a 1,000 gallon heating oil tank was removed from the site in February 
2000. No evidence of a release was encountered during the removal. The associated OCP case 


was closed in February 2000. 
Debonis Chevrolet 


The Debonis Chevrolet site is located adjacent to the north of the study area at 1517 Pulaski 
Highway in Havre de Grace. MDE visited the site in 1991 to investigate a report of oil entering 
the storm culvert in front of the facility. The Debonis Chevrolet facility was discharging floor 
washwater to an oil water separator, which discharged to waters of the State. The OCP case file 
indicates that the facility owner put engineering controls in place to prevent further unauthorized 
discharges. The OCP case file was closed in April 1997. 


Cleaning Solutions Group-Cello Corporation Site 
BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the Cleaning Solutions Group-Cello 
Corporation site (Cello site): 


e Consent Order in the Matter of Cello Corporation prepared by the United States District 
Court for the District of Maryland, August 1989. 


e Groundwater Survey Report prepared by Environmental Strategies Corporation (ESC) for 
Cello Corporation, December 1989. 


e Phase II Hydrogeologic Investigation prepared by ESC for Cello Corporation, March 
1991. 
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e Phase I Environmental Site Assessment and Compliance Review prepared by 
Environmental Resources Management (ERM) for The Sherwin Williams Company 


Cleaning Solutions Group. 


e RE: Groundwater Investigation, Former Cello Corporation’s property from MDE to the 
Sherwin Williams Company, November 21, 2005. 


e VCP Work Plan prepared by ERM for the Sherwin Williams Company, July 2007. 


e Phase II Environmental Site Assessment prepared by ERM for the Sherwin Williams 
Company, January 2009. 


e Toxicological Investigation prepared by MDE Land Restoration Program for MDE 
Voluntary Cleanup Program. 


e Facts About Cleaning Solution Group Site prepared by MDE, June 2009. 


e Memorandum , Carrol Company et al. V. The Sherman Williams Company prepared by 
the United States District Court for the District of Maryland, January 2012. 


The Cello site is located partially within the study area at 1354 Old Post Road in Havre de Grace. 
The Cello site was first used by Hexall during the 1940s to manufacture aircraft engines. 
Following the 1940s, the site was operated by Alcolac, and later, beginning the in 1960s, the site 
was operated by Fuild-Stauford, a subsidiary of Alcolac. The type of operations that occurred at 
the site during Fuild-Stauford’s ownership are unknown. In 1977, Cello Corporation, which was 
owned by the Grow Group, purchased the site. Cello Corporation used the site to manufacture 
cleaning products, aerosols, and acrylics. In 1995, the Grow Group and Cello Corporation were 
purchased by ICI. In March 1996, the Sherwin Williams Company purchased the Cello 
Corporation, including the Cello site, from ICI. Site operations under Sherwin Williams have 


remained essentially the same as the historical operations of Cello Corporation. 


Between July 1985 and August 1987, MDE observed the unauthorized discharge of pollutants 
from the Cello site and the placement of pollutants in locations likely to result in unauthorized 
discharges. In 1988, an Administrative Consent Order required that Cello Corporation conduct 
an investigation to determine the extent of contamination that may have resulted from these 
unauthorized discharges. Pursuant to the Consent Order, Cello Corporation completed several 
investigations at the site between 1989 and 1992 including a Groundwater Survey Report, a 
Phase II Hydrogeologic Investigation, and a Phase III Investigation. 


The 1989 Groundwater Survey included the installation of five groundwater monitoring wells on 
the site (MW-1 through MW-5). The wells were initially sampled in September 1989 and the 
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sample results indicated the presence of VOCs in the groundwater samples collected from all 
five monitoring wells. The groundwater sample collected from MW-2 contained approximately 
2 mg/L of total VOCs, including 910 ug/L of 1,1-dichloroethene. The groundwater elevation 
data collected during the Groundwater Survey indicated that groundwater beneath the Cello site 


flows to the southeast. 


In August 1990, as part of a Phase II Hydrogeologic Investigation, two additional groundwater 
monitoring wells (MW-6 and MW-7) and four piezometers (PZ-1 through PZ-4) were installed 
at the site. The site monitoring wells were sampled twice, in September and November 1990. 
The sampling results indicated that VOCs consisting of chlorinated solvents were detected in the 
groundwater samples collected from MW-2, MW-3, and MW-S5 above regulatory criteria. Four 
VOCs (1,1 dichloroethene, 1,1-dichloroethane, 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA), and trichloroethene 
(TCE)) were detected in all three of the wells. Other VOCs detected in MW-2, MW-3, or MW-5 
above regulatory criteria included vinyl chloride (VC), chloroethane, 1,2-DCA, 1,2- 
dichloroethene (1,2-DCE), carbon tetrachloride, 1,1,2-trichloroethane, xylenes, acetone, and 
methylene chloride. In order to determine if an off-site upgradient source could have been 
contributing to the contaminant at the site, and upgradient well (MW-6) was installed at the site. 
No VOCs were detected in the samples collected from MW-6. Additionally, an upgradient 
sanitary sewer was suspected as a potential off-site source of contamination. However, a sample 


collected from the sewer upgradient of the Cello site did not indicate the presence of VOCs. 


In March 1992, a Phase III Investigation was conducted at the site including soil sampling (58 
samples), sampling of the seven groundwater monitoring wells, and sampling of three of the four 
piezometers. The March 1992 sampling indicated that shallow groundwater at the site contained 
dissolved concentrations of several chlorinated solvents including TCE, TCA, and their 
associated daughter products. Total VOCs were detected in MW-2, MW-3, and MW-5 at 
concentrations of 809 ug/L, 262 ug/L, and 197 pg/L, respectively. Headspace readings collected 
during the investigation also indicated the presence of VOCs in piezometers PZ-1 and PZ-4. 
Significant soil impacts were not identified at the site, with most soil samples containing less 
than 1 mg/kg of total VOCs. Overall, the data collected thus far did not define a source area for 
the contamination. Based on the results of the Phase III Investigation, Cello’s consultant (ESC) 
recommended the installation of two additional monitoring wells on the south side of the Cello 


site. 


The RE: Groundwater Investigation letter from MDE to Sherwin Williams Company indicates 
that the Cello Property groundwater investigation was reassigned to the MDE Controlled 
Hazardous Substance (CHS) Enforcement Division. As part of the transfer process, the CHS 
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Division reviewed the Cello site case file and determined that further information was needed in 
order for MDE to make a final determination for the Cello site. MDE suggested that Sherwin 
Williams may want to further address the site under the Maryland Voluntary Cleanup Program 
(VCP). 


In 2006, Sherwin Williams submitted a VCP application for the Cello site to MDE. In a letter 
dated September 4, 2006, MDE notified Sherwin Williams that additional investigation of the 
site would need to be conducted before the site could be entered into the VCP. In January 2009, 
Sherwin Williams’ consultant (ERM) conducted a Phase II Environmental Site Assessment 
(ESA) of the Cello site including the collection of soil, groundwater, surface water, subslab soil 
gas, and indoor air samples. The results of the Phase II continued to confirm the presence of 
VOCs in the form of chlorinated solvents beneath the Cello property site. The groundwater data 
collected during the 2009 Phase II ESA indicated that groundwater enters the Cello site from the 
east, and then flows to the east and south. No further investigation of the Cello site has been 
conducted since the 2009 Phase II ESA. 


On July 14, 2006, the Sherwin-Williams Company submitted a VCP application for the Cello 
site to MDE seeking a No Further Requirements Determination (NFRD) as a responsible person. 
On April 21, 2009, MDE accepted the VCP application submitted by the Sherwin-Williams 
Company for the Cello site and requested the development of a proposed response action plan in 
order to address potential risks associated with the property. On June 3, 2009, the VCP 
application submitted by Sherwin Williams for the Cello site was withdrawn from the VCP. 


On June 28, 2006, the Carroll Company submitted a request for expedited inculpable person 
status for the Cello site. MDE granted expedited inculpable person status on July 6, 2006, with 
the requirement that the Carroll Company submit a VCP application for the property within six 
months. On July 14, 2006, the Carroll Company submitted a VCP application package for the 
Cello site seeking a NFRD as an inculpable person. On April 21, 2009, the application 
submitted by Carroll Company for the Cello site was denied for participation in the VCP. 


On June 28, 2006, Ogden, LLC submitted a request for expedited inculpable person status for the 
Cello site. MDE granted expedited inculpable person status on July 3, 2006, with the 
requirement that Ogden, LLC submit a VCP application for the property within six months. On 
July 14, 2006, Ogden, LLC submitted a VCP application package for the Cello site seeking a 
NFRD as an inculpable person. On April 21, 2009, the application submitted by Ogden, LLC for 
the Cello site was denied for participation in the VCP. 
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No information was provided regarding the current clean up status for the site. Groundwater 


beneath the Cello site flows east and then southeast, away from the study area. 
C&P Telephone 


The C&P Telephone site is located adjacent to the south of the study area at 1324 Revolution 
Street in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file indicates that petroleum impacts were discovered at 
the site during the removal of a 1,000 gallon waste oil UST. A groundwater monitoring well was 
installed and sampled to evaluate the release. Based on the low levels of dissolved petroleum 
constituents detected in groundwater at the site, MDE required no further action and the 


associated OCP case was closed in February 1993. 

Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 

BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. (Cytec) 
site: 


e Verification Sampling Plan, Area of Concern No. 1 prepared by Groundwater 
Technology, Inc. for American Cyanamid Company, January 1991. 


e Verification Sampling Plan, SWMUs 6, 7, 10, 18, and AOCs 2 and 3 prepared by 


Groundwater Technology, Inc. for American Cyanamid Company, January 1991. 


e Assessment and Abandonment of Two Underground Fuel Oil Tanks prepared by OHM 


Remediation Services Corporation for American Cyanamid Company, April 1991. 


e Assessment of the Underground 2-Ethoxyethanol Storage Tank prepared by OHM 


Remediation Services Corporation for American Cyanamid Company, May 1991. 


e Underground Storage Tank Closure Assessment Report prepared by Groundwater 
Technology, Inc. for American Cyanamid Company, February 1991. 


e Verification Sampling Report, Area of Concern No. 1 prepared by Groundwater 
Technology, Inc. for American Cyanamid Company, October 1992. 


e Compliance Evaluation Inspection Report prepared by MDE, March 2002. 
e Facility Inspection Report prepared by MDE, September 2004. 
e 2006 Annual Site Monitoring Report prepared by Arcadis U.S., Inc., March 2007. 
Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. is located approximately 400 feet southeast of the study area at 


1300 Revolution Street in Havre de Grace. The Cytec site is located approximately 350 feet 


northeast of the Cello site. Cytec manufactures adhesives for use in the aerospace industry. 
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Cytec was formerly known as the American Cyanamid Company, and prior to that as the 
Bloomingdale Rubber Company. The Bloomingdale Rubber Company moved their headquarters 
from Chester, Pennsylvania to the Cytec site in 1962. In 1963, the American Cyanamid 
Company acquired Bloomingdale Rubber Company and in 1981, American Cyanamid Company 
completed the construction of a “Honeycomb Core” manufacturing plant on the site. In 1992, 
the Honeycomb Core manufacturing business was sold to Alcore, Inc. with manufacturing 
facilities in Riverside and Jessup, Maryland. In December 1993, American Cyanamid Company 
divested all chemical processing operations to form Cytec Industries, Inc. The Havre de Grace 
facility is the Global Headquarters of Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc., a unit of Cytec 
Industries. The facility manufactures high strength structural adhesives, composite materials, 
and adhesive primers. These products are used primarily in the manufacture of aircraft, missiles, 


satellites, and sporting goods. 


The adhesives and primers manufactured at the facility contain various solvents such as methyl 
ethyl ketone (MEK), toluene, and methanol. Production equipment at the facility is routinely 


cleaned with either acetone or methylene chloride. 


In 1990, the USEPA conducted a RCRA Facility Assessment of the plant which identified all 
former and current areas of waste storage. These areas were identified as Solid Waste 
Management Units (SWMUs) and Areas of Concern (AOCs). In November 1991, a RCRA 
Corrective Action Permit was approved by USEPA for the facility and the areas identified for 


further investigation were as follows: 


AOC or SMWU Description 

SWMU 6 Spent Acid Truck Loading Pad 

SWMU 7 Former RCRA Spent Acid Tank Site 

SWMU 10 Outside Sump 

SWMU 18 Waste Oil Accumulation Area 
AOC 1 Underground Storage Tanks Area 
AOC 2 Adhesives Building Sanitary Sewer 
AOC 3 Honeycomb Core Building Sanitary Sewer 


AOC 1 was the only location at the facility where contamination was found. The USTs formerly 
located in AOC 1 consisted of the following: 


Tank ID # Capacity (gallons) Product 
1 6,000 MEK 
2 6,000 2-Ethoxyethanol 
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Tank ID # Capacity (gallons) Product 
3 6,000 Methanol 
4 6,000 Ethylene dichloride 
2) 6,000 Methylene dichloride 
6 6,000 Fuel Oil 
7 6,000 Fuel Oil 
8 10,000 Fuel Oil 
9 12,000 Fuel Oil 
10 1,000 Fuel Oil 


All of the USTs listed above were either removed from the site or abandoned in place in 1991. 
During the UST removal/abandonment, the USTs were assessed for leakage by the collection of 
soil samples from soil borings advanced around the USTs. The analytical results for the soil 
samples indicated that Tanks 1-5 had leaked. TPH was detected at concentrations below the 
Maryland Environmental Assessment Technology (MEAT) for Leaking Underground Storage 
Tanks (LUSTs) criteria in the soil samples collected from the vicinity of Tanks 6-10. 


In 1992, a Verification Investigation (VI) of AOC 1 was conducted to further investigate the 
releases from the USTs. In addition to the VI, a Phase I RCRA Facility Investigation (RFI) was 
conducted at the site in 1995 and a Phase II RFI was conducted at the site in 1998. These 
investigations indicated eight contaminants of concern (COCs) in groundwater at the site at 
concentrations exceeding the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) health 
based media-specific screening levels (MSSLs): 1,2-dichloroethane (1,2-DCA), carbon disulfide, 
chloroform, methylene chloride, TCE, PCE, 1,1,2-trichloroethane (1,1,2-TCA), and VC. 


During the implementation of the Phase II RFI, Cytec conducted pilot tests for in-situ air 
stripping groundwater treatment systems. Results of the pilot tests indicated that the air stripping 
systems did not provide adequate treatment and stabilization of the groundwater contamination at 
the site. Therefore, a groundwater extraction remediation system was proposed and implemented 
in 2001. The system extracts groundwater from monitoring well MW-10D, which is located in 
the area with the highest levels of groundwater contamination. MW-10D is also located on the 
southern portion of the Cytec site, down-gradient of AOC 1. The groundwater extracted from 
MW-10D was pumped approximately 2,500 feet from the Cytec site through a dedicated, 
double-contained pipeline to the City of Havre de Grace Publicly Owned Treatment Works 
(POTW) facility. The system was designed to operate at an average flow of 7.5 gallons per 
minute to the POTW facility. On average, the system pumped approximately 300,000 gallons of 


extracted groundwater per month. 
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As part of the site remediation, a groundwater monitoring program was implemented in 2001 for 
a period of 5 years. Twenty groundwater monitoring wells were sampled on a semi-annual basis 


during this period. 


In December 2006, as part of a Phase II RFI of the site, Cytec conducted additional 
investigations to further characterize on-site and off-site groundwater impacts and to evaluate the 


effectiveness of the remediation system. 


The operation of the groundwater extraction system and the results of the groundwater 
monitoring program are summarized in the 2006 Annual Site Monitoring Report prepared by 
Arcadis U.S., Inc. Results from the monitoring program indicated that groundwater beneath the 
Cytec site flows east towards the Chesapeake Bay. The groundwater sampling results indicated 
that some COCs have been detected in off-site wells to the east of the facility, but at 


concentrations below MDE clean-up levels. 
A-1 Sales, Inc. 


The A-1 Sales, Inc. site is located partially within the study area at 1200 Pulaski Highway. The 
facility is operated as an automobile junk yard. The facility also stores wrecked vehicles for 
insurance companies. The engines and transmissions of the vehicles are removed within the 


shop at the facility prior to staging them in the lot on the site. 


In 1993, MDE visited the site in response to an anonymous complaint of antifreeze and oil spills 
at the site. The MDE inspector observed oil-stained soils located outside of the shop building at 


the site. The oil contaminated soil was subsequently removed by the facility owner. 


The OCP case file also indicates that a 1,000 gallon gasoline UST and a 2,00 gallon diesel UST 
were removed from the site in July 1993. At the time, the USTs had been out of service for 
approximately 5 years. During the removal it was determined that the 1,000 gallon UST had 
leaked but not evidence of petroleum contamination was encountered. MDE closed the 
associated OCP case in July 1993. 


Auto Ranch-Harbor Station 


The Auto Ranch-Harbor Station site is located approximately 150 feet west of the study area at 
1005-1021 Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. Currently, the Harbor Station shopping center is 
located at the site. The Auto Ranch facility, an automobile storage and recycling facility (junk 


yard), was formerly located at the site where the existing Rite Aid Pharmacy is located. 
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In 1999, a limited Phase II ESA was conducted at the site for a prospective purchaser. The 
limited Phase IT ESA was targeted to evaluate three USTs that were previously removed from the 
site. Analytical results for soil samples collected from the site indicated concentrations of TPH 
present below MDE residential clean-up standards. Based on the results of the Phase II ESA, 
MDE required no further action. 


In 2005, during the demolition of the buildings on the site, oil impacted soils were discovered 
around a subsurface hydraulic lift at the facility. Approximately 50 tons of oil-contaminated soil 
was removed from the site. Confirmatory soil and groundwater samples were collected and 
analyzed for VOCs and TPH. The analytical results for the samples indicated contaminants 
present at concentration below the MDE non-residential clean-up standards. Based on the results 


of the confirmatory samples, the associated OCP case was closed in January 2006. 
Amoco-Havre de Grace BP 


The Amoco-Havre de Grace (HdG) BP site is located partially within the study area at the 
southwest corner of Pulaski Highway and Lewis Lane in Havre de Grace. The site has a mailing 
address of 1001 Pulaski Highway. The OCP case file for the site did not indicate any 


documented releases at the site. 
MCK Trucking Co. 


The MCK Trucking Co. site is located partially within the study area at the northwest corner of 
Pulaski Highway and Lewis Lane in Havre de Grace. The site has a mailing address of 963 
Pulaski Highway. BrightFields requested information for the site from MDE however no OCP 


case file for the site was provided at the file review. 
Citgo-HdG Car Care 


BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the Citgo-Hdg Car Care (Citgo) site: 


e Site Assessment Report prepared by AEC for Havre de Grace Car Care Center, May 
2005. 


e Corrective Action Plan prepared by AEC for Havre de Grace Car Care Center, June 
2006. 


e Site Assessment Report prepared by AEC for Havre de Grace Car Care Center, October 
2007. 
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e Supplemental Subsurface Investigation prepared by AEC for Mr. Les McFadden, 
September 2008. 


e Site Conceptual Model prepared by AEC for Mr. Les McFadden, June 2009. 
e Corrective Action Plan prepared by AEC for Mr. Les McFadden, June 2009. 


e Report of Monitoring Well Gauging & Sampling prepared by AEC for Mr. Les 
McFadden, June 2009. 


e Revised Corrective Action Plan prepared by AEC for Mr. Les McFadden, August 2009. 


e Report of Observations prepared by MDE, April 2011. 


The Citgo site is located approximately 1,200 feet southeast of the study area at the northwest 
corner of Lewis Lane and Revolution Street in Havre de Grace at a location that is 
topographically down-gradient of the study area. The site has a mailing address of 1101 
Revolution Street. The site was previously used as a gasoline filling station and for automobile 
maintenance for more than 25 years. Three USTs previously located at the site were replaced 
with steel coated USTs in the early 1990s the USTs were equipped with a cathodic protection 
system. In 2004, these three USTs and the associated UST system were removed from the site. 
The USTs appeared to be free from pitting/corrosion, however, evidence of petroleum 
contamination was observed during the removal activities. The soils excavated from the UST 
field contained concentrations of gasoline range organics (GRO) as high as 114,040 ug/L. Soil 
samples collected from nearby fuel dispensers at the site contained detectable levels of petroleum 


hydrocarbons from 2 feet bgs to 18 feet bgs. 


Subsequent investigations conducted at the site revealed the presence of liquid, absorbed, and 
dissolved phase petroleum hydrocarbon contamination in the subsurface at the site and in the 
subsurface of the property to the east beyond Lewis Lane. Groundwater elevation data collected 
from the eight monitoring wells installed at the site indicates that groundwater beneath the site 
flows to the east and to the southeast. The groundwater monitoring wells at the site were last 
sampled in 2009. Results of the sampling event indicated the presence of MTBE, BTEX, and 
GRO at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up standards. A review of the 2009 Revised 
Corrective Action Plan indicates that AEC proposed a combination of dual-phase extraction 
(DPE) and in-situ chemical oxidation (ISCO) be implemented at the site to contain and reduce 


the migration of the groundwater contaminant plume on the Citgo site. 


A MDE Report of Observations for a site visit conducted on April 8, 2011 indicates that no 


additional sampling or remedial activities have occurred at the Citgo site since the 2009 sampling 
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event. The Report of Observations also indicates that the site owner was not planning to conduct 


additional sampling or remediation due to financial hardship. 
Post Road Cleaners 


The Post Road Cleaners site is located approximately 1,400 feet southeast of the study area at 
1100 Revolution Street in Havre de Grace at a location that is topographically down-gradient of 
the study area. The site is located to the south of the Citgo site across Revolution Street. 
BrightFields requested files for the site from MDE but no files were provided at the time of the 
file review other than a Report of Observations for a MDE Compliance Evaluation Inspection 
performed on August 20, 1997. The Report of Observations indicates that at the time of the 
inspection, Post Road Cleaners operated a single dry cleaning unit which utilized PCE as a dry 
cleaning solvent. A review of facility records indicated that Post Road Cleaners purchased 
approximately 28-30 gallons of solvent a year. The MDE inspection did not reveal any improper 
storage or disposal practices at the site. The owner of the facility indicated that he purchased the 


dry cleaning business in the late 1970s. 


The Post Road Cleaners site was identified in the MDE Land Restoration Program (LRP). Based 
on this information, it is likely that a release has been documented at the site. Based on the 
results of the investigations of the Citgo site located beyond Revolution Street to the north, 
groundwater beneath the Post Road Cleaners site is anticipated to flow to the east and southeast, 


away from the study area. 
Williams Residence 


The Williams Residence site is located approximately 1,300 feet southeast of the study area at 
1007 Revolution Street in Havre de Grace. BrightFields requested information for the site from 


MDE however no OCP case file for the site was provided at the file review. 
T&C Auto Sales 


The T&C Auto Sales site is located approximately 350 feet northwest of the study area at 942 
Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file for the site indicates that MDE 
inspected the facility on August 28, 2003 and observed a small amount of staining within the 
shop and lot. Other than the staining the shop appeared to be in good condition. Based on the 
minimal amount of staining observed MDE closed the associated OCP case in May 2004. 
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Chevron One-Stop Service 


The Chevron One-Stop Service site is located approximately 1,400 feet northwest of the study 
area at 903 Pulaski Highway in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file indicates that in 1989, MDE 
responded to a release of fuel from the facility into a nearby stream. Three groundwater 
monitoring wells were installed at the site and between 1989 and 2000, an undocumented 
amount of LPH was removed from the wells through pumping, hand bailing, and use of sorbent 
pads. In 1997, eight USTs were removed from the site: one 2,000 gallon heating oil UST, one 
4,000 gallon diesel UST, five 4,000 gallon gasoline USTs, and a previously abandoned 4,000 
gallon UST of unknown contents. No perforations were noted on the removed USTs, however, 
product was observed in the excavation and an unquantified amount of petroleum impacted soil 
was removed. In December 2008, a subsurface investigation was conducted and four soil 
borings were advanced to collect soil and groundwater samples. Four additional groundwater 
monitoring wells were installed during the investigation. Analysis of groundwater samples 
collected from the groundwater monitoring well network at the site in May 2012 indicated 
benzene at concentrations up to 1,000 pg/L, ethylbenzene at concentrations up to 1,800 pg/L, 
MTBE at concentrations up to 2,100 ug/L, naphthalene at concentrations up to 990 pg/L, TPH 
DRO at concentration up to 5.5 mg/L, and TPH GRO at concentrations up to 100 mg/L. Based 
on the results of the groundwater sampling, MDE concluded that the residual petroleum 
contamination at the site posed no threat to human health or the environmental and no further 


action was required by MDE. 

Havre de Grace Manufactured Gas Plant 

BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the Havre de Grace (HdG) Manufactured 
Gas Plant (MGP) site: 


e Preliminary Assessment prepared by Maryland Waste Management Administration for 
USEPA, June 1985. 


e Site Inspection prepared by NUS Corporation for USEPA, June 1990. 


e Groundwater Sampling Event prepared by Geraghty & Miller, Inc. (Geraghty & Miller) 
for Baltimore Gas & Electric (BGE), July 1990. 


e Groundwater Sampling Event prepared by Geraghty & Miller for BGE, October 1991. 
e Groundwater Sampling Event prepared by Geraghty & Miller for BGE, October 1992. 


e Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report prepared by Geraghty & Miller for BGE, 
September 1993. 


BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 Page-50 October 2014 


e Annual Groundwater Monitoring Report prepared by Geraghty & Miller for BGE, 
September 1994. 


e Level III Site Inspection Prioritization prepared by MDE for USEPA, June 1995. 
e Groundwater Sampling Event prepared by Geraghty & Miller for BGE, October 1995. 


e Toxicological Data Screen prepared by MDE Environmental Restoration and 
Redevelopment Program for MDE Brownfileds Site Assessment Division. 


e Expanded Site Inspection prepared by MDE for USEPA, October 2008. 


The HdG MGP site is located approximately 1,100 feet southeast of the study area at 907 
Revolution Street in Havre de Grace at a location that is topographically down-gradient of the 
study area. The site currently is owned by the town of Havre de Grace and is leased to the J.M. 
Huber Corporation. From 1909 to 1932, the site was used by the Havre de Grace Gas Company 
to manufacture coal gas. Between 1932 and 1968, the site was used by Baltimore Gas & Electric 
(BGE) to store and regulate gas. In the late 1980s, the JM. Huber Corporation began leasing the 
site to produce food grade silica products. Investigations of the site indicated that the presence 
of significant contamination from products associated with gas manufacturing as well as 
contamination suspected to have originated from off-site sources. Tar like materials have been 
encountered in the subsurface soils at the site. Additionally, VOCs and SVOCs have been 
detected above regulatory criteria in groundwater and SVOCs and metals have been detected in 
surface soils above regulatory criteria, including surface soils located in the athletic field to the 
north of the site. Investigations of the site indicate that groundwater beneath the HdG MGP site 
flows east towards the Chesapeake Bay. 


In 2007, MDE conducted an Expanded Site Inspection of the HdG MGP site which included soil 
and groundwater sampling. Analytes detected in groundwater above regulatory criteria included 
aluminum (total and dissolved), arsenic (total and dissolved), iron (total and dissolved), lead 
(total), manganese (total and dissolved), vanadium total, methyl tert-butyl ether (MTBE), 
chloroform, TCE, PCE, naphthalene, and bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate. Analytes detected in 
shallow soil (0-2 feet bgs) above regulatory criteria included arsenic, lead, mercury, and 
benzo[a]pyrene. Arsenic was the only analyte detected above regulatory criteria in deep soil (4-6 
feet bgs). Investigations of other potential sources of VOCs in groundwater at the site are 
ongoing. Preliminary results suggest the presence of at least two significant sources of 


chlorinated solvents that may be impacting groundwater and surface water at the HdG MGP site. 
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660 Revolution Street 


BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the 660 Revolution Street site: 


e Expanded Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared by GTA for Community 


Activities Center of Havre de Grace, June 2001. 


e Report of Monitoring Well Installation and Sampling prepared by GTA for Key Bank and 
Trust, October 2001. 


e Subsurface Investigation and Monitoring Well Installation prepared by GTA for Mr. Jim 
VanCheri, March 2007. 


e Subsurface Investigation/ISCO Feasibility Study prepared by GTA for 660 Revolution St 
LLC, March 2008. 


e Off-Site Investigation prepared by CGS for MDE LRP, October 2011. 


The 660 Revolution Street site is located approximately 0.5 mile southeast of the study area at 
the southeast corner of Revolution Street and South Adams Street in Havre de Grace; a location 
that is topographically down-gradient of the study area. Historic research conducted as part of 
the Expanded Phase I Environmental Site Assessment indicates that in the early 1900s, the site 
consisted of 10 residential dwellings and undeveloped land. Between the late 1950s and 1980s, 
the site was developed for commercial uses including a laundry facility and an automobile 
service center. Other nearby commercial uses currently located in the area include an gasoline 
filling station and a bus depot/repair facility. The 660 Revolution Street site was also identified 
as a UST and leaking underground storage tank (LUST) site on the environmental database 
report reviewed as part of the Phase I ESA. Analytical results for a groundwater sample 
previously collected from the site indicated that GRO was detected at a concentration of 1,600 
ug/L, cis-1,2 DCE was detected at a concentration of 12 pg/L, PCE was detected at a 
concentration of 7,600 ug/L, and TCE was detected at a concentration of 47 ug/L. Based on this 


information, AEC recommended further investigation at the site. 


In 2009, based on the recommendations of the Phase I ESA, three groundwater monitoring wells 
were installed at the site. Soil and groundwater samples were collected during the monitoring 
well installations and elevated concentrations of VOCs including cis-1,2 DCE, TCE, and PCE 
were detected in all of the soil and groundwater samples collected. Groundwater elevation data 
collected from the groundwater monitoring wells indicated that groundwater beneath the 600 


Revolution Street site flows southeast. 
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In 2011, MDE LRP retained CGS to perform an off-site investigation to gather data in order to 
evaluate the potential for vapor intrusion into nearby buildings that could potentially occur as a 
result of migration of contaminant from the 660 Revolution Street site. As part of the off-site 
investigation, two soil borings were advanced on the 609 Lewis Street property located to the 
southeast of the 660 Revolution Street site. Grab groundwater samples were collected from the 
borings and the analytical results for the groundwater samples indicated PCE present in one of 
the samples at a concentration of 6.7 ug/L, above the MDE residential and non-residential clean- 


up standards of 1.2 ug/L and 5.3 ug/L, respectively. 
Walter Property 


The Walter Property site is located approximately 600 feet south of the study area at 650 Green 
Street in Havre de Grace. BrightFields requested information for the site from MDE however no 


OCP case file was provided at the file review. 
Chesapeake Rent All 


The Chesapeake Rent All site is located approximately 800 feet south of the study area at 210 
North Stokes Street in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file indicates that petroleum impacts were 
discovered at the site during the removal of a 550 gallon gasoline UST at the site. Analysis of 
soil samples collected during the UST excavation indicated VOCs present at concentrations 
below the MDE non-residential clean-up levels. Based on the analytical results for the soil 
samples, MDE closed the associated OCP case in May 2010. 


Streeter Electric 


The Streeter Electric site is located approximately 350 feet north of the study area at 611 Otsego 
Street in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file for the site indicates that on September 14, 1994, 
one 1,000 gallon diesel UST and one 4,000 gallon gasoline UST were removed from the site. 
The maximum PID readings detected in soils below the diesel and gasoline USTs were 5.7 PPM 
and 4.0 PPM, respectively. Based on this information, MDE closed the associated OCP case file. 


Dave Malin Residence 


The Dave Malin Residence site is located approximately 800 feet north of the study area at 623 
Ontario Street in Havre de Grace. A review of the OCP case file for the site indicates that on 
April 25, 1993, Steve Gamatoria of MDE was digging a test pit on the site and that shortly after 
digging the test pit the pit began to fill up with oil. The spill report indicates that two 275-gallon 


fuel oil tanks associated with an abandoned apartment building on the site were observed. One 
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tank was observed to be full, the second tank was empty. MDE notified the property owner that 
they were responsible to clean up the release at the property. MDE returned to the site on 
November 5, 1998 to see if the oil had been recovered as instructed by MDE. The MDE 
inspector found that the apartment building formerly located on the site was demolished and that 
the sump pit dug to recover the oil had been filled in with dirt. MDE closed the associated case 
in February 1999. 


620 North Stokes Street 


The 620 North Stokes Street site is located approximately 500 feet north of the study area at the 
northwest corner of Linden Lane and North Stokes Street in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file 
for the site indicates that in May 2008, two 275 gallon heating oil USTs, in separate locations on 
the site, were removed. Analysis of a soil sample collected from the UST excavation on the east 
side of the site indicated TPH GRO and TPH DRO present at a concentrations of 5,200 mg/kg 
and 6,300 mg//kg, respectively. In July 2008, approximately 23 tons of petroleum impacted soil 
were removed from the site for disposal. Analysis of soil samples collected from 8-10 feet bgs 
indicated decreasing levels of residual petroleum constituents. Based on the results of the soil 
samples collected during the excavation activities, MDE determined that no further action was 


necessary and the associated OCP case was closed in August 2008. 
Cookey’s Auto Service 


The Cookey’s Auto Service site is located adjacent to the south of the study area at 424-426 
North Union Avenue in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file indicates that two improperly 
abandoned USTs were discovered at the site by MDE in 1988. The USTs were later properly 


abandoned. The OCP case file did not indicate any documented releases at the facility. 
Randall Smith/John Wilkie 


The Randall Smith/John Wilkie (Smith/Wilkie) site is located approximately 400 feet north of 
the study area at 636 Pearl Street in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file indicates that evidence 
of petroleum odors were encountered at the site during the construction of several residential 
dwellings in October 1994. A MDE inspector responded on October 27, 1994 and using a 
digging bar, PID readings were obtained from approximately 1.5-2 feet bgs on the portion of the 
property where the odors were encountered. PID readings in excess of 100 PPM were detected. 
The impacted soils were removed and placed on-site for bioremediation. On October 28, 1994, 


MDE conducted a follow up visit and found that the impacted area was slightly larger than 
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previously thought. The additional petroleum impacted soils were excavated and placed on-site 
for bioremediation. MDE closed the associated OCP case in July 1997. 


606 Water Street 


The 606 Water Street site is located within the study area at the southwest corner of Water Street 
and Carbon Street in Havre de Grace. The OCP case file for the site indicates that on April 10, 
2009, and MDE inspector visited the site in an effort to determine if an abandoned UST is 
present on the site. The site was listed as having a 550 gallon used oil tank out of service. A 
fence surrounding the yard prevented access to investigate. No release has been documented at 
the site. The associated OCP case was closed in May 2009. 


Gilbert Tank Farm-Gilbert Enterprises 
BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the Gilbert Tank Farm-Gilbert Enterprises 
site (Gilbert tank site): 
e Brownfields Assessment-Parcel 460 prepared by MDE for the USEPA, September 1997. 
e Brownfields Assessment-Parcel 461 prepared by MDE for the USEPA, September 1997. 


e Brownfields Assessment-Parcel 463 prepared by MDE for the USEPA, December 1997. 


e Brownfields Assessment-Parcel 472 prepared by MDE for the USEPA, December 1997. 
e RE: Gilbert Tank Farm from MDE to Gilbert Enterprises, June 29, 1998. 
e MDE Site Fact Sheet — 649 Water Street Lots 1 & 3 prepared by MDE, April 2010. 


e MDE Site Fact Sheet — 649 Water Street Lot 2 prepared by MDE, August 2007. 


The Gilbert tank site is located partially within the study area along Water Street in Havre de 
Grace. The site is comprised of four parcels; parcels 460, 461, 463, and 472. Parcels 460 and 
461 are located on the western side Water Street and parcels 463 and 472 are located on the 
eastern side of Water Street adjacent to the Susquehanna River. The four parcels were purchased 
by Distributor, Inc., later know as Gilbert Enterprises, in the early 1960s and 1970s. Prior to 
Distributor, Inc., portions of the site were owned by Gulf Oil Co., and Esso Standard Oil Co. 


Parcel 460 was leased to Allied Chemical from 1962 to 1987 for use as a truck transfer station 
for pesticide distribution. An above ground pipeline would transfer the pesticides from an AST 


located on Parcel 463 to a loading and weighing platform on Parcel 460. 
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No known operations related to the Gilbert tank farm were conducted on parcel 461, however, 


drums of petroleum product were observed on the parcel. 


Parcels 463 and parcel 472 operated as a bulk transfer station for oil related operations from 
1972 until 1993. Parcel 463 was previously owned and operated by the Gulf Oil Corporation 
and Parcel 472 was previously owned and operated by Esso Standard Oil Company. 


In December 1972, the Maryland Department of Natural Resources Oil Control Division issued a 
complaint to Distributor, Inc. (Gilbert Enterprises) in response to an oil slick observed in the 
Susquehanna River. On September 24, 1979, approximately 10,000 gallons of kerosene was 
spilled at the site and was subsequently cleaned up. Inspections of the facility conducted 
between 1988 and 1991 noted unsatisfactory record keeping practices and storage of batteries, 
oils, and solvents at the site. These observations prompted a Brownfield Assessment of the four 


parcels. 


In December 1996, MDE collected thirteen soil samples, four surface water samples, and three 
sediment samples from the four parcels. BrightFields reviewed the analytical results for the soil 
samples collected and compared them to the current MDE residential and non-residential clean- 


up standards. 


The analytical results for the soil samples collected from Parcel 460 indicate that 
benzo[b]fluoranthene, benzo[a]pyrene, chromium, iron and vanadium were detected at 
concentrations exceeding the MDE residential clean-up standards. Arsenic was detected at 


concentrations exceeding the MDE non-residential clean-up standards. 


The analytical results for the soil sample collected from Parcel 461 indicate that aluminum and 
iron were detected at concentrations exceeding the MDE residential clean-up standards. Arsenic 


was detected at a concentration exceeding the MDE non-residential clean-up standards. 


The analytical results for the soil samples collected from Parcel 463 indicate that 
benz[a]anthracene was detected above the MDE residential clean-up standard in two soil samples 
and was detected above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard in one soil sample. 
Benzo[b]fluoranthene was detected above the MDE residential clean-up standard in three soil 
samples and was detected above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard in one soil sample. 
Benzo[k]fluoranthene was detected above the MDE residential clean-up standard in two soil 
samples. Benzo[a]pyrene was detected above the MDE residential clean-up standard in one soil 
sample and was detected above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard in three soil samples. 


Indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene was detected above the MDE residential clean-up standard in three soil 
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samples. Dibenz[a,hJanthracene was detected above the MDE residential clean-up standard in 
two soil samples and was detected above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard in one soil 
sample. Aluminum, antimony, cadmium, chromium, iron, manganese, thallium, and zinc were 
detected in one or more samples above the MDE residential clean-up standard. Arsenic was 
detected above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard in seven soil samples, iron was 
detected above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard in one soil sample, lead was detected 
above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard in two soil samples, and zinc was detected 


above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard in three soil samples. 


The analytical results for the soil samples collected from parcel 472 indicate that aluminum, iron, 
manganese, thallium, and vanadium were detected at concentrations exceeding the MDE 
residential clean-up standards. Arsenic was detected at concentrations exceeding the MDE non- 


residential clean-up standards. 


One background soil sample (S-1) was collected from within the study area, between the railroad 
and parcel 472. Analytical results for the background sample indicated that 
Benzo[b]fluoranthene, benzo[a]pyrene, dibenz[a,h]anthracene, aluminum, and vanadium were 
detected at concentrations exceeding the residential clean-up standards. Arsenic was detected 


above the MDE non-residential clean-up standard. 


Based on the results of the Brownfields Assessments MDE recommended no further action at the 
site. The USEPA concurred with MDE’s recommendation indicating that they did not anticipate 


the need to take additional Superfund enforcement against the site. 


In addition to the Brownfields Assessments of the Gilbert tank site under CERCLA, a limited 
site assessment of the 649 Water Street portion of the Gilbert tank site was conducted under the 
VCP in 2005. Two soil samples and one groundwater sample were collected from the site and 
analyzed for TPH, metals, VOCs, and SVOCs. Results of the investigation indicated the 


presence of TPH in soil at the site at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. 


On August 12, 2005, MTBR Yacht Club, LLC, as the prospective purchaser of the property, 
submitted a request for expedited inculpable person approval and filed a VCP application 
seeking a Certificate of Completion for future residential use for the property. On August 15, 
2005, MTBR Yacht Club was granted expedited inculpable person approval for the property and 
took title to the property the same day. On November 16, 2005, the property was accepted into 
the VCP and MTBR Yacht Club, LLC was informed that a response action plan (RAP) must be 
developed for the property. A proposed RAP was submitted to the Department on June 23, 2006 
and the public informational meeting held on August 2, 2006 at 6:30 p.m. at the Harford County 
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Public Library. The proposed RAP was approved on November 15, 2007. On April 8, 2010, 
MTBR Yacht Club, LLC withdrew from the VCP. 


Havre de Grace WWTP 


The Havre de Grace (HdG) Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) site is located approximately 
400 feet south of the study area at 413-415 Saint John Street in Havre de Grace. A review of the 
OCP case file indicates that petroleum impacted soils were discovered at the site during the 
removal of a 2,000 gallon diesel UST on March 27, 2008. No perforations were observed in the 
excavated UST and analysis of soil samples collected from below the tank bottom did not 
indicate the presence of petroleum constituents. During the UST removal activities, oil 
contaminated soil was observed entering the excavation above the tank top and the oil was traced 
to a leaking emergency generator. Approximately 10 tons of oil-contaminated soil was 
excavated during the replacement of the generator in October 2008. MDE concluded that the 
residual petroleum contamination remaining at the site posed no threat to human health or the 


environment and MDE closed the associated OCP case in November 2008. 
McSpadden Cleaners 


The McSpadden Cleaners site is located approximately 1,500 feet southeast of the study area at 
the southeast corner of Pennington Avenue and North Washington Street in Havre de Grace. 
The site has a mailing address of 358 Pennington Avenue. BrightFields reviewed a Pre-Cerclis 
Screening Assessment Checklist/Decision Form, dated October 18, 2012, prepared by MDE for 
the McSpadden Cleaners site. 


McSpadden Cleaners ceased operations at the site approximately 25 to 30 years ago. The 
screening form indicates that the site was flagged in a Maryland Drycleaner Initiative Report as 
a “Level IT” cleaner that operated more than 50 years. No releases have been documented for the 


McSpadden Cleaners site. 
Perryville Yacht Club 


The Perryville Yacht Club site is located approximately 1,700 feet north of the study area at 31 
River Road in Perryville, approximately 200 feet north of the Owens Marina site. The OCP case 
file for the Perryville Yacht Club site indicates that a 3,000 gallon gasoline UST was removed 
from the site in September 2007. Confirmatory soil and groundwater samples collected from the 
UST pit indicated contamination present at concentrations below MDE clean-up levels. Based 
on the results of the confirmatory samples, MDE closed the associated OCP case in December 
2011. 
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Owens Marina — A. H. Owen & Son Fish Market 


The Owens Marina site is located approximately 1,500 feet north of the study area at 10 River 
Road in Perryville. The OCP case file for the Owens Marina site indicates that a UST was 
removed from the site in 1993 and that no evidence of a release from the UST was observed. 
Based on this information, MDE closed the associated OCP case file in March 1994. 


Cullem Property 


The Cullem Property site is located approximately 1,000 feet northwest of the study area at 502 
Front Street in Perryville. The OCP case file indicates that on March 20, 2007, fuel oil was 
delivered to a 275-gallon AST at the site. On March 26, 2007, the AST was observed to be 
empty and oil was discovered below the 502 Front Street residence and below the adjacent 
residence at 504 Front Street. Impacted surface soils were removed from below the residences 
and a soil sample was collected from below the 504 Front Street residence for VOCs and TPH 
analyses. VOCs were not detected above the laboratory detection limits in the soil sample. DRO 
was detected at a concentration of 300 mg/kg and GRO was detected at a concentration of 29 
mg/kg. Based on the results of the soil sampling, the associated OCP case file was closed by 
MDE in November 2007. 


Norfolk Southern Railroad 


The Norfolk Southern Railroad site is located partially within the study area at 450-452 Harford 
Street in Perryville. The OCP case file for the site indicates that MDE visited in the site in 2010 
to investigate a report of distressed vegetation in the area possibly related to oil contamination. 
Train tracks run adjacent to the site and large areas with no vegetation were noted on residential 
properties adjacent to the tracks During the MDE visit, no petroleum odors were encountered 
and PID readings were non-detect. The MDE inspector noted that the residential properties were 
located down-gradient from a train greaser and that the train tracks and gravel near the greaser 


were heavily stained. 


Review of a Soil Sampling Report dated October 2010, prepared by Amec Earth & 
Environmental, Inc. (AMEC) for National Railroad Passenger Corporation (Amtrak) indicates 
that six surface soil sample were collected from the site to evaluate the leaking greaser 
equipment. The soil samples were submitted for oil & grease, herbicides, target compound list 
(TCL) pesticides, and PCBs analyses. 


PCBs were detected in one of the six surface soil samples. Aroclors 1254 and 1260 were 


detected at concentrations of 0.179 mg/kg and 0.102 mg/kg, respectively, which are below the 
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MDE residential clean-up level of 0.32 mg/kg for Aroclors 1254 and 1260 and below the MDE 
residential clean-up level of 0.32 mg/kg for total PCBs. 


Pesticides were detected in all six surface soil samples. 4,4’-DDT was detected in each sample 
at concentrations ranging from 0.0045 mg/kg to 0.0170 mg/kg, which are below the MDE 
residential clean-up level of 1.9 mg/kg. 4,4’-DDE was detected in 5 of the 6 surface soil samples 
at concentrations ranging from 0.0039 mg/kg to 0.0096 mg/kg, which are below the MDE 
residential clean-up level of 1.9 mg/kg. No other analytes were detected above the laboratory 
detection limits. 


MDE closed the associated OCP case file in December 2010 since no evidence of a petroleum 


release was revealed during the investigation. 
Perryville Oil Company 


The Perryville Oil Company site is located approximately 200 feet north of the study area at 515 
Otsego Street in Perryville. A review of the OCP case file for the site indicates that a release was 
discovered at the site during the removal of three USTs in 1993. Analytical results for a soil 
sample collected from the UST excavation indicated total VOCs present at a concentration of 
549 mg/kg. A monitoring well was installed at the site to further investigate the release. A 
groundwater sample was collected and analyzed for VOCs and no VOCs were detected above 
the laboratory detection limits. Groundwater at the site was encountered at approximately 6 feet 
bgs. 


The OCP case file indicates that in 1996, MDE received a phone complaint for odors emanating 
from the site. MDE responded to the complaint and did not notice any odors. The MDE 
representative walked the site and observed an area where two ASTs are filled by a fuel transport 
vehicle. Two spill buckets were observed beneath the AST fills. One of the spill buckets was 
completely filled and was spilling over. The MDE representative noticed that a gate valve of the 
AST fill was no completely shut which was causing the leak. The MDE representative did not 
observe any other issues at the site. The MDE responder indicated that the owner of the site had 
completed all requirements set forth by MDE and recommended the case file be closed. The 


OCP case file indicates that the case was closed on February 1, 2000. 
Town of Perryville Maintenance Yard 


The Town of Perryville Maintenance Yard is located within the study area at 515 Broad Street in 
Perryville. The OCP case file indicates that MDE responded to a complaint on August 4, 1994 


that oil was being sprayed to kill weeds on the site. The MDE representative spoke to a town 
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employee at the facility who indicated that they use Barren Weed Killer to control weeds at the 
facility. The MDE responder indicated that the weed killer contained 98.83% petroleum 
solvents. The MDE responder spoke to Herbert Meade, a MDE Enforcement Chief at that time, 
and Mr. Meade indicated that as long as the product was used according to manufacturer 


directions, there was no problem with using it. 
Perryville Chevron-Former Perryville Texaco 


The Perryville Chevron-Former Perryville Texaco (Perryville Chevron-Texaco) site is located 
adjacent to the north of the study area at 636 Broad Street in Perryville. The Perryville Chevron- 
Texaco site is located adjacent to the east of the Perryville Post Office site. BrightFields 
reviewed a Phase II ESA for the site performed by Hardy Environmental Services (Hardy) at the 
request of the property owner in 1994. At the time of the Phase II ESA, three 4,000 gallon 
gasoline USTs and one 1,000 gallon diesel UST were present at the site. These tanks were 
installed in 1986 in were in service at the time of the Phase II ESA. In addition to the USTs 
described above, the Phase II ESA indicated that there were possibly six abandoned USTs 
present at the site that may have dated as far back as the 1930s. At the time of the Phase II, there 
were also three 275 gallon waste oil ASTs and one 275 gallon heating oil AST at the site. 


The Phase II ESA was conducted on June 6, 1994. Four soil borings (B-1 through B-4) were 
advanced around the gasoline UST field and one sample was collected from each boring from a 
depth of approximately 8-9 feet bgs. Two soil borings (B-5 and B-6) were advanced on either 
side of the diesel UST and one sample was collected from approximately 6-7 feet bgs from each 
of these two borings. Two soil borings (B-7 and B-12) were advanced in the vicinity of the 
abandoned UST field and one sample was collected from approximately 7-8 feet bgs from each 
of these borings. One soil boring (B-10) was advanced to the north of an electrical transformer 
on the site and a sample was collected from approximately 0.5-1 feet bgs. Three borings (B-8, 
B-9, and B-11) were advanced to the northeast, east, and south of the main building on the site 
and samples were collected from approximately 1-2 feet bgs from each of these borings. Two 
borings (B-13 and B-14) were advanced close to the dispenser island. A soil sample was 
collected from approximately 5-6 feet bgs from B-13 and from 7-8 feet bgs from B-14. All of 
the soil samples collected except for the soil sample collected from B-10 were submitted to TPH 
analysis. The soil sample collected from B-10 was submitted for PCBs analysis. TPH was not 
detected above the laboratory detection limit in the soil samples collected from B-2, B-8, B-9, 
and B-12. TPH was detected in all of the other soil samples analyzed for TPH at concentrations 
ranging from 14 mg/kg to 198 mg/kg, which are below the MDE residential clean-up standard of 
230 mg/kg for GRO/DRO. PCBs were not detected above the laboratory detection limits in the 
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soil sample collected from B-10. Based on these results, MDE closed the associated OCP case in 
March 1997. 


A second OCP case file was opened for the site when petroleum impacts were discovered on the 
eastern portion of the site during the installation of a storm drain. The oil contaminated soils 
were removed and properly disposed at an off-site facility. MDE closed the associated OCP case 
in December 2001. 


A third OCP case file was opened for the site when petroleum impacts were observed during the 
removal of four USTs in May 2008. No perforations were observed in the USTs, however, LPH 
was observed floating on top of perched groundwater in the excavation. Due to the high water 
table in the tank field, soil samples were collected from the perimeter and beneath the dispensers. 
The analysis of the soil samples indicated TPH GRO present at 1,062 mg/kg. MDE closed the 
associated OCP case file in July 2013 based on the limited risk presented by the historic 


petroleum issues. 
Perryville Post Office 


The Perryville Post Office site is located adjacent to the north of the study area at 620 Broad 
Street in Perryville. The OCP case file for the site indicates that two improperly abandoned 
1,000 gallon gasoline USTs were discovered at the site during horizontal drilling activities 
performed to install a fiber optic line. During the removal of the two USTs, a third 1,000 gallon 
UST was discovered and also removed. Analytical results for soil samples collected from the 
bottom of the UST bed indicated that residual contamination remained at the site. However, 
based on the low levels of remaining contamination, MDE concluded that the remaining 
contamination posed no threat to human health or the environment and MDE closed the 


associated OCP case in November 2013. 
Martino's Liquors 


The Martino’s Liquors site is located approximately 600 feet north of the study area at 304 Aiken 
Avenue in Perryville. The OCP case file for the site indicates that a release was discovered 
during the removal of two 1,000 gallon gasoline USTs. The UST closure form indicates that soil 
collected from two feet below the UST bed was screened using a photo-ionization detector (PID) 
and a reading of 1,033 parts per million (PPM) was indicated. Approximately 40-50 tons of 
petroleum impacted soil was removed from the site and disposed at Soil Safe, Inc. in Baltimore, 
Maryland. Based on the documentation of the removal activities provided to MDE, MDE closed 
the associated OCP case in May 2002. 
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Coastal Unilube 


The Coastal Unilube site is located approximately 200 feet north of the study area at 950 
Principio Furnace Road in Perryville. BrightFields reviewed the Oil Control Program (OCP) 
case file for the site and found that a release of 200-300 gallons of diesel fuel occurred at the site 
on December 6, 1993. The release occurred due to an AST supply line failure at the site. 
Review of a MDE Notice of Compliance letter dated March 10, 1994 indicates that the spill was 


removed to the satisfaction of MDE and that the associated OCP case was closed. 
Firestone Perryville Plant-IKEA Industrial Park Site 


BrightFields reviewed the following documents for the Firestone Perryville Plant-Ikea Industrial 
Park Site (IKEA Site): 


e Final Screening Site Inspection prepared by Halliburton NUS Corporation for the 
USEPA, March 1994. 


e Phase I Environmental Site Assessment prepared by ATC Associates, Inc. (ATC) for 
IKEA North America, July 2001. 


e Subsurface Investigation Report prepared by ATC for IKEA Property, Inc., October 
2001. 


e Additional Subsurface Investigation Report prepared by ATC for IKEA Property, Inc., 
December 2001. 


e Re: No Further Requirements Determination from MDE to IKEA Property, Inc., January 
29,2002: 


The IKEA site is located adjacent to the south of the study area off of Firestone Road in 
Perryville. The Firestone Perryville Plant was previously located on a portion of the IKEA site. 
The Firestone Plant facility consisted of fourteen buildings and numerous above-ground storage 
tanks ranging from 1,500 gallons to 500,000 gallons in capacity. The Firestone Plant operations 
began in 1968 with the construction of a polyvinyl chloride (PVC) resin manufacturing and 
compounding facility. In 1975, the Firestone Plant operations were expanded to include an 
emulsion resin facility. The manufacturing and compounding facility was shut down in 1977. In 
December 1980, the Firestone Plant was purchased by Occidental Chemical Corporation. The 
emulsion resin facility was shut down in June 1982. Following the plant shut down, much of the 
facility equipment was removed and transferred to other locations. Additionally, all equipment 


and storage vessels were reportedly emptied of residual products. 


BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 Page-63 October 2014 


Potential environmental concerns were first identified at the Firestone Plant site during an 
Environmental Audit of the site conducted in 1991. Potential concerns identified for the site 
included the presence of polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) containing equipment and the former 
PVC and emulsion resin manufacturing operations. Subsequent investigations at the site 
conducted under the VCP by Halliburton NUS Corporation (NUS) and Connestoga-Rovers& 
Associates (CRA) on behalf of Occidental Chemical Corporation indicated the presence of 
phthalate compounds, pesticides, PCBs, and metals in soil, sediment, and/or groundwater, 
however, these contaminants were detected at concentrations below the applicable health 
advisory levels. Additionally, these investigations indicated that groundwater beneath the IKEA 
site flow south towards Mill Creek. Based on the results of the investigations, MDE issued a no 


further requirements determination for the Firestone Plant site on July 31, 1998. 


In October 2001, IKEA Property, Inc. submitted VCP applications for the Firestone Perryville 
Plant site and the adjacent Woodland Coudon Property to MDE seeking NFRDs as an inculpable 
person for the sites. On November 19, 2001, MDE issued a NFRD for the Firestone Plant site on 
the conditions that the property be used strictly for commercial or industrial purposes and that a 


deed restriction be placed on the site prohibiting the use of groundwater. 


MDE indicated that an investigation of the adjacent Woodland Coudon property would need to 
be performed before a NFRD could be issued for this portion of the IKEA site. A Subsurface 
Investigation of this portion of the IKEA site was conducted by ATC in October 2001. During 
the investigation, 11 soil samples and four grab groundwater samples were collected from five 
Geoprobe® borings advanced on the site. Arsenic, thallium, and mercury were detected above 
the MDE cleanup levels in one surface soil sample collected from 0-1 feet below ground surface 
(bgs). Mercury was detected above the MDE cleanup levels in one subsurface soil sample 


collected from 4-5 feet bgs. No other analytes were detected above the cleanup levels. 


Based on the results of the 2001 Subsurface Investigation, MDE requested that three additional 
samples be collected for mercury analysis. ATC also proposed that five additional soil samples 
be collected for thallium analysis. In November 2001, ATC performed the additional sampling 
and mercury and thallium were not detected above the laboratory detection limits in any of the 
additional samples. Based on the results of the investigations conducted on the Woodland 
Coudon property portion of the IKEA site, MDE granted a NFRD for this portion of the IKEA 
site in a letter dated January 29, 2002. 
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Amtrak Maintenance Facility Yard —- Amtrak MOW Base 


The Amtrak Maintenance Facility Yard site (Amtrak MOW Base) is located within the study 
area at 644 Broad Street in Perryville. The OCP case file for the Amtrak MOW Base indicates 
that several petroleum releases have been reported for the facility. On April 16, 2000, 
approximately 25 gallons of fuel oil was released due to a heating oil UST line failure. The OCP 
case file indicates that analytical results for soil samples collected from borings advanced in the 
vicinity of the failed UST line indicated elevated levels of TPH at approximately 12 feet bgs and 
low levels of TPH at approximately 20 feet bgs. Soil samples collected from soil borings 
advanced farther from the failed UST line indicated very low levels of TPH. An Amtrak 
representative indicated that the UST and associated impacted soils were removed from the site. 
Based on these results, MDE closed the associated OCP case. 


In August 2000, oil was observed seeping from the ground surface in the vicinity of the removed 
heating oil UST. In September, 2001, the area was reinvestigated. Soil borings were advanced 
in the original B-5 and B-7 locations. 


B-5 was completed to a depth of 20 feet bgs. Petroleum odors were encountered between 
approximately 8-12 feet bgs. Soil samples 5A and 5B were collected from 12 feet bgs and 20 
feet bgs, respectively, and analyzed for TPH. TPH DRO and TPH GRO were detected at 
concentrations of 2,100 mg/kg and 660 mg/kg, respectively, in soil sample 5A. TPH DRO and 
TPH GRO were not detected above the laboratory detection limits in soil sample SB. 


Groundwater was not encountered in B-5 and therefore, no groundwater samples were collected. 


B-7 was completed to a depth of 16 feet bgs. Petroleum odors were not detected in B-7. Soil 
samples 7A and 7B were collected from 8 feet bgs and 16 feet bgs, respectively, from B-7 and 
analyzed for TPH. TPH DRO and TPH GRO were not detected above the laboratory detection 
limits in either sample. Based on the results of the investigation MDE closed the associated OCP 


case file. 


On July 25, 2001, a fuel delivery truck tank was punctured in an accident causing a release at the 
Amtrak MOW Base. The amount of product released was estimated to be approximately 8-10 
gallons of diesel fuel. The spill was subsequently cleaned up. Since the amount released was 
less than 25 gallons, no further action was required by MDE and the associated OCP case file 


was closed. 
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6.0 SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL ENVIRONMENTAL HAZARDS 


This Section further evaluates the sites identified within and/or in close proximity to the study 
area with environmental issues that may require environmental planning and/or additional study 
during the engineering design phase or reconstruction and expansion of the Susquehanna Bridge. 
As detailed in the previous sections of this report, these sites were identified based on historic 
research, an environmental database search, and visual observations. This Section organizes the 
sites identified into three categories: green, yellow, and orange. The site locations are depicted 


on Figures 6 though 9. 


Sites categorized as green are considered to be low potential environmental hazard sites. These 
have minimal environmental issues which may include residual soil and/or groundwater 
contamination and may have little or no environmental cost impact. The green category may 
also include contaminated sites located outside of the study area that are not anticipated to be a 
concern for the Project based on known or anticipated groundwater flow direction. Additional 
study of some green sites may be required if reconstruction and expansion requires significant 
ground disturbance. The potential risk associated with minimal disturbance of these sites may be 


mitigated by proper planning and personal protective equipment (PPE). 


Sites categorized as yellow are considered to be moderate potential environmental hazard sites 
and may have some environmental cost impact on the Project. These should be regarded with 
caution because moderate contamination may remain in site soil and/or groundwater. Sites 
located within, or adjacent to the study area for which limited information is available may be 
included as yellow sites. Additional study, including a detailed Phase I ESA and/or soil and 
groundwater sampling should be considered if reconstruction and expansion will require land 


disturbing activities on or adjacent to these sites. 


Sites categorized as orange are considered to be high potential environmental hazard sites. 
These should be regarded with caution due to the likelihood of encountering soil and/or 
groundwater contamination and/or treatment system components. These sites may have 
significant cost impact to the project. Additional study, including a detailed Phase I ESA and/or 
soil and groundwater sampling should be completed if reconstruction and expansion will require 


land disturbing activities on or adjacent to these sites. 


6.1 Low Environmental Hazard - Green Sites 


This Section summarizes those sites determined to be low potential environmental hazard sites 


and the potential hazards associated with each site. 
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Welsh Property 


No information was obtained from the MDE file review for the Welsh Property site. The site 
was identified in the EDR database search as an OCP site. The site is located topographically 
down-gradient of the study area. Additionally, regional groundwater flow in the area is to the 
southeast, away from the study area. Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface 
conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Welsh Property site are not 


anticipated. 
Bonnett Property 


As indicated in Section 4.0, no information for the Bonnett Property site was provided at the 
MDE file review. The site is located approximately 200 feet north of the study area at a location 
topographically up-gradient of the study area. The EDR Corridor Report indicates that the OCP 
case for the site was closed in May 2000. Based on the location of the site outside of the study 
area, and the fact that the associated OCP case has been closed, significant adverse impacts to 
subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Bonnet Property 


site are not anticipated. 
H&S Distribution Co. 


The H&S Distribution site is located approximately 400 feet north of the study area and the OCP 
case file for the site indicates that petroleum impacts were not encountered during the removal of 
three USTs at the site. Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions 
within the study area due to contaminant release from the H&S Distribution site are not 


anticipated. 
Wilson Getty Service 


The Wilson Getty Service site is located approximately 150 feet north of the study area and the 
OCP case file for the site indicates that petroleum impacts were not encountered during the 
removal of five USTs at the site. Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface 
conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Wilson Getty Service site 


are not anticipated. 
Nori’s Service Station 


The Nori’s Service Station site is located approximately 120 feet north of the study area and the 


OCP case file for the site indicates that petroleum impacts were not encountered during the 
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removal of USTs at the site. Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions 
within the study area due to contaminant release from the Nori’s Service Station site are not 


anticipated. 
Adult Book Store 


The Adult Book Store site is located adjacent to the north of the study area. The OCP case file 
for the site indicates that no petroleum impacts were documented at the site during the removal 
of a 1,000 gallon heating oil tank at the site in 2000 and the associated OCP case was closed. 
Based on this information, adverse impacts within the study area due to contaminant release 


from the Adult Book Store site are not anticipated. 
Debonis Chevrolet 


The OCP case file for the Debonis Chevrolet site is associated with unauthorized discharge of 
floor washwater to a storm sewer at the site. It is unlikely that the floor washwater discharged to 
the storm sewer at the site significantly impacted subsurface conditions at the site. Accordingly, 
adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from 


the Debonis Chevrolet Site are not anticipated. 
Always Recycling, LLC 


The Always Recycling, LLC site is located within the study area at 1347 Post Road in Havre de 
Grace. BrightFields observed the site during the site visits conducted on April 3, 2014. The 
facility is a scrap metal recycling facility. The company website indicates that the facility also 
recycles electric motors, batteries, automobile radiators, computer printers, and computer 
monitors. The company website also indicated that the facility has operated for over 10 years. 
Recycling operations typically involve the retrieval/containment and disposal of hazardous 
and/or potentially hazardous materials from the recycled components. Improper 
retrieval/containment and disposal of such materials can result in adverse impacts to subsurface 


conditions at recycling facilities. 


Based on the fact that the site was not identified on any regulatory databases in the EDR 
Corridor report, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to 


contaminant release from the Always Recycling, LLC site are not anticipated. 
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C&P Telephone 


The C&P Telephone site is located adjacent to the south of the study area. Petroleum impacts 
were discovered at the C&P Telephone site during the removal of a 1,000 gallon waste oil UST. 
A groundwater monitoring well was installed and sampled at the site and based on the low 
concentrations of petroleum constituents detected in the groundwater sample, MDE required no 
further action at the site. Based on a review of reports for the Cello and Cytec sites located 
nearby to the south, groundwater beneath the C&P Telephone site is anticipated to flow 
southeast. Based on the anticipated groundwater flow direction beneath the C&P Telephone site, 
and the low levels of petroleum contamination detected at the site, adverse impacts within the 


study area due to contaminant release from the C&P Telephone site are not anticipated. 
Amoco-Havre de Grace BP 


The HdG BP site is located partially within the study area to the north of the railroad corridor. 
No releases have been documented at the site. Based on this information, significant impacts to 
subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the HdG BP site are 


not anticipated. 
Citgo-HdG Car Care 


The Citgo site is located approximately 1,200 feet southeast of the study area. Investigations of 
the site have revealed the presence of liquid, absorbed, and dissolved phase petroleum 
hydrocarbon contamination and petroleum contaminants have been detected in soil and 
groundwater at the site at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. Investigations of the 
site indicate that groundwater beneath the Citgo site flows to the east and southeast, away from 
the study area. Based on the distance between the Citgo site and the study area, and the 
groundwater flow direction beneath the Citgo site, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions 


within the study area due to contaminant release from the Citgo site are not anticipated. 
Post Road Cleaners 


The Post Road Cleaners site is located approximately 1,400 feet southeast of the study area, to 
the south of the Citgo site. Only limited information for the Post Road Cleaners site was 
obtained from the MDE file review. The Post Road Cleaners site was identified in the MDE 
LRP and it is therefore likely that a release has been documented at the site. However, based on 
a review of the investigations performed for the Citgo site to the north, groundwater beneath the 
Post Road Cleaners site is anticipated to flow to the east and/or to the south, away from the study 


area. Based on the distance between the site and the study area, and the anticipated groundwater 
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flow direction beneath the Post Road Cleaners site, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions 
within the study area due to contaminant release from the Post Road Cleaners site are not 


anticipated. 
Williams Residence 


The Williams Residence site is located approximately 1,300 feet southeast of the study area. No 
information for the site was provided by MDE at the file review. Based on a review of the 
investigations performed from the Citgo site located nearby, groundwater beneath the Williams 
Residence site is anticipated to flow to the east and/or to the south, away from the study area. 
Based on the anticipated groundwater flow direction beneath the Williams Residence site, 
adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from 


the Williams residence site are not anticipated. 
T&C Auto Sales 


The T&C Auto Sales site is located approximately 350 feet northwest of the study area at a 
location that is topographically up-gradient of the study area. No releases have been documented 
at the site. Based on this information, and the distance between the T&C Auto Sales site and the 
study area, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant 


release from the T&C Auto Sales site are not anticipated. 
Chevron One-Stop Service 


The Chevron One-Stop Service site is located approximately 1,400 feet northwest of the study 
area at a location that is topographically up-gradient of the study area. Analytical results for 
groundwater samples collected from the site in May 2012 indicated petroleum contaminants 
present at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. However, based on the distance 
between the study area and the Chevron One-Stop Service site, adverse impacts to subsurface 
conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Chevron One-Stop Service 


site are not anticipated. 
Havre de Grace Manufactured Gas Plant 


The HdG MGBP site is located approximately 1,100 feet southeast of the study area. The site was 
previously used to manufacture coal gas and to store and regulate gasses. Investigations of the 
site have indicated the presence of significant contamination from products associated with coal 
gas manufacturing. VOCs and SVOCs have been detected in groundwater at the site above 


MDE clean-up levels and SVOCs and metals have been detected in surface soil at the site above 
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MDE clean-up levels. Investigations of the site indicated that groundwater beneath the HdG 
MGP site flows east, away from the study area. Based on the groundwater flow direction 
beneath the HdG MGP site, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due 


to contaminant release from the HdG MGP site are not anticipated. 
660 Revolution Street 


The 660 Revolution Street site is located approximately 0.5 mile southeast of the study area. 
Investigations of the site have indicated the presence of chlorinated solvents in groundwater at 
concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. Groundwater elevation data collected from the 
site indicates that groundwater beneath the 660 Revolution Street site flows to the southeast, 
away from the study area. Based on the groundwater flow direction beneath the 660 Revolution 
Street site, and the distance between the 660 Revolution Street site and the study area, adverse 
impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the 660 


Revolution Street site are not anticipated. 
Walter Property 


The Walter Property is located approximately 600 feet south of the study area. No information 
for the site was provided by MDE at the file review. However, the Walter Property site is 
located at a location that is topographically down-gradient of the study area and groundwater 
beneath the Walter Property is anticipated to flow to the east and/or to the south, away from the 
study area. Based on the distance between the study area and the Walter Property site, and the 
anticipated groundwater flow direction beneath the Walter Property site, adverse impacts to 
subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Walter Property 


site are not anticipated. 
Chesapeake Rent All 


The Chesapeake Rent All site is located approximately 800 feet south of the study area at a 
location topographically down-gradient of the study area. Petroleum contamination was 
encountered at the site during the removal of a 550 gallon gasoline UST. Analysis of soil 
samples collected during the UST removal indicated VOCs present at concentrations below 
MDE non-residential clean-up levels. Based on the topographic location of the Chesapeake Rent 
All site, groundwater beneath the Chesapeake Rent All site is anticipated to flow to the east 
and/or to the south, away from the study area. Based on the anticipated groundwater flow 


direction beneath the site, and the distance between the site and the study area, adverse impacts 
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to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Chesapeake 


Rent All site are not anticipated. 
Streeter Electric 


The Streeter Electric site is located approximately 350 feet north of the study area at a location 
that is topographically up-gradient of the study area. In September 1994, minor petroleum 
impacts were discovered during the removal of two USTs at the site. Based on the minor 
petroleum impacts encountered at the site, and the distance between the site and the study area, 
adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from 


the Streeter Electric site are not anticipated. 
Dave Malin Residence 


The Dave Malin Residence site is located approximately 800 feet north of the study area at a 
location that is topographically up-gradient of the study area. The OCP case file for the site 
indicates that a release of heating oil from a 275-gallon AST occurred at the site in 1993. The 
OCP case file does not indicate whether or not the release was cleaned up, however, MDE closed 
the associated OCP case in 1999. Based on the limited release of heating oil that occurred at the 
site, and the distance between the site and the study area, adverse impacts to subsurface 
conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Dave Malin Residence site 


are not anticipated. 
620 North Stokes Street 


The 620 North Stokes site is located approximately 500 feet north of the study area at a location 
that is topographically up-gradient of the study area. Petroleum contamination was discovered at 
the site during the removal of two 275-gallon heating oil USTs. In July 2008, 23 tons of 
petroleum impacted soil were removed from the site for disposal. Analysis of soil samples 
collected during the removal indicated decreasing levels of petroleum contamination at 
approximately 8-10 feet bgs. Based on the soil sample results, MDE determined no further 
action was necessary at the site and the OCP case was closed in 2008. Based on the distance 
between the site and the study area, and the residual petroleum impacts remaining at the site, 
significant impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release 


from the 620 North Stokes Street site are not anticipated. 
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Cookey’s Auto Service 


The Cookey’s Auto Service site is located adjacent to the south of the study area at a location 
that is topographically down-gradient of the study area. No releases have been documented at 
the site. Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study 


area due to contaminant release from the Cookey’s Auto Service site are not anticipated. 
Randall Smith/John Wilkie 


The Smith/Wilkie site is located approximately 400 feet north of the study area at a location that 
is topographically up-gradient of the study area. Petroleum impacts were discovered at the site 
during construction activities in 1994. The petroleum-impacted soils were over-excavated and 
bio-remediated on-site. MDE closed the associated OCP case in July 1997. Although residual 
petroleum contamination may remain at the site, based on the distance between the site and the 
study area, significant adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to 


contaminant release from the Smith/Wilkie site are not anticipated. 
606 Water Street 


The 606 Water Street site is located within the study area to the north of the railroad corridor. 
The OCP case file indicates that no releases have been documented at the site. Based on this 
information, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant 


release from the 606 Water Street site are not anticipated. 
Havre de Grace WWTP 


The HdG WWTP is located approximately 400 feet south of the study area at a location 
topographically down-gradient of the study area. Petroleum impacted soils were discovered 
during the removal of a UST at the site and approximately 10 tons of petroleum impacted soil 
were removed. MDE concluded that the residual petroleum contamination remaining at the site 
posed no threat to human health or the environment and MDE closed the OCP case in 2008. 
Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to 


contaminant release from the HAG WWTP site are not anticipated. 
McSpadden Cleaners 


The McSpadden Cleaners site is located approximately 1,500 feet southeast of the study area at a 
location that is topographically down-gradient of the study area. A drycleaner previously 


operated at the site for more than 50 years. No releases have been documented at the site. 
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Groundwater beneath the McSpadden Cleaners site is anticipated to flow east and/or south, away 
from the study area. Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within 


the study area due to contaminant release from the McSpadden Cleaners site are not anticipated. 
Perryville Yacht Club 


The Perryville Yacht Club site is located approximately 1,700 feet north of the study area. 
Analysis of soil and groundwater samples collected during the removal of a UST from the site in 
2007 indicated petroleum contaminants present at concentrations below MDE clean-up levels. 
Based on this information, and the distance between the site and the study area, adverse impacts 
to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Perryville 


Yacht Club site are not anticipated. 
Owens Marina-A.H. Owen & Son Fish Market 


The Owens Marina site is located approximately 1,500 feet north of the study area. No releases 
have been documented at the site. Based on this information, and the distance between the site 
and the study area, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to 


contaminant release from the Owens Marina site are not anticipated. 
Cullem Property 


The Cullem Property site is located approximately 1,000 feet northwest of the study area at a 
location topographically up-gradient of the study area. A fuel oil spill occurred at the site in 
2007 during the refilling of a 275 gallon AST. The spill was subsequently cleaned up and 
analysis of a confirmatory soil sample indicated TPH DRO and TPH GRO present at 
concentrations of 300 mg/kg and 29 mg/kg, respectively. Based on the results of the 
confirmatory sample analysis, MDE closed the OCP case. Based on the distance between the 
site and the study area, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to 


contaminant release from the Cullem Property site are not anticipated. 
Perryville Oil Company 


The Perryville Oil Company site is located approximately 200 feet north of the study area. 
Petroleum impacts were discovered at the site during the removal of three USTs in 1993. A 
groundwater monitoring well was installed at the site and sampled to further evaluate the release. 
Analytical results for the groundwater sample indicated that VOCs were not detected above the 


laboratory reporting limits. Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions 
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within the study area due to contaminant release from the Perryville Oil Company site are not 


anticipated. 
Town of Perryville Maintenance Yard 


The Town of Perryville Maintenance Yard site is located within the study area to the north of the 
railroad corridor. MDE visited the site in response to a complaint that oil was being sprayed to 
control weeds at the facility. The MDE inspector found that the weed killer used at the site 
consisted primarily of petroleum solvents. Since the weed killer was being used in accordance 
with the manufacturer specification, no action was required at the site. Based on the limited 
amount of petroleum solvents used to kill weeds at the site, significant impacts to subsurface 
conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Town of Perryville 


Maintenance Yard site are not anticipated. 
Perryville Post Office 


The Perryville Post Office site is located adjacent to the north of the study area. The OCP case 
file for the site indicates that two improperly abandoned USTs and residual petroleum impacts 
were discovered at the site during the installation of a fiber optic line. Based on the low levels of 
petroleum contamination detected in soil samples collected from the site MDE required no 
further action. Based on the low level of petroleum contamination present at the site, significant 
impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the 


Perryville Post Office site are not anticipated. 


During the April 3, 2014 site visit, an electric substation was observed in the parking lot behind 
the Perryville Post Office building (Photograph # 29). No signs of leakage were observed in the 
vicinity of the substation. 


Martino’s Liquors 


The Martino’s Liquors site is located approximately 600 feet north of the study area. Petroleum 
impacts were discovered at the site during the removal of two 1,000 gallon gasoline USTs. 
Approximately 40-50 tons of petroleum impacted soil were subsequently removed from the site 
for disposal. Although some residual contamination may remain at the Martino’s Liquors site, 
significant adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant 


release from the Martino’s Liquors site are not anticipated. 
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Perryville Wastewater Treatment Plant 


The Perryville Wastewater Treatment Plant site was observed on historic topographic maps, 
aerial photographs, and during the April 3, 2014 site visit. The site was not identified in any 
regulatory databases in the EDR Corridor Report. Based on this information, adverse impacts to 
subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Perryville 
Wastewater Treatment Plant site are not anticipated. However, based on the close proximity of 
the site to the study area, it is possible that subsurface wastewater delivery lines are present 


within or adjacent to the study area in the vicinity of the site. 
Coastal Unilube 


The Coastal Unilube site is located approximately 200 feet north of the study area. A release of 
200-300 gallons of diesel fuel occurred at the site in 1993. The release was subsequently cleaned 
up and the OCP case was closed. Based on the limited release that occurred at the site, adverse 
impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the 


Coastal Unilube site are not anticipated. 
Firestone Perryville Plant-IKEA Industrial Park Site 


The IKEA site is located adjacent to the south of the study area. Investigations of the site 
conducted under the VCP have indicated the presence of phthalate compounds, pesticides, PCBs, 
and metals in soil, sediment, and/or groundwater at the site at concentrations below regulatory 
criteria. Investigations have also indicated that groundwater beneath the IKEA site flows south 
towards Mill Creek, away from the study area. Based on the low concentrations of contaminants 
detected at the site, and the groundwater flow direction beneath the site, significant adverse 
impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the IKEA 


site are not anticipated. 


6.2. Moderate Environmental Hazard — Yellow Sites 


This Section summarizes those sites determined to be moderate potential environmental hazard 


sites and the potential hazards associated with each site. 
GAF Transportation 


No information was obtained from the MDE file review for the GAF Transportation site. The 
Map Findings section of the EDR Corridor Report indicates that a spill of petroleum occurred at 


the site resulting from an automobile accident. The Map Findings Section indicates that MDE 
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closed the associated OCP case in September 2006. Based on this information it is possible that 
residual contamination remains at the site. Based on the location of the site within the study area 
and the lack of information regarding subsurface conditions at the site, the site should be 


regarded as a moderate environmental hazard. 
Pool Concepts 


As indicated in Section 4.0, no information for the Pool Concepts site was provided at the MDE 
file review. Based on the location of the site within the study area, and the lack of information 
regarding subsurface conditions at the site, the site should be regarded as a moderate 


environmental hazard. 
Bay Oil, Inc. 


The Bay Oil, Inc. site is located within the study area at a location that is topographically up- 
gradient of the railroad corridor. Groundwater beneath the Bay Oil, Inc. site is anticipated to 
flow south towards the railroad corridor. The OCP case file for the site indicates that petroleum 
contamination was detected at the site at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. Based 
on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to 


contaminant release from the Bay Oil, Inc. site are possible. 
Friendly Oil Company — Aero Energy 


The Aero site is located approximately 500 feet north of the study area at a location 
topographically up-gradient of the study area. Investigations have indicated that groundwater 
beneath the site flows to the southeast, towards the study area. LPH has been found in several 
groundwater monitoring wells at the site and petroleum contamination has been detected in 
groundwater at the site at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. Based on this 
information, adverse impacts within the study area due to contaminant release from the Aero site 


are possible. 
Osborne Boat Sales 


The Osborne Boat Sales site is located within the study area at a location that is topographically 
up-gradient of the railroad corridor and groundwater beneath the Osborne Boat Sales site is 
anticipated to flow south towards the railroad corridor. The OCP case indicates that a release 
was documented at the site during the removal of USTs, however, no site contaminant 
concentrations were reported in the OCP case file. Based on the location of the site within the 


study area and the limited information regarding subsurface conditions at the site, adverse 
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impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the 


Osborne Boat Sales site are possible. 
F.W. Haxel Co. 


The F.W. Haxel site is located within the study area at a location that is topographically up- 
gradient of the railroad corridor and groundwater beneath the Osborne Boat Sales site is 
anticipated to flow south towards the railroad corridor. The OCP case indicates that a release 
was documented at the site during the removal of USTs. Analytical results for a groundwater 
sample collected from the site indicated low levels of petroleum contamination present. Based 
on the location of the site within the study area and the documented petroleum impacts in 
groundwater at the site, adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to 


contaminant release from the F.W. Haxel site are possible. 
Havre de Grace Exxon 


The HdG Exxon site is located adjacent to the north of the study area at a location 
topographically up-gradient of the study area. An investigation of the site indicated that 
groundwater beneath the HdG Exxon site flows southeast towards the study area. The OCP case 
file for the site indicates that petroleum contamination was detected in groundwater at the site at 
concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. Based on this information, adverse impacts to 
subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the HdG Exxon site 


are possible. 
Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 


The Cytec site is located approximately 400 feet south of the Project area. 1,2-DCA, carbon 
disulfide, chloroform, methylene dichloride, TCE, PCE, 1,1,2-TCA, and VC were detected in 
groundwater at the site at concentrations exceeding USEPA MSSLs. Investigations of the site 
have indicated that groundwater beneath the Cytec site flows to the east, away from the study 
area. Off-site impacts due to contaminant migration from the Cytec site have been detected to 
the east of the Cytec site. A groundwater extraction system was installed and operated at the site 
between 2001 and 2006. Although the site is located in close proximity to the study area, based 
on the groundwater flow direction beneath the site, significant adverse impacts to subsurface 
conditions within the study area are not anticipated. However, it is possible that remediation 


system components could be encountered in the vicinity of the Cytec site. 


BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 Page-78 October 2014 


A-1 Sales, Inc. 


The A-1 Sales site is located partially within the study area to the north of the railroad corridor at 
a location that is topographically up-gradient of the railroad corridor. Based on a review of 
reports for other sites located in the vicinity of the A-1 Sales site, groundwater beneath the A-1 
sales site is anticipated to flow south towards the study area. No releases have been reported for 
the site. However, the site is operated as a junk yard and junk yard operations typically involve 
the use and disposal of hazardous and/or potentially hazardous materials. It is possible that 
improper use or disposal of such hazardous and/or potentially hazardous materials has impacted 
subsurface conditions at the A-1 Sales site. Based on the use of the A-1 Sales site as an 
automobile junk yard, and the location of the site topographically up-gradient of the study area, 
adverse impacts within the study area due to contaminant release from the A-1 Sales site are 


possible. 
Auto Ranch-Harbor Station 


The Auto Ranch site is located approximately 150 feet west of the study area at a location 
topographically up-gradient of the study area. The site was previously used as an automobile 
junk yard and three USTs were previously located at the site. Petroleum impacts were 
discovered at the site in 1999 during a Phase II ESA and in 2005 during the removal of a 
subsurface lift at the facility. Soil and groundwater samples collected in 2005 indicated 
petroleum contaminants present in soil and groundwater at concentrations below the MDE non- 
residential clean-up levels. Groundwater beneath the Auto Ranch site is anticipated to flow 
southeast towards the study area. Based on the information reviewed for the Auto Ranch site, 
adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from 


the Auto Ranch site are possible. 
MCK Trucking Co. 


The MCK Trucking Co. site is located partially within the study area to the north of the railroad 
corridor at a location that is topographically up-gradient of the railroad corridor. Based on a 
review of reports for other sites located in the vicinity of the MCK Trucking Co. site, 
groundwater beneath the MCK Trucking Co. site is anticipated to flow south towards the railroad 
corridor. Based on this information and the lack of information regarding subsurface conditions 
at the MCK Trucking Co. site, the MCK Trucking Co. site should be regarded as a moderate 


environmental hazard. 
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Former Carroll’s Laundry 


As indicated in Section 4.1, Caroll’s Laundry was identified within the study area on the 
Sanborn” Maps for Havre de Grace and a portion of the facility was indicated as a rug (carpet) 
cleaning operation in 1962. Carpet cleaning in the 1960s typically involved the use of solvents, 
and improper use, storage, and/or disposal of such solvents could have adversely impacted 
subsurface conditions at the property. The Carroll’s Laundry building also appeared to have 
been expanded in 1962, possibly to include drycleaning at the facility, which also would have 
involved the use of solvents. The Carroll’s Laundry site was not identified in any of the 
regulatory databases searched by EDR (see Section 3.0). Based on the lack of information 
regarding subsurface conditions at the Carroll’s Laundry site, the former Carroll’s Laundry 


facility should be regarded as a moderate environmental hazard. 
Former Gas Stations 


As indicated in Section 4.1, two gasoline filling stations, one within the study area (500 Union 
Avenue) and one adjacent to the south of the study area (500-502 Warren Street or 428 Union 
Avenue), were present at the intersection of Warren Street and North Union Avenue on a 1962 
Sanborn” Map of Havre de Grace. As indicated in Section 4.3, a review of historic directory 
listings indicates that the filling station on the 500 North Union Avenue property operated from 
at least 1962 until at least 1990 (at least 28 years total) and that the filling station on the 500 
Warren Street property operated from at least 1962 until at least 1975 (13 years total). Neither of 
the filling stations were identified in any of the regulatory databases searched by EDR (see 
Section 3.0). However, based on the length of time that these filling stations operated, adverse 
impacts to subsurface conditions at the site are possible. Based on the lack of information 
regarding subsurface conditions at the site, the former gas stations site should be regarded as a 


moderate environmental hazard. 
Gilbert Tank Farm-Gilbert Enterprises 


The Gilbert tank site is located partially within the study area to the north of the railroad corridor. 
The entire site was included in a Brownfields Assessment conducted by MDE in 1997. Metals 
and PAHs were detected in soil samples collected from the site at concentrations exceeding 
MDE clean-up levels. A limited site assessment of a portion of the site (649 Water Street) was 
conducted in 2005 and analysis of soil samples indicated TPH present at concentrations 
exceeding MDE clean-up levels. Based on this information, adverse impacts to subsurface 
conditions within the study area due to contaminant release from the Gilbert Tank site are 


possible. 
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Former Pennsylvania Railroad Shops 


As indicated in Section 4.1, a P.R.R. maintenance facility was previously located within, and 
adjacent to the north of, the study area. During BrightFields’ site visit railroad components 
including wooden railroad ties were observed remaining on the site. Such maintenance facilities 
typically used hazardous and/or potential hazardous materials and improper use or disposal of 
such materials may have adversely impacted subsurface conditions at the site. It is also possible 
that historic fill materials are present in the subsurface of the site. Based on this information and 
the lack of information regarding current subsurface conditions at the site, the former P.R.R. 


Shops site should be regarded as a moderate environmental hazard. 
Perryville Substation 


An electric substation currently is present within the study area adjacent to the south of the 
railroad corridor in Perryville. As indicated in Section 4.2, this substation has been present since 
at least 1953. Electric substations present potential environmental concern as the dielectric fluid 
used in electrical transformers often contained PCBs in the past and is possible for subsurface 
conditions to be impacted at substations due to releases of the fluid. Based on the lack of 
information regarding subsurface conditions at the site, and the location of the substation within 
the study area in close proximity to the railroad, adverse impacts within the study area due to 


contaminant release from the Perryville Substation site are possible. 
Norfolk Southern Railroad 


The Norfolk Southern Railroad site is located partially within the study area. Soil sampling was 
conducted at the site in response to reports of possible oil contamination emanating from the 
railroad. Pesticides and PCBs were detected in surface soil samples collected from the site at 
concentrations below MDE residential clean-up levels. Based on this information and the 
location of the site within the study area, there is potential for subsurface impacts within the 


study area due to contaminant release from the Norfolk Southern Railroad site. 
Perryville Chevron-Former Perryville Texaco 


The Perryville Chevron-Texaco site is located adjacent to the north of the study area at a location 
topographically up-gradient of the study area. Previous investigations have indicated that 
subsurface petroleum impacts resulting from leaking USTs are present at the site. The most 
recent OCP case file for the site was opened when petroleum impacts were encountered during 
the removal of four USTs in May 2008. No perforations were observed in the removed USTs, 


however, LPH was observed floating on perched groundwater within the UST excavation area. 
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Analysis of soil samples collected from the site indicated TPH GRO concentrations as high as 
1,062 mg/kg present. Based on the close proximity of the site to the study area, the location of 
the site topographically up-gradient of the study area, and the petroleum contamination present a 
the site, adverse impacts within the study area due to contaminant release from the Perryville 


Chevron-Texaco site are possible. 
Amtrak Maintenance Facility Yard —- Amtrak MOW Base 


The Amtrak MOW base is located within the study area. The OCP case file for the site indicates 
that petroleum contamination is present at the site. Additionally, a petroleum-like sheen was 
observed on top of standing water in a ditch located along the Amtrak MOW base access road. 
Based on this information, adverse impacts within the study area due to contaminant release at 
the Amtrak MOW base are possible. 


6.3. High Environmental Hazard - Orange Sites 


This Section will summarize those sites determined to be high potential environmental hazard 


sites and the potential hazards associated with each site. 
Ames Shopping Plaza-Master Cleaners 


The Ames site is located 500 feet north of the study area at a location that is topographically up- 
gradient of the study area and reports for the site indicate that groundwater beneath the site flows 
south towards the study area. PCE concentrations as high as 77,000 g/L have been detected at 
the site. Review of a Cross Section for the site prepared by MDE in 2012 indicates that the PCE 
plume beneath the Ames site is migrating south into the study area and PCE concentrations as 
high as 5,000 pg/L are present in the subsurface beneath the railroad corridor. Based on the high 
concentrations of PCE detected at the Ames site, it is possible that the PCE concentrations within 
the study area are increasing. Based on this information, significant subsurface impacts are due 
to contaminant release from the Ames site are present within the study area. The investigation of 
the Ames site by MDE CHS Enforcement Division is ongoing and it is possible that remediation 


system components are present within the study area. 
Cleaning Solutions Group-Cello Corporation Site 


The Cello site is located partially within the study area. Chlorinated solvents have been detected 
in groundwater at the site at concentrations exceeding MDE clean-up levels. The investigation 
of the site has been reassigned to the MDE CHS Enforcement Division. Investigations of the site 


indicated that groundwater beneath the Cello site flows southeast, away from the study area. 
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Additionally, investigations of the site have not revealed a definitive source for the chlorinated 
solvents present in groundwater at the site. Based on the close proximity of the Cello site to the 
study area, there is potential for adverse impacts to subsurface conditions within the study area. 
Additionally, it is possible that remediation system components could be encountered in the 
vicinity of the Cello site. 
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7.0 


CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


Based on the findings of this Initial Site Assessment BrightFields recommends the following: 


1. 


After the design plans for the Project are completed, prepare a Contaminated Materials 
Management Plan (CMMP), and a site specific Health and Safety Plan (HASP) to address 
soil, sediment, and groundwater management, environmental health, and worker safety 
during all Project construction activities. 


In the event that the Project area expands, an Initial Site Assessment should be conducted 
to assess potential environmental hazards within the area of expansion. 


Prime Farmland Soils and Soils of Statewide Importance are present within the study 
area. A sediment and erosion control plan in accordance with Maryland laws should be 
prepared prior to construction. 


Sites were assigned a green, yellow, or orange ranking based on the potential for 
environmental contamination present in soil and/or groundwater and the potential 
environmental cost to the project. This relative ranking is preliminary and we anticipate 
that some of the site rankings will change as more information is collected. Particularly, 
several sites ranked as “yellow” due to a lack of information will likely be downgraded to 
“green” as more information is available. 


No additional assessment is recommended for the “Green” Sites, other than following the 
Project CMMP and HASP when work occurs within those portions of the study area. 


Collect soil and/or groundwater samples within the areas on the “Yellow” and “Orange” 
sites that may be impacted by Project construction for the purpose of characterizing waste 
and evaluating disposal or treatment options. It is possible that some of this could be 
accomplished in conjunction with geotechnical drilling activities. 


After the design plans for the Project are completed, perform an additional PIA file 
review for “Yellow” and “Orange” sites within the Project boundaries to assess whether 
new information is available. 
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EDR Corridor Report 


Corridor Report 
Havre DE Grace, MD 21078 


Inquiry Number: 03849603. 10r 
February 10, 2014 


EDR DataMap™ Area Study 


6 Armstrong Road, 4th floor 
® Shelton, CT 06484 
EDR? environmental Data Resources Inc Toll Free: 800.352.0050 


www.edrnet.com 


Thank you for your business. 
Please contact EDR at 1-800-352-0050 
with any questions or comments. 


Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice 


This Report contains certain information obtained from a variety of public and other sources reasonably available to Environmental Data 
Resources, Inc. It cannot be concluded from this Report that coverage information for the ee and surrounding properties does not exist from 
other sources. NO WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT. ENVIRONMENTAL 

DATA RESOURCES, INC. SPECIFICALLY DISCLAIMS THE MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION, 
MERCHANTABILITY OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE. ALL RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. BE LIABLE TO ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF ERRORS OR OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE, 

ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY LOSS OF DAMAGE, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, 

CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. ANY LIABILITY ON THE PART OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. IS STRICTLY 

LIMITED TO A REFUND OF THE AMOUNT PAID FOR THIS REPORT. Purchaser accepts this Report "AS IS". Any analyses, estimates, ratings, 
environmental risk levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor 
should they be interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction or forecast of, any environmental risk for any property. Only a Phase | 
Environmental Site Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide information regarding the environmental risk for any 
property. Additionally, the information provided in this Report is not to be construed as legal advice. 


Copyright 2014 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole 
or in part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, Inc., or its affiliates, is prohibited without prior written permission. 


EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. All other 
trademarks used herein are the property of their respective owners. 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


TARGET PROPERTY INFORMATION 


ADDRESS 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


DATABASES WITH NO MAPPED SITES 


No mapped sites were found in EDR’s search of available ("reasonably ascertainable ") government 
records within the requested search area for the following databases: 


FEDERAL RECORDS 


INP tt te Pe a National Priority List 

Proposed NPL________.---_--- Proposed National Priority List Sites 

Delisted NPL.__.-_..-.------- National Priority List Deletions 

NPL-LIENS 22 222020202255 25006 Federal Superfund Liens 

LIENS 23 e000 52 I sh eo ee CERCLA Lien Information 

ERNS:<.0 4022) 2 aise ee Emergency Response Notification System 

HMIRS 22ers oe anid Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System 

DOT OPS.._____.._-.----2---- Incident and Accident Data 

US CDL....2 222 eee eee Clandestine Drug Labs 

FUD Sk... ce celnincienn sels Formerly Used Defense Sites 

LUCIS eso Land Use Control Information System 

CONSENT...._...22-2------- Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees 

ROD ve 2 Sek oe te te Records Of Decision 

UMTRA._____-_.------------- Uranium Mill Tailings Sites 

ODboscéee vee Nass eecns bee Open Dump Inventory 

DEBRIS REGION 9_____.__--. Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations 

US MINES_______---- 8 ee. Mines Master Index File 

TSCA. aco Sede essneculccees Toxic Substances Control Act 

PATS 0 a es ee as FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide 
Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act) 

HIST FITTS... -2 222 eee FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing 

IGS clAe ORLA ened imate, Integrated Compliance Information System 

PADS______________________-- PCB Activity Database System 

MLTS_.._..-.--.------------- Material Licensing Tracking System 

RADINFO.._.._.-.-.--------- Radiation Information Database 

RAAT S223 inary octet Laie oe RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System 

RAMPi2scecuspers see eee Risk Management Plans 

LEAD SMELTERS..--____.---. Lead Smelter Sites 

SCRD DRYCLEANERS...__.. State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners Listing 

PCB TRANSFORMER......-. PCB Transformer Registration Database 

FEDERAL FACILITY____.___.. Federal Facility Site Information listing 

EPA WATCH LIST._.______.--.. EPA WATCH LIST 

COAL ASH DOE..._...-.----. Steam-Electric Plant Operation Data 

FEMA UST_.__.-_..----------- Underground Storage Tank Listing 

Fee Ne a ae a ee el Potentially Responsible Parties 
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COAL ASH EPA__._.__------- Coal Combustion Residues Surface Impoundments List 
US HIST CDL_____.-_-------- National Clandestine Laboratory Register 


MD SWF/LF__.__....--.------ Permitted Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 

MB UIC. se2o n-ne ons Underground Injection Wells Database 

MD AIRS____________--_-___-- Permit and Facility Information Listing 

MD RGA LF___...._.--------- Recovered Government Archive Solid Waste Facilities List 
MD COAL ASH______--.------ Coal Ash Disposal Site Listing 


TRIBAL RECORDS 


INDIAN RESERV.___._.-_---- Indian Reservations 

INDIAN ODI._.._.------------ Report on the Status of Open Dumps on Indian Lands 
INDIAN LUST.__.._.---------- Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
INDIAN UST______..---------. Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 

INDIAN VCP____...----------. Voluntary Cleanup Priority Listing 


SURROUNDING SITES: SEARCH RESULTS 
Surrounding sites were identified. 


Page numbers and map identification numbers refer to the EDR Radius Map report where detailed data on 
individual sites can be reviewed. 


Sites listed in bold italics are in multiple databases. 


Unmappable (orphan) sites are not considered in the foregoing analysis. 
FEDERAL RECORDS 


CERCLIS: The Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System 
contains data on potentially hazardous waste sites that have been reported to the USEPA by states, 
municipalities, private companies and private persons, pursuant to Section 103 of the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA). CERCLIS contains sites which are either 
proposed to or on the National Priorities List (NPL) and sites which are in the screening and assessment phase 
for possible inclusion on the NPL. 


A review of the CERCLIS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 04/26/2013 has revealed that there is 1 
CERCLIS site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


MCSPADDEN CLEANERS 358 PENNINGTON AVENUE 43 125 


CERC-NFRAP: Archived sites are sites that have been removed and archived from the inventory of CERCLIS 
sites. Archived status indicates that, to the best of EPA’s knowledge, assessment at a site has been completed 
and that EPA has determined no further steps will be taken to list this site on the National Priorities List 
(NPL), unless information indicates this decision was not appropriate or other considerations require a 
recommendation for listing at a later time. This decision does not necessarily mean that there is no hazard 
associated with a given site; it only means that, based upon available information, the location is not judged 

to be a potential NPL site. 


A review of the CERC-NFRAP list, as provided by EDR, and dated 04/26/2013 has revealed that there is 
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1 CERC-NFRAP site within the searched area. 
Site Address Map!ID Page 


FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE ROAD & ROUTE 3 8 


CORRACTS: CORRACTS is a list of handlers with RCRA Corrective Action Activity. This report shows 
which nationally-defined corrective action core events have occurred for every handler that has had corrective 
action activity. 


A review of the CORRACTS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/10/2013 has revealed that there is 1 
CORRACTS site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 208 


RCRA-TSDF: RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 
of 1984. The database includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or 

dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Transporters are 
individuals or entities that move hazardous waste from the generator offsite to a facility that can recycle, 

treat, store, or dispose of the waste. TSDFs treat, store, or dispose of the waste. 


A review of the RCRA-TSDF list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/10/2013 has revealed that there is 1 
RCRA-TSDF site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 208 


RCRA-LQG: RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 
of 1984. The database includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or 

dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Large quantity 
generators (LQGs) generate over 1,000 kilograms (kg) of hazardous waste, or over 1 kg of acutely hazardous 

waste per month. 


A review of the RCRA-LQG list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/10/2013 has revealed that there are 4 
RCRA-LQG sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
AMTRAK PERRYVILLE MOFW SHOP 644 BROAD STREET 14 40 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC _— 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 208 
EXXON RAS 22751 1609 PULASKI HGWY. 76 342 
ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC 1850 CLARK RD 85 373 
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RCRA-SQG: RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 
of 1984. The database includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or 

dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Small quantity 
generators (SQGs) generate between 100 kg and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month. 


A review of the RCRA-SQG list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/10/2013 has revealed that there are 
11 RCRA-SQG sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
SHORELINE PPM LLC 405 N ADAMS ST 37 112 
METAL REFINISHING & IMPROVEMEN 918 PULASKI HWY 39 117 
CRAIGS AUTO SERVICE 201 N JUNIATA ST 47 133 
CVS PHARMACY 6614 1008 PULASKI HWY 53 151 
HAVRE DE GRACE MDL SCH 401 LEWIS LN 58 163 
BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERIN 414WEBBLN 61 174 
DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP 1517 PULASKI HWY 73 277 
CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS 1354 OLD POST RD 74 284 
CONSTAR INC 1801 CLARK RD 84 359 
HARFORD DURACOOL LLC 2129 PULASKI HWY 88 379 
MASTER CLEANERS 2113 PULASKI HWY 89 382 


RCRA-CESQG: RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 
of 1984. The database includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or 

dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Conditionally 

exempt small quantity generators (CESQGs) generate less than 100 kg of hazardous waste, or less than 1 kg of 

acutely hazardous waste per month. 


A review of the RCRA-CESQG list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/10/2013 has revealed that there are 
6 RCRA-CESQG sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE 319 N ADAMS ST 37 106 
CCL BIOMEDICAL INC 224 N WASHINGTON ST 43 128 
HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCH 700 CONGRESS AVE 47 136 
RITE AID # 11211 1003 PULASKI HWY 56 158 
ANDREWS GARAGE 1227 REVOLUTION ST 70 270 
BILL DENNYS CARSTAR COLLISION 1715 PULASKI HWY 80 347 


RCRA NonGen / NLR: RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting 

the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) 
of 1984. The database includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or 

dispose of hazardous waste as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Non-Generators do 
not presently generate hazardous waste. 


A review of the RCRA NonGen / NLR list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/10/2013 has revealed that 
there are 5 RCRA NonGen / NLR sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
NEFF DAVID CONSTRUCTION C 618 BROAD STREET 14 20 
HARTFORD ENGINEERING CO INC 800 OSTEGO ST 35 96 
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Site Address Map!ID Page 
CHESAPEAKE RENT-ALL 210 NORTH STOKES STREET 41 122 
SOUTHLAND CORP. 1201 REVOLUTION CT. 67 190 
SUNOCO SERVICE STATION 1633 PULASKY HIGHWAY 76 334 


US ENG CONTROLS: A listing of sites with engineering controls in place. 


A review of the US ENG CONTROLS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/17/2013 has revealed that 
there is 1 US ENG CONTROLS site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 208 


US INST CONTROL: A listing of sites with institutional controls in place. Institutional controls include 
administrative measures, such as groundwater use restrictions, construction restrictions, property use 
restrictions, and post remediation care requirements intended to prevent exposure to contaminants remaining on 
site. Deed restrictions are generally required as part of the institutional controls. 


A review of the US INST CONTROL list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/17/2013 has revealed that 
there is 1 US INST CONTROL site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 208 


US BROWNFIELDS: The EPA’s listing of Brownfields properties from the Cleanups in My Community program, 
which provides information on Brownfields properties for which information is reported back to EPA, as well as 
areas served by Brownfields grant programs. 


A review of the US BROWNFIELDS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 09/24/2013 has revealed that there 
is 1 US BROWNFIELDS site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


GILBERT TANK FARM - PARCEL 461 WATER STREET 23 57 


DOD: Consists of federally owned or administered lands, administered by the Department of 
Defense, that have any area equal to or greater than 640 acres of the United States, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. 
Virgin Islands. 


A review of the DOD list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/31/2005 has revealed that there is 1 DOD 
site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


U.S. ARMY ABERDEEN PROVING GRO 0 3 
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TRIS: The Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System identifies facilities that release toxic 
chemicals to the air, water, and land in reportable quantities under SARA Title III, Section 313. The source 
of this database is the U.S. EPA. 


A review of the TRIS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/31/2011 has revealed that there is 1 TRIS 
site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS 1354 OLD POST RD 74 284 


SSTS: Section 7 of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, as amended (92 Stat. 

829) requires all registered pesticide-producing establishments to submit a report to the Environmental 
Protection Agency by March 1st each year. Each establishment must report the types and amounts of pesticides, 
active ingredients and devices being produced, and those having been produced and sold or distributed in the 
past year. 


A review of the SSTS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 12/31/2009 has revealed that there is 1 SSTS 
site within the searched area. 
Site Address 


MapID Page 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS 1354 OLD POST RD 74 284 


FINDS: The Facility Index System contains both facility information and "pointers" to other 

sources of information that contain more detail. These include: RCRIS; Permit Compliance System (PCS); 

Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS); FATES (FIFRA [Federal Insecticide Fungicide Rodenticide Act] 

and TSCA Enforcement System, FTTS [FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System]; CERCLIS; DOCKET (Enforcement Docket used to 
manage and track information on civil judicial enforcement cases for all environmental statutes); Federal 

Underground Injection Control (FURS); Federal Reporting Data System (FRDS); Surface Impoundments (SIA); TSCA 
Chemicals in Commerce Information System (CICS); PADS; RCRA-J (medical waste transporters/disposers); TRIS; 

and TSCA. The source of this database is the U.S. EPA/NTIS. 


A review of the FINDS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 03/08/2013 has revealed that there are 22 
FINDS sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
PERRYVILLE WASTEWATER TREATMEN 72 FIRESTONE ROAD 7 11 
NEFF DAVID CONSTRUCTION C 618 BROAD STREET 14 20 
AMTRAK PERRYVILLE MOFW SHOP 644 BROAD STREET 14 40 
OWENS MARINA 10 RIVER ROAD 16 45 
HARTFORD ENGINEERING CO INC 800 OSTEGO ST 35 96 
KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE 319 N ADAMS ST 37 106 
KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE 319 N ADAMS ST 37 110 
SHORELINE PPM LLC 405 N ADAMS ST 37 112 
METAL REFINISHING & IMPROVEMEN 918 PULASKI HWY 39 117 
CRAIGS AUTO SERVICE 201 N JUNIATA ST 47 133 
MI DEPT/TRANSPORTATION 1-94 UNDER FRED MOORE H 53 150 
HAVRE DE GRACE MDL SCH 401 LEWIS LN 58 163 
BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERIN 414WEBBLN 61 174 
POST ROAD CLEANERS 1100 REVOLUTION STREET 65 182 
ANDREWS GARAGE 1227 REVOLUTION ST 70 270 
BODY SHOP, THE 1517 PULASKI HIGHWAY 73 284 
SUNOCO SERVICE STATION 1633 PULASKY HIGHWAY 76 334 
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Site Address Map ID 
EXXON 1609 PULASKI HIGHWAY 1609 PULASKI HIGHWAY 76 
CONSTAR INC 1801 CLARK RD 84 
ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC 1850 CLARK RD 85 
MASTER CLEANERS - HAVRE DEGRA ~—2113A PULASKI HIGHWAY 89 
MASTER CLEANERS 2113 PULASKI HWY 89 


US AIRS: The database is a sub-system of Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS). AFS 
contains compliance data on air pollution point sources regulated by the U.S. EPA and/or state and local air 
regulatory agencies. This information comes from source reports by various stationary sources of air 
pollution, such as electric power plants, steel mills, factories, and universities, and provides information 
about the air pollutants they produce. Action, air program, air program pollutant, and general level plant 
data. It is used to track emissions and compliance data from industrial plants. 


A review of the US AIRS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/23/2013 has revealed that there are 3 
US AIRS sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map ID 
BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERIN 414WEBBLN 61 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC — 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 
DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP 1517 PULASKI HWY 73 


Page 


343 
359 
373 
381 

382 


Page 


174 
208 
277 


2020 COR ACTION: The EPA has set ambitious goals for the RCRA Corrective Action program by creating the 
2020 Corrective Action Universe. This RCRA cleanup baseline includes facilities expected to need corrective 


action. The 2020 universe contains a wide variety of sites. Some properties are heavily contaminated while 
others were contaminated but have since been cleaned up. Still others have not been fully investigated yet, 
and may require little or no remediation. Inclusion in the 2020 Universe does not necessarily imply failure 
on the part of a facility to meet its RCRA obligations. 


A review of the 2020 COR ACTION list, as provided by EDR, and dated 11/11/2011 has revealed that 
there is 1 2020 COR ACTION site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map ID 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 


US FIN ASSUR: All owners and operators of facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste 
are required to provide proof that they will have sufficient funds to pay for the clean up, closure, and 
post-closure care of their facilities. 


A review of the US FIN ASSUR list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/28/2013 has revealed that there 
is 1 US FIN ASSUR site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map ID 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 


Page 


208 


Page 


208 
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STATE AND LOCAL RECORDS 


MD SHWS: The State Hazardous Waste Sites records are the states’ equivalent to CERCLIS. These sites 
may or may not already be listed on the federal CERCLIS list. Priority sites planned for cleanup using state 
funds (state equivalent of Superfund) are identified along with sites where cleanup will be paid for by 
potentially responsible parties. The data come from the Department of the Environment’s Notice of Potential 
Hazardous Waste Sites list. 


A review of the MD SHWS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/01/2009 has revealed that there are 2 
MD SHWS sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map ID 

FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 3 
Facility Status: Formerly Investigated Site 

HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 47 


Facility Status: No Further Remedial Action 


MD SWRCY: List of Department of Environment’s Recycling Facilities 


A review of the MD SWRCY list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/22/2013 has revealed that there is 1 
MD SWRCY site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map ID 


CONSTAR INC 1801 CLARK RD 84 


MD OCPCASES: Cases monitored by the Oil Control Program. 


A review of the MD OCPCASES list, as provided by EDR, and dated 06/30/2013 has revealed that there 
are 110 MD OCPCASES sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map ID 

THOMAS J. HATEM MEMORIAL BRIDG 6000 PULASKI HIGHWAY 1 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

THOMAS J HATEM MEMORIAL BRIDGE 6000 PULASKI HWY 1 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

PERRYVILLE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL-S MARYLAND AVE. & MAYWOOD 2 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

COASTAL UNILUBE 950 PRINCIPIO FURNACE R 3 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

RAPOSELLI PROPERTY 593 CECIL AVE. 5 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

AMERICAN LEGION CHERRY & EVANS ST. 6 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

TOWN OF PERRYVILLE SEWER TREAT LOCUST & FRONT STS 8 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

PERRYVILLE OIL CO. 515 OTSEGO ST 9 


Facility Status: CLOSED 


Page 


10 


132 


Page 


359 


Page 


14 


15 
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Site 


RON DAVIS RESIDENCE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


MARTINO’S LIQUORS 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILROAD 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


Not reported 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


PERRYVILLE POST OFFICE 
Facility Status: OPEN 


PERRYVILLE CHEVRON 
Facility Status: CLOSED 
Facility Status: OPEN 


AMTRAK MAINTENANCE FACILITY YA 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


CULLUM PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


OWENS MARINA 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


AH OWEN & SON FISH MARKET 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


PERRYVILLE YACHT CLUB LLC 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


DURBIN PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


PARISH RESIDENCE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


ANGEL HILL CEMETERY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


TOWN OF PERRYVILLE-MAINT YARD 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HAVRE DE GRACE MOBIL 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


EDWARD & BLANCHE HUTCHINS 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


LOWE RESIDENCE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


7-ELEVEN #11614 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


TERRACE GARDEN APARTMENTS 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


DAVE MALIN RESIDENCE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


GILBERT ENTERPRISES, INC. 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


Not reported 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


Address 


303 CHERRY ST 

304 AIKEN AVE 

450 - 452 HARFORD ST 
612 FRONT ST 

620 BROAD ST 


636 BROAD ST 


644 BROAD ST. 

502 FRONT ST (504) 
RIVER RD 

RIVER RD 

31 RIVER RD 

230 SUPERIOR ST 

909 ELIZABETH ST 

750 N OHIO ST 

515 BROAD ST 

803 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
800 PULASKI HWY. 

850 ONTARIO ST 

911 ONTARIO STREET 
704 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
623 ONTARIO STREET 
649 WATER STREET 


620 N STOKES ST 


Map!ID Page 
10 16 
11 17 
12 17 
13 17 
14 20 
14 28 
14 39 
15 42 
16 43 
16 43 
16 46 
17 47 
17 47 
20 52 
22 54 
24 60 
24 62 
24 63 
24 64 
24 65 
25 68 
26 68 
27 73 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Site 
STREETER ELECTRIC INC 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


Not reported 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


RANDALL SMITH/JOHN WILKIE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


PERRY POINT VA HOSPITAL 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


PERRY PT VA HOSPITAL 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


JOHN ROBERTS 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HIGH’S DAIRY STORE #30 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


66 SUPER SERVICE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


PHILLIPS 66 SUPER SERVICE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HAVRE DE GRACE SHELL 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


ONE STOP LIQUORS 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HAVRE DE GRACE WWTP 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HAVRE DE GRACE WWTP 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


COOKEY’S AUTO SERVICE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


THE SEAFOOD DEALER 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


WALTER PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


CHESAPEAKE RENT ALL 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


T&C AUTO SALES 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


POLICE DEPT 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


FERGISON PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


ST.JOHN’S TOWERS 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


CRAIGS AUTO SERVICE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


Address 
611 OTSEGO ST 


606 WATER ST 

636 PEARL ST 

BLDG 23 

BLDG 26-FIRE HOUSE 
900-904 PULASKI HWY 
900 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
911 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
911 PULASKI HWY 

910 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
903 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
413 SAINT JOHN ST 

415 ST JOHN ST 
424-426 N UNION AVE 
921 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
650 GREEN ST 

210 N STOKES ST 

942 PULASKI HWY 

450 PENNINGTON AVE 
415 PENNINGTON AVE 
711 PENNINGTON AVE 
505 CONGRESS AVE 


201 N JUNIATA ST 


Map ID 


28 


28 


28 


29 


29 


33 


33 


34 


34 


34 


34 


38 


38 


38 


39 


40 


At 


42 


43 


43 


44 


46 


47 
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Page 


77 


79 


80 


80 


80 


84 


85 


87 


88 


89 


92 


114 


116 


117 


120 


121 


123 


123 


124 


126 


130 


131 


133 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Site 


HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCHOOL 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


J M HUBER CORP 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


BEYERS PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


BEYER PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


ST. PATRICK CHURCH 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


CITY OF HARVE DE GRACE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


MEDICAL ARTS BLDG 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HAVRE DE GRACE UM CHURCH 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


TIDEWATER MARINA 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


GRUBB PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


MCK TRUCKING CO. 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


AMOCO 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


C&P TELEPHONE CO 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


AUTO RANCH 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HARBOR STATION (FORM AUTO RANC 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HAVRE DE GRACE BP 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


FOLEY PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


VANCHERIE PROPERTY 
Facility Status: OPEN 


POOLES CHEVRON 
Facility Status: CLOSED 
Facility Status: CANCELLED 


ROYAL FARMS #69 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


POLLETT SIGNS 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


MONTVILLE TAXI 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


ED WOOD CITGO 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


Address 


700 CONGRESS AVE. 
200 JUNIATA ST 

109 S WASHINGTON ST 
413 CONGRESS AVE 

615 CONGRESS AVENUE 
102 N STOKES ST 

131 S UNION AVE 

101 S UNION AVE 

1 BOURBON ST 

203 S. WASHINGTON ST 
963 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
US 40 & LEWIS LANE 

650 FOUNTAIN ST 

1021 PULASKI HWY. 

1005 PULASKI HWY 

1001 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
400 S UNION AVE 

513 S ADAMS ST 


741 REVOLUTION STREET 


729 REVOLUTION ST 
721 REVOLUTION ST 
615 REVOLUTION ST 


613 REVOLUTION ST 


Map!ID Page 


47 142 
47 144 
48 144 
48 144 
49 146 
49 147 
50 147 
50 148 
51 148 
52 149 
53 154 
53 156 
55 156 
56 157 
56 158 
56 161 
57 163 
59 169 
59 171 
59 171 
59 172 
59 172 
59 172 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Site 


A-1 SALES, INC. 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


WILLIAMS RESIDENCE 
Facility Status: OPEN 


CITGO 
Facility Status: CLOSED 
Facility Status: OPEN 


7-11 #11606 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


FERRILL & LYNCH 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


FISCH PROPERTY 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


FIRST CHRISTIAN CHURCH 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 


C & P TELEPHONE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


C&P TELEPHONE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


DEBONIS CHEVROLET, INC. 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HAVRE DE GRACE WASTEWATER PLAN 


Facility Status: CLOSED 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE FLEET M 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


WILSON GETTY SERVICE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


NORI’S SERVICE STATION 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


HAVRE DE GRACE EXXON #2751 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


MTBR LLC 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


STATE MILITARY RESERVATION-MD 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


MARYLAND NATIONAL GUARD- BLDG 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


ADULT BOOK STORE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


(PREVIOUS) H & S DIST. CO. 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


OSBORNE BOAT SALES 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


F.W. HAXEL Co. 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


SHOWERINGS BOTTLE 
Facility Status: CLOSED 


Address 


1200 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1007 REVOLUTION ST 


1101 REVOLUTION ST 


1201 REVOLUTION ST 
REVOLUTION & SENECA STS 
710 LAFAYETTE ST 

800 GILES STREET 


1300 REVOLUTION ST 
1324 REVOLUTION ST 


1324 REVOULATION STREET 
1517 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1 JERRY FOSTER WAY 

4 JERRY FOSTER WAY 
1633 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1625 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1609 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
320 BLENHEIM LANE 

333 OLD BAY LANE 

301 OLD BAY LANE 

1634 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1715 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1754 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1750 PULASKI HIGHWAY 


340 OLD BAY LANE 


Map!ID Page 
62 179 
63 181 
65 188 
67 192 
67 193 
68 194 
69 194 
70 208 
71 272 
71 273 
73 275 
75 331 
75 333 
76 336 
76 339 
76 343 
77 345 
78 345 
78 345 
79 346 
80 349 
81 352 
81 353 
82 356 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Site Address MapID = Page 

BONNETT PROPERTY 1919 PULASKI HWY 86 378 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

BAY OIL, INC. 2110 PULASKI HIGHWAY 89 383 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

MICHELE MCCLUNE 35 ROBIN HOOD RD 90 387 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

POOL CONCEPTS INC 2226 PULASKI HIGHWAY 91 387 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

GAF TRANSPORTATION PULASKI HWY - EAST SHOU 92 387 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

WELSH PROPERTY 2321 OLD POST RD 93 387 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

HARFORD SYSTEMS 2225 PULASKI HIGHWAY 94 388 
Facility Status: CLOSED 

ROYE WILLIAMS ELEM SCHOOL 201 OAKINGTON RD 95 388 


Facility Status: CLOSED 


ROYE WILLIAMS ELEMENTARY SCHOO = 201 OAKINGTON ROAD 95 389 
Facility Status: OPEN 


MD HIST LUST: In 1999, the Department of the Environment stopped adding new sites to its Recovery Sites 
Database. Current leaking underground storage tank information maybe found in underground storage tank 
information maybe found in the OCPCASES database. 


A review of the MD HIST LUST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 03/01/1999 has revealed that there 
are 7 MD HIST LUST sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 

CHEVRON ONE-STOP SERVICE 903 PULASKI HIGHWAY 34 95 
Open Or Closed: OPEN 

CITY OF HARVE DE GRACE 102 N STOKES ST 49 147 
Open Or Closed: CLOSED 

7-11 #11606 1201 REVOLUTION ST 67 192 
Open Or Closed: CLOSED 

CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 208 

FORMER OSBORNE BOAT SALES 1754 PULASKI HWY 81 353 
Open Or Closed: CLOSED 

FRIENDLY OIL COMPANY 1757 PULASKI HWY 83 356 
Open Or Closed: OPEN 

HARFORD SYSTEMS 2225 PULASKI HIGHWAY 94 388 


Open Or Closed: CLOSED 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


MD UST: The Underground Storage Tank database contains registered USTs. USTs are regulated under 
Subtitle | of the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). The data come from the Department of the 
Environment's Listing of Underground Storage Tanks Reported in Maryland. 


A review of the MD UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 06/30/2013 has revealed that there are 61 
MD UST sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
THOMAS J. HATEM MEMORIAL BRIDG ‘6000 PULASKI HIGHWAY 1 3 
PERRYVILLE WWTP 72 FIRESTONE ROAD 7 12 
FRONT ST. SEWER PUMPING STATIO LOCUST & FRONT ST. 8 13 
PERRYVILLE OIL 515 OTSEGO STREET 9 14 
MARTINOS LIQUORS 304 AIKEN AVE 11 16 
LOCATION OF OLD GAS STATION/TO 620 BROAD STREET, PERRY 14 19 
RIVERSIDE MARKET 636 BROAD STREET 14 24 
PERRYVILLE M.O.W. BASE 644 BROAD STREET 14 28 
A. H. OWENS & SON, INC. RIVER ROAD 16 42 
RIVER RD. SEWER PUMPING STATIO RIVER RD. 16 44 
PERRYVILLE YACHT CLUB 31 RIVER ROAD 16 46 
ERIE STREET PUMPING STATION 611 ERIE STREET 21 53 
PERRYVILLE TOWN HALL 515 BROAD STREET 22 53 
HAVRE DE GRACE MARINA 723 WATER STREET 23 58 
HAVRE DE GRACE MOBIL 803 PULASKI HIGHWAY 24 60 
LOWE PROPERTY 850 ONTARIO STREET 24 63 
7-ELEVEN #11614 911 ONTARIO STREET 24 64 
TERRACE GARDEN APARTMENTS 704 PULASKI HIGHWAY 24 65 
GILBERT ENTERPRISES, INC. 649 WATER STREET 26 68 
ERIC & CYNTHIA STREETER 611 OTSEGO STREET 28 76 
PHILLIPS 66 CO#40453 606 WATER STREET 28 79 
HIGH’S DAIRY STORE #30 900 PULASKI HIGHWAY 33 85 
66 SUPER SERVICE 911 PULASKI HIGHWAY 34 87 
HAVRE DE GRACE SHELL 910 PULASKI HIGHWAY 34 89 
ONE STOP LIQUORS 903 PULASKI HIGHWAY 34 92 
PATEL PROPERTY 500 JUNIATA STREET 35 97 
TAWNEY’S GARAGE, INC. 317 N. ADAMS ST. 37 105 
HAR-CE CONSTRUCTION, INC. 403 NORTH ADAMS STREET 37 114 
HAVRE DE GRACE WATER TREATMENT 413 ST. JOHN STREET 38 115 
HAVRE DE GRACE WATER TREATMENT 415 ST. JOHN STREET 38 116 
THE SEAFOOD DEALER 921 PULASKI HIGHWAY 39 120 
HAVRE DE GRACE POLICE DEPARTME 450 PENNINGTON AVENUE 43 124 
MCLHINNEY BUILDING 415 PENNINGTON AVENUE 43 126 
ST. JOHN’S EPISCOPAL CHURCH 114. N. UNION AVENUE 45 130 
ST. JOHN’S TOWERS, INC. 505 CONGRESS AVENUE 46 132 
CRAIG’S AUTO SERVICE 201 N. JUNIATA STREET 47 135 
HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCHOOL 700 CONGRESS AVE. 47 142 
FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH CONGRESS AVENUE & STOKE 49 145 
ST. PATRICK CHURCH 615 CONGRESS AVENUE 49 146 
GRUBB PROPERTY 203 S. WASHINGTON ST 52 149 
MCK TRUCKING CO. 963 PULASKI HIGHWAY 53 154 
HAVRE DE GRACE BP 1001 PULASKI HIGHWAY 56 161 
A-1 SALES, INC. 1200 PULASKI HIGHWAY 62 179 
HAVRE DE GRACE CARS CARE 1101 REVOLUTION STREET 65 186 
FRED HAWKINS CO., INC. 1315 PULASKI HIGHWAY 66 189 
7-ELEVEN #11606 1201 REVOLUTION STREET 67 191 
FIRST CHRISTIAN CHURCH 800 GILES STREET 69 194 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS, IN 1300 REVOLUTION STREET 70 195 
CLARK D. CONNELLEE JR. 1324 OLD POST ROAD 71 272 
DEBONIS CHEVROLET, INC. 1517 PULASKI HIGHWAY 73 275 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Site 


Address 


HAVRE DE GRACE WASTEWATER PLAN 1 JERRY FOSTER WAY 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE FLEET M 


WILSON GETTY SERVICE 
NORI’S SERVICE STATION 
HAVRE DE GRACE EXXON #2751 
ADULT BOOK STORE 
(PREVIOUS) H & S DIST. CO. 
OSBORNE BOAT SALES 

F.W. HAXEL CO. 

AERO ENERGY HDG PLANT 

BAY OIL, INC. 


4 JERRY FOSTER WAY 

1633 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1625 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1609 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1634 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1715 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1754 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1750 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1751 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
2110 PULASKI HIGHWAY 


MD HIST UST: Historical UST Registered Database. 


Map ID 


75 
75 
76 
76 
76 
79 
80 
81 
81 
83 
89 


A review of the MD HIST UST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 11/21/1996 has revealed that there 
are 56 MD HIST UST sites within the searched area. 


Site 


Address 


PERRYVILLE WASTEWATER TREATMEN 72 FIRESTONE ROAD 


HOWARD J HEFF T\A PERRYVILLE O 


PERRYVILLE TEXACO 


AMTRAK MAINTENANCE FACILITY YA 


A. H. OWENS & SON, INC 

RIVER ROAD PUMPING STATION 
PERRYVILLE YACHT CLUB LLC 
ANGEL HILL CEMETERY 

CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE 
TOWN OF PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE TOWN HALL 
MAINTENANCE BUILDING 
ARVID, INC. 

7-ELEVEN #11614 

GILBERT ENTERPRISES, INC. 
ERIC & CYNTHIA STREETER 

Not reported 

HIGH’S STORE 

66 SUPER SERVICE 

HAVRE DE GRACE SHELL 

ONE STOP CHEVRON 
TAWNEY’S GARAGE 

HAR-CE CONSTRUCTION, INC. 
UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 
MCLHINNEY BUILDING 

Not reported 

ST. JOHN’S EPISCOPAL CHURCH 
ST. JOHN’S TOWERS, INC. 
CRAIGS AUTO SERVICE 

HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCHOOL 
FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH 
MEDICAL ARTS BLDG 

MCK TRUCKING CO. 

C&P TELEPHONE CO 

AMOCO STATION #60120 


515 OTSEGO STREET 
636 BROAD STREET 
644 BROAD ST. 

RIVER ROAD 

RIVER ROAD 

31 RIVER RD 

750 N OHIO ST 

611 ERIE ST 

515 BROAD STREET 
515 BROAD STREET 
515 BROAD STREET 
723 WATER ST 

911 ONTARIO STREET 
649 WATER STREET 
611 OTSEGO ST 

606 WATER ST 

900 PULASKI HWY 

911 PULASKI HWY. 

910 PULASKI HWY 

903 PULASKI HWY. 

317 N ADAMS ST 

403 N ADAMS ST 

308 N UNION AVE 

415 PENNINGTON AVENUE 
142 N WASHINGTON ST 
114 N UNION AVE 

505 CONGRESS AVENUE 
201 N JUNIATA ST 

700 CONGRESS AVE. 
CONGRESS AVENUE & STOKE 
131 S UNION AVE 

963 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
650 FOUNTAIN ST 

1001 PULASKI HWY 


Map ID 
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Page 


331 
333 
336 
339 
343 
346 
349 
352 
353 
356 
383 


Page 


11 
15 
22 
39 
44 
45 
46 
52 
53 
55 
56 
56 
59 
64 
68 
76 
79 
84 
87 
91 
95 
104 
110 
114 
126 
127 
131 
132 
133 
142 
145 
147 
153 
156 
160 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
VANCHERIE PROPERTY 513 S ADAMS ST 59 169 
ROYAL FARMS #69 729 REVOLUTION ST 59 171 
A-1 SALES, INC. 1200 PULASKI HWY 62 180 
HAVRE DE GRACE CITGO 1101 REVOLUTION ST 65 185 
FRED L. HAWKINS COMPANY, INC. 1315 PULASKI HWY 66 189 
7-ELEVEN #11606 1201 REVOLUTION ST 67 192 
ABANONED SERVICE STATION OLD POST RD. & SENECA S 67 193 
BLOOMINGDALE PLANT 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 207 
CLARK D. CONNELLEE JR 1324 OLD POST RD 71 273 
DEBONIS CHEVROLET, INC. 1517 PULASKI HWY 73 276 
WILSON GETTY SERVICE 1633 PULASKI HWY 76 338 
NORI’S SERVICE 1625 PULASKI HWY 76 338 
EXXON STATION 2-2751 1609 PULASKI HWY 76 341 
GRESSER, JACK 1634 PULASKI HWY 79 346 
FORMER H & S DISTRIBUTING CO. 1715 PULASKI HWY 80 351 
OBORNE BOAT SALES 1754 PULASKI HWY 81 353 
ALFRED PALUMBO 1750 PULASKI HWY 81 355 
AERO ENERGY HDG PLANT 1751 PULASKI HIGHWAY 83 356 
BAY OIL, INC. 2110 PULASKI HIGHWAY 89 383 
HARFORD SYSTEMS 2225 PULASKI HIGHWAY 94 388 
ROYE WILLIAMS ELEM SCHOOL 201 OAKINGTON RD 95 388 
MD AST: The Aboveground Storage Tank database contains registered ASTs. The data come from the 
Department of the Environment’s Listing of Aboveground Storage Tanks Reported in Maryland. 
A review of the MD AST list, as provided by EDR, and dated 08/23/2013 has revealed that there are 2 
MD AST sites within the searched area. 
Site Address Map!ID Page 
AMTRAK - PERRYVILLE MAINTENANG 644 BROAD STREET 14 38 
MID-ATLANTIC COOPERATIVE SOLUT 1751 PULASKI HIGHWAY 83 358 


NY MANIFEST: Manifest is a document that lists and tracks hazardous waste from the generator through 
transporters to a TSD facility. 


A review of the NY MANIFEST list, as provided by EDR, has revealed that there are 2 NY MANIFEST sites 
within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC —_ 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 208 
CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS 1354 OLD POST RD 74 284 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


PA MANIFEST: Hazardous waste manifest information. 


A review of the PA MANIFEST list, as provided by EDR, has revealed that there are 8 PA MANIFEST sites 
within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
AMTRAK MW BASE 644 BROAD STREET 14 29 
HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 700 CONGRESS AVE 47 137 
CVS PHARMACY 6614 1000 PULASKI HWY 53 153 
HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE SCHOOL 401 LEWIS LN 58 165 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS 1300 REVOLUTION STREET 70 197 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC _—_ 1300 REVOLUTION ST 70 208 
CONSTAR INC 1801 CLARK RD 84 359 
ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC 1850 CLARK RD 85 373 


MD ENG CONTROLS: Engineering controls include various forms of caps, building foundations, liners, and 
treatment methods to create pathway elimination for regulated substances to enter environmental media or 
effect human health. 


A review of the MD ENG CONTROLS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 11/10/2008 has revealed that 
there is 1 MD ENG CONTROLS site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


J. M. HUBER CORPORATION - HAVR 907 REVOLUTION ST 60 173 


MD INST CONTROL: Sites included in the Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants listing that have 
Deed Restrictions. 


A review of the MD INST CONTROL list, as provided by EDR, and dated 02/21/2013 has revealed that 
there is 1 MD INST CONTROL site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


IKEA INDUSTRIAL PARK AKA OCCID FIRESTONE ROAD AND ROUT 3 6 


MD VCP: The Voluntary Cleanup Program, administrated by the Dept. of the Environment, streamlines 

the environmental cleanup process for sites, usually industrial or commercial properties that are 
contaminated, or perceived to be contaminated, by hazardous substances. Developers and lenders are provided 
with certain limitations on liability and particpants in the program are provided certainty in the process by 
knowing exactly what will be required. 


A review of the MD VCP list, as provided by EDR, and dated 02/01/2013 has revealed that there are 5 
MD VCP sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
IKEA INDUSTRIAL PARK AKA OCCID FIRESTONE ROAD AND ROUT 3 6 
GILBERT ENTERPRISES, INC. 649 WATER STREET 26 68 
660 REVOLUTION STREET 660 REVOLUTION STREET 59 170 
CLEANING SOLUTIONS GROUP SITE 1354 OLD POST ROAD 74 330 
AMES SHOPPING PLAZA 2015-2113 PULASKI HIGHW 87 378 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


MD DRYCLEANERS: A listing of registered drycleaning facilities. 


A review of the MD DRYCLEANERS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/10/2013 has revealed that there 
are 2 MD DRYCLEANERS sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
POST ROAD CLEANERS 1100 REVOLUTION STREET 65 182 
MASTER CLEANERS - HAVRE DEGRA ~—2113A PULASKI HIGHWAY 89 381 


MD BROWNFIELDS: The Site Assessment Section of the State Superfund Division is responsible for conducting 
federally funded assessments of eligible brownfields properties. These assessments are undertaken to determine 
whether there are environmental cleanup requirements at these sites. 


A review of the MD BROWNFIELDS list, as provided by EDR, and dated 07/08/2013 has revealed that there 
is 1 MD BROWNFIELDS site within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


GILBERT PROPERTY - 4 PARCELS 649 WATER STREET 26 70 


MD NPDES: A listing of wastewater permit locations. 


A review of the MD NPDES list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/31/2013 has revealed that there are 3 
MD NPDES sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 

TOWN OF PERRYVILLE-MAINT YARD 515 BROAD ST 22 54 

HAVRE DE GRACE WATER TREATMENT 413 ST. JOHN STREET 38 115 

HAVRE DE GRACE WASTEWATER PLAN 1 JERRY FOSTER WAY 75 331 
MD LEAD: 


A review of the MD LEAD list, as provided by EDR, and dated 10/01/2013 has revealed that there are 39 
MD LEAD sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
Not reported 120 S WOODLAND FARM LAN 4 10 
Not reported 427 HARFORD ST 12 17 
Not reported 612 FRONT ST 13 17 
Not reported 603 BROAD ST 14 18 
Not reported 366 BROAD ST 16 42 
Not reported 402 BROAD ST 16 45 
Not reported 406 BROAD ST 16 46 
Not reported 301 BROAD ST 18 47 
Not reported 320 BROAD ST 18 48 
Not reported 322 BROAD ST 18 49 
Not reported 322 BROOD ST 18 50 
Not reported 326 BROAD ST 18 51 
TERRACE GARDEN APARTMENTS 704 PULASKI HIGHWAY 24 65 
Not reported 620 N STOKES ST 27 73 
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Site 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
POST ROAD CLEANERS 


MD LRP: A listing of Land Restoration Program sites. 


Address 


520 N STOKES ST 
602 OTSEGO ST 
600 WATER ST 

600 WATER STREE 
571 OTSEGO ST 
604 WATER ST 

607 PEARL ST 

609 PEARL ST 

606 WATER ST 
664 OTSEGO ST 
667 OTSEGO ST 
526 N ADAMS ST 
528 N ADAMS ST 
720 OTSEGO ST 
326 N STOKES ST 
410 N STOKES ST 
550 WARREN 

552 WARREN 

556 WARREN 

664 FRANKLIN ST 
662 FRANKLIN ST 
731 WARREN ST 
142 N WASHINGTON ST 
424 BATTERY DR 
1100 REVOLUTION STREET 


28 74 
28 74 
28 75 
28 75 
28 77 
28 78 
28 78 
28 78 
28 79 
30 81 
30 81 
31 83 
31 83 
31 83 
36 98 
36 98 
36 99 
36 100 
36 102 
37 103 
37 104 
37 114 
43 127 
64 181 
65 182 


Site types included in the database are: 


Voluntary Cleanup Program, National Priority List, Brownfields, Site Assessment, Formerly Used Defense Site, 
State Master List, Non Master List, Groundwater Investigation and Federal Facility. 


A review of the MD LAP list, as provided by EDR, and dated 07/08/2013 has revealed that there are 7 


MD LPP sites within the searched area. 
Site 


IKEA INDUSTRIAL PARK AKA OCCID 
GILBERT PROPERTY - 4 PARCELS 
660 REVOLUTION STREET 

HAVRE DE GRACE MGP/J.M. HUBER 
POST ROAD CLEANERS 

CLEANING SOLUTIONS GROUP SITE 
AMES SHOPPING PLAZA 


Address 


FIRESTONE ROAD AND ROUT 
649 WATER STREET 

660 REVOLUTION STREET 
907 REVOLUTION STREET 
1100 REVOLUTION STREET 
1354 OLD POST ROAD 
2015-2113 PULASKI HIGHW 


Map!ID Page 


3 9 
26 70 
59 170 
60 173 
65 182 
74 329 
87 378 


MD RGA HWS: The EDR Recovered Government Archive State Hazardous Waste database provides a list of 
SHWS incidents derived from historical databases and includes many records that no longer appear in current 


government lists. 


A review of the MD RGA HWS list, as provided by EDR, has revealed that there are 2 MD RGA HWS sites 


within the searched area. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 3 10 
HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 47 132 


MD RGA LUST: The EDR Recovered Government Archive Leaking Underground Storage Tank database provides a 
list of LUST incidents derived from historical databases and includes many records that no longer appear in 
current government lists. 


A review of the MD RGA LUST list, as provided by EDR, has revealed that there are 5 MD RGA LUST sites 
within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
Not reported 102 N. STOKES ST. 49 147 
Not reported 1201 REVOLUTION STREET 67 193 
Not reported 1300 REVOLUTION STREET 70 207 
Not reported 1754 PULASKI HIGHWAY 81 353 
Not reported 1757 PULASKI HIGHWAY 83 356 


EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS 


EDR MGP: The EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plant Database includes records of coal gas plants 
(manufactured gas plants) compiled by EDR’s researchers. Manufactured gas sites were used in the United States 
from the 1800’s to 1950’s to produce a gas that could be distributed and used as fuel. These plants used 

whale oil, rosin, coal, or a mixture of coal, oil, and water that also produced a significant amount of waste. 

Many of the byproducts of the gas production, such as coal tar (oily waste containing volatile and 
non-volatile chemicals), sludges, oils and other compounds are potentially hazardous to human health and the 
environment. The byproduct from this process was frequently disposed of directly at the plant site and can 

remain or spread slowly, serving as a continuous source of soil and groundwater contamination. 


A review of the EDR MGP list, as provided by EDR, has revealed that there is 1 EDR MGP site within 
the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 


HAVRE DE GRACE GAS WORKS FOUNTAIN STREET 54 156 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat: EDR has searched selected national collections of business directories and has collected 
listings of potential gas station/filling station/service station sites that were available to EDR 

researchers. EDR’s review was limited to those categories of sources that might, in EDR’s opinion, include 

gas station/filling station/service station establishments. The categories reviewed included, but were not 

limited to gas, gas station, gasoline station, filling station, auto, automobile repair, auto service station, 
service station, etc. This database falls within a category of information EDR classifies as "High Risk 
Historical Records", or HRHR. EDR’s HRHR effort presents unique and sometimes proprietary data about past 
sites and operations that typically create environmental concerns, but may not show up in current government 
records searches. 


A review of the EDR US Hist Auto Stat list, as provided by EDR, has revealed that there are 24 EDR US 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Hist Auto Stat sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
Not reported 636 BROAD ST 14 28 
Not reported 843 N JUNIATA ST 19 51 
Not reported 803 PULASKI HWY 24 62 
Not reported 910 PULASKI HWY 34 89 
Not reported 650 WARREN ST 36 99 
Not reported 319 N ADAMS ST 37 106 
Not reported 918 PULASKI HWY 39 119 
Not reported 916 PULASKI HWY 39 121 
Not reported 933 PULASKI HWY 42 123 
Not reported 963 PULASKI HWY 53 153 
Not reported 1021 PULASKI HWY 56 158 
Not reported 1001 PULASKI HWY 56 161 
Not reported 1200 PULASKI HWY 62 178 
Not reported 1105 REVOLUTION ST 65 181 
Not reported 1101 REVOLUTION ST 65 185 
Not reported 1317 OLD POST RD 71 274 
Not reported 1353 REVOLUTION ST 72 274 
Not reported 1353 OLD POST RD 72 274 
Not reported 1517 PULASKI HWY 73 283 
Not reported 1633 PULASKI HWY 76 337 
Not reported 1625 PULASKI HWY 76 341 
Not reported 1715 PULASKI HWY 80 350 
Not reported 2006 PULASKI HWY 87 378 
Not reported 2110 PULASKI HWY 89 381 


EDR US Hist Cleaners: EDR has searched selected national collections of business directories and has collected 
listings of potential dry cleaner sites that were available to EDR researchers. EDR’s review was limited to 

those categories of sources that might, in EDR’s opinion, include dry cleaning establishments. The categories 
reviewed included, but were not limited to dry cleaners, cleaners, laundry, laundromat, cleaning/laundry, wash 

& dry etc. This database falls within a category of information EDR classifies as "High Risk Historical 
Records", or HRHR. EDR’s HRHR effort presents unique and sometimes proprietary data about past sites and 
operations that typically create environmental concerns, but may not show up in current government records 
searches. 


A review of the EDR US Hist Cleaners list, as provided by EDR, has revealed that there are 7 EDR US 
Hist Cleaners sites within the searched area. 


Site Address Map!ID Page 
Not reported 631 BROAD ST 14 22 
Not reported 868 OTSEGO ST 32 84 
Not reported 425 SAINT JOHN ST 38 116 
Not reported 409 N UNION AVE 38 117 
Not reported 1022 PULASKI HWY 53 149 
Not reported 1033 PULASKI HWY 56 157 
Not reported 1100 REVOLUTION ST 65 184 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Please refer to the end of the findings report for unmapped orphan sites due to poor or inadequate address information. 


TC03849603.10r EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 22 


MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY 


FEDERAL RECORDS 


Database 


NPL 

Proposed NPL 
Delisted NPL 

NPL LIENS 
CERCLIS 
CERC-NFRAP 
LIENS 2 
CORRACTS 
RCRA-TSDF 
RCRA-LQG 
RCRA-SQG 
RCRA-CESQG 
RCRA NonGen / NLR 
US ENG CONTROLS 
US INST CONTROL 
ERNS 

HMIRS 

DOT OPS 

US CDL 

US BROWNFIELDS 
DOD 

FUDS 

LUCIS 

CONSENT 

ROD 

UMTRA 

ODI 

DEBRIS REGION 9 
US MINES 

TRIS 

TSCA 

FITS 

HIST FITTS 

SSTS 

ICIS 

PADS 

MLTS 

RADINFO 

FINDS 

RAATS 

RMP 

LEAD SMELTERS 
US AIRS 

SCRD DRYCLEANERS 
2020 COR ACTION 
PCB TRANSFORMER 
FEDERAL FACILITY 
EPA WATCH LIST 


Total 
Plotted 


fR- + O- + O0O00 


=e 
=e 


SSSO+=CWODORGDCO=COO=DDCDDCOCOO==700C0OO==u00 


TC03849603.10r Page 1 of 389 


MAP FINDINGS SUMMARY 


Total 
Database Plotted 


COAL ASH DOE 
US FIN ASSUR 

FEMA UST 

PRP 

COAL ASH EPA 
US HIST CDL 


oo0oo-oO 


STATE AND LOCAL RECORDS 


MD SHWS 

MD SWEF/LF 

MD UIC 

MD SWRCY 

MD OCPCASES 

MD HIST LUST 

MD UST 

MD HIST UST 

MD AST 

NY MANIFEST 

PA MANIFEST 

MD ENG CONTROLS 
MD INST CONTROL 
MD VCP 

MD DRYCLEANERS 
MD BROWMFIELDS 
MD NPDES 

MD AIRS 

MD LEAD 

MD RGA LF 

MD LRP 

MD RGA HWS 

MD RGA LUST 

MD COAL ASH 


= - OOP) 


= 
oO 


SCaNNOBowAana=-onnF2~ 


TRIBAL RECORDS 


INDIAN RESERV 
INDIAN ODI 
INDIAN LUST 
INDIAN UST 
INDIAN VCP 


ele eotete) 


EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS 
EDR MGP 1 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat 24 
EDR US Hist Cleaners 7 


NOTES: 
Sites may be listed in more than one database 
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Map ID | 


MAP FINDINGS 


Direction 


EDR ID Number 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 99-1367CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Commercial Heating Oil 
Date Open: 12/04/1998 
Date Closed: 09/05/2006 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 8141 
UST: 
Facility Id: 8141 
Oper Name: John Lohmeyer 
Form Name: Paul J. Truntich, Jr. 
Form Title: Environmental Manager - 
Form Date: 07/14/2011 
Owner Id: 3701 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 


Maryland Transportation Authority 
1200 Frankfurst Avenue 
Baltimore 

MD 

21226 

(410) 537-8373 

Paul S. Truntich, Sr. 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 
2000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

05/01/1953 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 
Permanently Out Of Use 


TC03849603.10r 


Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
DOD U.S. ARMY ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND DOD CUSA132543 
Region N/A 
U.S. ARMY ABERDEEN PROVIN (County), MD 
DOD: 
Feature 1: Army DOD 
Feature 2: Not reported 
Feature 3: Not reported 
URL: Not reported 
Name 1: U.S. Army Aberdeen Proving Ground 
Name 2: Not reported 
Name 3: Not reported 
State: MD 
DOD Site: Yes 
Tile name: MDHARFORD 
1 THOMAS J. HATEM MEMORIAL BRIDGE MD OCPCASES __U004178970 
6000 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


THOMAS J. HATEM MEMORIAL BRIDGE (Continued) 


Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


100 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

05/01/1960 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Not Listed 


3 

Temporarily Out Of Use 
2000 

Gasohol 

False 

A 

06/01/1986 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


4 

Permanently Out Of Use 
100 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

05/01/1960 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Not Listed 


5 

Currently In Use 

4000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

06/01/1980 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Copper sleeved in plastic 


6 

Permanently Out Of Use 
2000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

06/01/1982 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


7 

Temporarily Out Of Use 
2000 

Bio-Diesel 

False 

A 

06/01/1986 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004178970 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


1 THOMAS J HATEM MEMORIAL BRIDGE 
6000 PULASKI HWY 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 00-1520CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Compliance Inspections (C3, 4, 4A, 5, 9, 10, 11) 
Date Open: 03/10/2000 
Date Closed: 01/24/2001 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 8141 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES $113766590 
N/A 


2 PERRYVILLE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL-STORM DRAIN 
MARYLAND AVE. & MAYWOOD 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 96-1333CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Ground Seep Investigation/ Cleanup 
Date Open: 01/04/1996 
Date Closed: 01/02/1997 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 1157 


MD OCPCASES S104848679 
N/A 


3 COASTAL UNILUBE 
950 PRINCIPIO FURNACE RD. 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-1662CE 
Facility Status/Code: © CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 12/10/1993 
Date Closed: 01/05/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


Facility ID: 94-1662CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 12/10/1993 
Date Closed: 01/05/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


Facility ID: 04-0704CE 

Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Other (Specify) 
Date Open: 10/15/2003 

Date Closed: 07/28/2004 

Release: YES 

Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES- 1002940884 
N/A 
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FIRESTONE ROAD AND ROUTE 7 
PERRYVILLE, MD 


INST CONTROL: 


Property Account Id: 

Issue Date: 

NERD: 

COC: 

NFA: 

FIS: 

Covenant: 

Date Covenant Recorded: 
Residential Land Use Unrestricted: 
Residential Land Use Restricted: 
Recreational Land Use Unrestricted: 
Recreational Land Use Restricted: 
Commercial Land Use Unrestricted: 
Commercial Land Use Restricted: 
Industrial Land Use Unrestricted: 
Industrial Land Use Restricted: 
Groundwater(GW) Use Restriction?: 


| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
3 IKEA INDUSTRIAL PARK AKA OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL CORPORATION AKA 


0807019149;0807055765; 
11/19/2001 
Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Not reported 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 


GW Encountered During Excavation Rqmnts?:No 


Continued GW Remediation?: 

Long Term Monitoring For GW?: 
Excavation Notification Restriction?: 
Vapor Barrier Required?: 

Vapor System Required?: 

Long Term Monitoring Of Indoor Air?: 
Active Dry Cleaner Restrictions?: 
Paving Maintenance Required?: 


Future Construction Testing Required?: 


Slab Maintenance Required?: 


Excavated Material Disposal Requirement?: 


Property Account Id: 

Issue Date: 

NERD: 

COC: 

NFA: 

FIS: 

Covenant: 

Date Covenant Recorded: 
Residential Land Use Unrestricted: 
Residential Land Use Restricted: 
Recreational Land Use Unrestricted: 
Recreational Land Use Restricted: 
Commercial Land Use Unrestricted: 
Commercial Land Use Restricted: 
Industrial Land Use Unrestricted: 
Industrial Land Use Restricted: 
Groundwater(GW) Use Restriction?: 


No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 


Not reported 
01/29/2002 
Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Not reported 
No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 


GW Encountered During Excavation Rqmnts?:No 


Continued GW Remediation?: 

Long Term Monitoring For GW?: 
Excavation Notification Restriction?: 
Vapor Barrier Required?: 

Vapor System Required?: 

Long Term Monitoring Of Indoor Air?: 


No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


MD INST CONTROL S109485699 
MD VCP N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 


MAP FINDINGS 


Distance (ft.)Site 


Database(s) 


IKEA INDUSTRIAL PARK AKA OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL CORPORATION AKA (Continued) 


Active Dry Cleaner Restrictions?: 
Paving Maintenance Required?: 

Future Construction Testing Required?: 
Slab Maintenance Required?: 


No 
No 
No 
No 


Excavated Material Disposal Requirement?: No 


Property Account Id: 

Issue Date: 

NERD: 

COC: 

NFA: 

FIS: 

Covenant: 

Date Covenant Recorded: 
Residential Land Use Unrestricted: 
Residential Land Use Restricted: 
Recreational Land Use Unrestricted: 
Recreational Land Use Restricted: 
Commercial Land Use Unrestricted: 
Commercial Land Use Restricted: 
Industrial Land Use Unrestricted: 
Industrial Land Use Restricted: 
Groundwater(GW) Use Restriction?: 


0807019149;0807055765; 
07/31/1998 
Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Not reported 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

Yes 

Yes 


GW Encountered During Excavation Rqmnts?:No 


Continued GW Remediation?: 

Long Term Monitoring For GW?: 
Excavation Notification Restriction?: 
Vapor Barrier Required?: 

Vapor System Required?: 

Long Term Monitoring Of Indoor Air?: 
Active Dry Cleaner Restrictions?: 
Paving Maintenance Required?: 

Future Construction Testing Required?: 
Slab Maintenance Required?: 


No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 


Excavated Material Disposal Requirement?: No 


VCP: 
Applicants Name: 
Applicants Address: 
Applicants City: 
Applicants Zip: 
Party Status: 
RAP accepted on: 
Sign posted on: 
Date withdrawn: 
Application submitted on: 
Application accepted on: 
Determination: 
Date issued: 


Applicants Name: 
Applicants Address: 
Applicants City: 
Applicants Zip: 
Party Status: 

RAP accepted on: 
Sign posted on: 


Ikea Property, Inc. 
c/o Brad Prevost; 496 Germantown Pike 
Plymouth Meeting 
19462-1389 
Inculpable Person 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
10/29/2001 
01/29/2002 
NFRD 
01/29/2002 


Glenn Springs Holdings, Inc. 
P.O. Box 1520 

Lexington 

40591-1520 

Responsible Person 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$109485699 
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Map ID | 


MAP FINDINGS 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


Database(s) 


IKEA INDUSTRIAL PARK AKA OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL CORPORATION AKA (Continued) 


Date withdrawn: 
Application submitted on: 
Application accepted on: 
Determination: 

Date issued: 


Applicants Name: 
Applicants Address: 
Applicants City: 
Applicants Zip: 

Party Status: 

RAP accepted on: 

Sign posted on: 

Date withdrawn: 
Application submitted on: 
Application accepted on: 
Determination: 

Date issued: 


FIRESTONE ROAD & ROUTE #7 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


CERC-NFRAP: 
Site ID: 
Federal Facility: 
NPL Status: 
Non NPL Status: 


Program Priority: 
Description: 


FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT 


Not reported 
03/05/1998 
07/31/1998 
NFRD 
07/31/1998 


Ikea Property, Inc. 
496 Germantown Pike 
Plymouth Meeting 
19462-1389 
Inculpable Person 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
10/18/2001 
11/19/2001 

NFRD 

11/19/2001 


CERC-NFRAP 


0304655 

Not a Federal Facility 

Not on the NPL 

NFRAP-Site does not qualify for the NPL based on existing information 


GAO Survey (RCED-99-22B) 


CERCLIS-NFRAP Assessment History: 


Action: 

Date Started: 
Date Completed: 
Priority Level: 


Action: 

Date Started: 
Date Completed: 
Priority Level: 


Action: 

Date Started: 
Date Completed: 
Priority Level: 


Action: 

Date Started: 
Date Completed: 
Priority Level: 


Action: 

Date Started: 
Date Completed: 
Priority Level: 


COMFORT/STATUS LETTER 
// 

12/08/97 

Not reported 


PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 

hi 

12/18/92 

Higher priority for further assessment 


ARCHIVE SITE 
// 

09/21/00 

Not reported 


DISCOVERY 
// 

02/24/92 

Not reported 


SITE INSPECTION 

06/03/93 

03/30/94 

Higher priority for further assessment 


TC03849603.10r 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$109485699 


1004654773 
MDD985407782 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1004654773 


FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT (Continued) 
Action: EXPANDED SITE INSPECTION 
Date Started: 09/30/96 
Date Completed: 12/31/97 
Priority Level: NFRAP-Site does not qualify for the NPL based on existing information 
3 IKEA INDUSTRIAL PARK AKA OCCIDENTAL CHEMICAL CORPORATION 


FIRESTONE ROAD AND ROUTE 7 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


MD LRP: 
Factsheet URL: 


Voluntary Cleanup Program: 
On State Master List: 
Brownfield Assesment Complete: 
NPL: 

Federal Facility: 

Alias: 

Groundwater: 

MD Num: 

Assessment On-Going: 
Remediation On-Going: 
Withdrawn: 
Determination Issued: 
GW Chlorinated: 

GW Petroleum: 

GW Metals: 

GW Pesticides: 

GW PCB: 

GW PAH: 

Soil Chlorinated: 

Soil Metals: 

Soil Pesticides: 

Soil PCB: 

Soil PAH: 

Soil Petroleum: 
Sediment Chlorinated: 
Sediment Petroleum: 
Sediment Metals: 
Sediment Pesticides: 
Sediment PCB: 
Sediment PAH: 

SW Chlorinated: 

SW Petroleum: 

SW Metals: 

SW Pesticides: 

SW PCB: 

SW PAH: 

Site Assessment: 

Point X(GIS Field): 
Point Y(GIS Field): 


MDLRP $110090263 


N/A 


http://www.mde.state.md.us/assets/document/brownfields/Occidental_Chem 


pdf 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 


Firestone - Perryville Plant; Occidental Chemical 


No 
MD-439 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
No 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
Yes 
No 
210569.85999999999 
480940.2501 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


3 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT 
FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD SHWS- $101472567 
MD RGA HWS N/A 


SHWS: 
Facility ID: (MD-439) 
Alias Name: NONE 
Status: Formerly Investigated Site 


Facility Type: Formerly Investigated Sites 


RGA HWS: 


Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


2009 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
2006 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
2005 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
2003 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
2002 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
2000 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT (MD-439) FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
1998 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
1997. FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
1995 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 
4 MDLEAD_ S107659555 
120 S WOODLAND FARM LANE N/A 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 0807013701 
Cert Number: 268186 
Unit ID: Not reported 
Inspection Date: 01/16/2006 
Option: 1995 FIRESTONE PERRYVILLE PLANT FIRESTONE RD & RT #7 


Full Risk Reduction Standard 
F 

7461 

Gell Robert L. 

0807013701 


RAPOSELLI PROPERTY 
593 CECIL AVE. 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 


MD OCPCASES S$104602767 
N/A 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


94-0898CE 
CLOSED/ 
09/23/1993 
09/30/1993 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


94-0898CE 
CLOSED/ 
09/23/1993 
09/30/1993 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


6 AMERICAN LEGION 
CHERRY & EVANS ST. 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 
Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


MAP FINDINGS 


93-1212CE 
CLOSED/ 
12/18/1992 
03/16/1994 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


MD OCPCASES $104610991 
N/A 


7 PERRYVILLE WASTEWATER TREATMENT 


72 FIRESTONE ROAD 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


6004586 

001 

13 

1,000 

Currently in use 
Heating Oil 


6004586 

002 

13 

1,000 

Currently in use 
Heating Oil 


6004586 

003 

13 

1,000 

Currently in use 
Heating Oil 


6004586 

004 

13 

1,000 

Currently in use 
Heating Oil 


MD HIST UST $104637362 
N/A 


72 FIRESTONE ROAD 
PERRYVILLE, MD 


FINDS: 


Registry ID: 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
CLEAN WATERSHEDS NEEDS SURVEY 2008 


PERRYVILLE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 


110000726849 


FINDS 1005985750 
N/A 


MD-EPSC (Maryland - Environmental Permit Service Center) promotes 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Database(s) 


PERRYVILLE WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT (Continued) 


PERRYVILLE WWTP 


72 FIRESTONE ROAD 


multi-media pollution prevention and provides permit assistance to 
business and industries. An online permit guide is available and lists 
all permits, licenses and approvals that are issued by MDE. 


US National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) module of 
the Compliance Information System (ICIS) tracks surface water permits 
issued under the Clean Water Act. Under NPDES, all facilities that 
discharge pollutants from any point source into waters of the United 
States are required to obtain a permit. The permit will likely contain 

limits on what can be discharged, impose monitoring and reporting 
requirements, and include other provisions to ensure that the 

discharge does not adversely affect water quality. 


PCS (Permit Compliance System) is a computerized management 
information system that contains data on National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit holding facilities. PCS tracks the 
permit, compliance, and enforcement status of NPDES facilities. 


MD UST 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1005985750 


U004108076 
N/A 


UST: 
Facility Id: 18266 
Oper Name: Not reported 
Form Name: Alfred C. Wein, Jr. 
Form Title: Town Administrator 
Form Date: 03/26/1990 
Owner Id: 8521 
Owner: 
Owner Name: Town Of Perryville 
Owner Address: P.O. Box 773 
Owner City: Perryville 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21903 
Owner Phone: (410) 642-6068 
Owner Contact: Ron Powell 
Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Currently In Use 
Tank Capacity: 1000 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 03/01/1983 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


Tank ID: 2 

Tank Status: Currently In Use 
Tank Capacity: 1000 

Substance Description: Heating Oil 

Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 

Date Intalled: 03/01/1983 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


PERRYVILLE WWTP (Continued) 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


Tank ID: 3 

Tank Status: Currently In Use 
Tank Capacity: 1000 

Substance Description: Heating Oil 

Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 

Date Intalled: 03/01/1983 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


Tank ID: 4 

Tank Status: Currently In Use 
Tank Capacity: 2000 

Substance Description: Heating Oil 

Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 

Date Intalled: 03/01/1983 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004108076 


8 FRONT ST. SEWER PUMPING STATION 
LOCUST & FRONT ST. 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
UST: 
Facility Id: 16276 
Oper Name: Alfred C. Weir Jr. 
Form Name: Alfred C. Weir Jr. 
Form Title: Administrator 
Form Date: 03/26/1990 
Owner Id: 8521 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Town Of Perryville 
P.O. Box 773 
Perryville 

MD 

21903 

(410) 642-6068 
Ron Powell 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


MD UST U004053465 
N/A 
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Map ID | 


MAP FINDINGS 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES $104601200 
N/A 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


8 TOWN OF PERRYVILLE SEWER TREATMENT PUMPING STA. 
LOCUST & FRONT STS 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 97-1552CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 02/28/1997 
Date Closed: 06/01/2006 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 16276 
9 PERRYVILLE OIL 
515 OTSEGO STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
UST: 
Facility Id: 8864 
Oper Name: Howard J. Neff 
Form Name: Howard J. Neff 
Form Title: Owner 
Form Date: 10/25/1995 
Owner Id: 5337 
Owner: 


Howard J. Neff-Perryville Oil Co. 
515 Otsego St. P.O.Box H 
Perryville 

MD 

21903 

(410) 642-6626 

Howard J. Neff 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

05/01/1956 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

05/01/1956 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
3000 

Gasoline 

False 


MD UST U003738400 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


PERRYVILLE OIL (Continued) 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


A 

05/01/1956 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003738400 


MD OCPCASES $104603041 
N/A 


9 PERRYVILLE OIL CO. 
515 OTSEGO ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-1223CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 10/25/1993 
Date Closed: 02/01/2000 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 8864 
Facility ID: 94-1223CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 10/25/1993 
Date Closed: 02/01/2000 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 8864 
9 HOWARD J HEFF T\\A PERRYVILLE OIL 
515 OTSEGO STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
Historical UST: 

Facility ID: 3005786 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 40 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005786 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 40 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005786 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: 40 
Capacity: 3,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 


MD HIST UST $104631143 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


10 RON DAVIS RESIDENCE 
303 CHERRY ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 
Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


| MAP FINDINGS 


04-1646CE 
CLOSED/Dumping 
04/06/2004 
06/11/2004 

YES 

YES 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES $106245196 
N/A 


11 MARTINOS LIQUORS 
304 AIKEN AVE 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


19568 

Not reported 
Bob Poulder 
Not reported 
09/28/2001 
13352 


Martinos Liquors 
304 Aiken Ave 
Perryville 

MD 

21903 

G.)) = 

Not reported 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


01/01/1971 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


01/01/1971 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


MD UST U004122742 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


11 


12 


12 


13 


MARTINO’S LIQUORS 


| MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES § $105508512 
N/A 


Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


304 AIKEN AVE 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 02-0452CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 09/27/2001 
Date Closed: 05/13/2002 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 19568 
427 HARFORD ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 07017448 
Cert Number: 405142 
Unit ID: Not reported 
Inspection Date: 04/18/2010 
Option: Not reported 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

10515 

Callis David W. W 

07017448 


MDLEAD S$110346920 
N/A 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


612 FRONT ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


MD LEAD: 


NORFOLK SOUTHERN RAILROAD 
450 - 452 HARFORD ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


OCP: 


11-0069CE 
CLOSED/Dumping 
07/29/2010 
12/16/2010 

NO 

NO 

Not reported 


06-0621CE 

CLOSED/Aboveground Tank - Residential Heating Oil 
01/20/2006 

06/01/2006 

YES 

YES 

Not reported 


MD OCPCASES § $110590318 
N/A 


MD OCPCASES_ $107234643 
MD LEAD N/A 
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14 


(Continued) 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 


MAP FINDINGS 


0807021240 

250987 

2 

09/21/2004 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

0807021240 


0807021240 

250988 

1 

09/21/2004 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

0807021240 


0807021240 

250989 

3 

09/21/2004 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$107234643 


Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 


Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 0807021240 

603 BROAD ST 

PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 

MD LEAD: 

Facility ID: 07025300 
Cert Number: 604413 
Unit ID: Not reported 
Inspection Date: 12/21/2012 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

10515 

Callis David W. W 

07025300 


07025300 

405150 

APT 2 

12/22/2010 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

10515 

Callis David W. W 


MDLEAD $110815291 
N/A 
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MAP FINDINGS 


(Continued) 


Property Number: 07025300 
Facility ID: 07025300 
Cert Number: 500956 
Unit ID: APT 1 
Inspection Date: 04/07/2011 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 10515 
Inspector Name: Callis David W. W 
Property Number: 07025300 
14 LOCATION OF OLD GAS STATION/TOWN ROW/POST OFFICE 


620 BROAD STREET, PERRYVILLE POST OFFICE 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


UST: 


Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


20334 

Not reported 
Denise Breder 
Town Administrator 
03/26/2013 

8521 


Town Of Perryville 
P.O. Box 773 
Perryville 

MD 

21903 

(410) 642-6068 
Ron Powell 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 
Not reported 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1970 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
No Piping 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 
Not reported 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1970 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
No Piping 


3 
Permanently Out Of Use 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110815291 


MD UST U004197181 
N/A 
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14 


14 


MAP FINDINGS 


Database(s) 

LOCATION OF OLD GAS STATION/TOWN ROW/POST OFFICE (Continued) 

Substance Description: Gasoline 

Tank Compartment: False 

Compartment Compartment: A 

Date Intalled: 01/01/1970 

Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 

Pipe Material Desc: No Piping 
PERRYVILLE POST OFFICE MD OCPCASES 
620 BROAD ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 

OCP: 

Facility ID: 13-0434CE 

Facility Status/Code: | OPEN/Tank Test Failure - Motor/Lube Oil 

Date Open: 02/04/2013 

Date Closed: Not reported 

Release: YES 

Cleanup: Not reported 

Registration Number: 20334 


NEFF DAVID CONSTRUCTION C 


618 BROAD STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


RCRA NonGen / NLR: 


RCRA NonGen / NLR 
FINDS 


Date form received by agency: 08/11/1980 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 

Land type: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: 


Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 


NEFF DAVID CONSTRUCTION C 
618 BROAD STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
MDD080547698 

626 COLE STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
DAVID NEFF 

618 BROAD STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
US 

(301) 642-2476 

Not reported 

03 


Facility is not located on Indian land. Additional information is not known. 


Non-Generator 
Handler: Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous waste 


OPERNAME 
OPERSTREET 
OPERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 
Private 

Operator 

Not reported 

Not reported 


NEFF, DAVID L 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U004197181 


$113768520 
N/A 


1000226878 
MDD080547698 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
NEFF DAVID CONSTRUCTION C (Continued) 1000226878 
Owner/operator address: OWNERSTREET 
OWNERCITY, AK 99999 
Owner/operator country: Not reported 
Owner/operator telephone: (215) 555-1212 
Legal status: Private 
Owner/Operator Type: Owner 
Owner/Op start date: Not reported 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 
Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: Yes 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 


Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 


Waste code: DOOO 
Waste name: Not Defined 
Violation Status: No violations found 


Evaluation Action Summary: 


Evaluation date: 07/18/2012 
Evaluation: COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Area of violation: Not reported 
Date achieved compliance: Not reported 
Evaluation lead agency: State 
FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110003513172 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 

and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 

corrective action activities required under RCRA. 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


EDR US Hist Cleaners 1015083098 
N/A 


14 
631 BROAD ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
EDR Historical Cleaners: 
Name: LAUNDRY CENTER THE 
Year: 1999 
Address: 631 BROAD ST 
Name: LAUNDRY CENTER THE 
Year: 2000 
Address: 631 BROAD ST 
14 PERRYVILLE TEXACO 


636 BROAD STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


Historical UST: 


MD HIST UST $104631183 
N/A 


Facility ID: 3005842 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 10 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005842 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 10 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005842 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 10 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005842 

Tank ID: 004 

Age: 15 

Capacity: 1,000 

Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Diesel 

Facility ID: 3005842 

Tank ID: 005 

Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005842 

Tank ID: 006 

Age: 2 

Capacity: 8,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
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Database(s) EPAID Number 


PERRYVILLE TEXACO (Continued) $104631183 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 


3005842 
007 

Not reported 
100 
Removed 
Gasoline 


3005842 
008 

Not reported 
550 
Removed 
Gasoline 


3005842 
009 

Not reported 
1000 
Removed 
Gasoline 


3005842 
010 

Not reported 
1,000 
Removed 
Gasoline 


3005842 
011 

Not reported 
300 
Removed 
Gasoline 


3005842 
012 

Not reported 
1,000 
Removed 
Gasoline 


3005842 
013 

Not reported 
1,000 
Removed 
Kerosene 


3005842 
014 

Not reported 
1,000 
Removed 
Gasoline 


3005842 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


PERRYVILLE TEXACO (Continued) 


Tank ID: 015 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005842 
Tank ID: 016 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 2,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 

14 RIVERSIDE MARKET 


636 BROAD STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


17701 

Debbie Georg 
Deborah L. Georg 
Owner/Member 
01/09/2007 
11912 


Riverside Market, LLC 
636 Broad Street 
Perryville 

MD 

21903 

(410) 642-6536 
Debbie Georg 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
100 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

09/01/1930 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


10 

Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1950 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


11 
Permanently Out of Use 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104631183 


MD UST U004105902 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


RIVERSIDE MARKET (Continued) 


Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1930 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


12 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

08/01/1981 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


13 

Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1968 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


14 

Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1968 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


15 

Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1968 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


16 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1986 


Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 


Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004105902 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


RIVERSIDE MARKET (Continued) 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 


17 

Permanently Out Of Use 

4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1986 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


18 

Permanently Out Of Use 

4000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

06/01/1986 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


19 

Permanently Out Of Use 

8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1994 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

09/01/1930 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

09/01/1930 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

09/01/1930 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004105902 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


RIVERSIDE MARKET (Continued) 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
300 

Unknown 

False 

A 

08/01/1930 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Unknown 

False 

A 

08/01/1930 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


7 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Unknown 

False 

A 

08/01/1930 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


8 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1950 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


9 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1950 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004105902 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


14 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015586055 
636 BROAD ST N/A 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 

EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: PERRYVILLE AUTOMOTIVE 
Year: 1999 
Address: 636 BROAD ST 
Name: PERRYVILLE AUTOMOTIVE 
Year: 2000 
Address: 636 BROAD ST 

14 PERRYVILLE CHEVRON MD OCPCASES_ $109262007 
636 BROAD ST N/A 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 

OCP: 
Facility ID: 95-0421CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 08/15/1994 
Date Closed: 03/13/1997 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 17701 
Facility ID: 02-0211CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Soil Contamination - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 08/09/2001 
Date Closed: 12/17/2001 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 17701 
Facility ID: 08-0721CE 
Facility Status/Code: | OPEN/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 05/22/2008 
Date Closed: Not reported 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: 17701 

14 PERRYVILLE M.O.W. BASE MD UST U003734840 
644 BROAD STREET N/A 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 

UST: 
Facility Id: 2547 
Oper Name: Stephen R. Dietrich 
Form Name: James D. Peck 
Form Title: Environmental Compliance Engineer 
Form Date: 05/13/1997 
Owner Id: 1632 
Owner: 


Owner Name: National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
Owner Address: 900 Second Street, N.E. Suite 101 
Owner City: Washington 


Owner State: DC 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
PERRYVILLE M.O.W. BASE (Continued) U003734840 
Owner Zip: 20002 
Owner Phone: (202) 906-3350 
Owner Contact: James D. Peck 
Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 10000 
Substance Description: Diesel 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1985 
Tank Material Desc: Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Pipe Material Desc: Bare or Galvanized Steel 
Tank ID: 2 
Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 10000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1985 
Tank Material Desc: Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Pipe Material Desc: Bare or Galvanized Steel 
Tank ID: 3 
Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 10000 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1989 
Tank Material Desc: Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Pipe Material Desc: Bare or Galvanized Steel 
Tank ID: 4 
Tank Status: Currently In Use 
Tank Capacity: 10000 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 07/01/1994 
Tank Material Desc: Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Pipe Material Desc: Bare or Galvanized Steel 
14 AMTRAK MW BASE PA MANIFEST S109244787 
644 BROAD STREET N/A 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


PA MANIFEST: 
Year: 2012 
Manifest Number: 006955073JJK 
Manifest Type: T 
Generator EPA Id: MDD985412311 
Generator Date: 06/22/2012 


Mailing Address: Not reported 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) 


Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 


Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 

Not reported 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DR 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

DO01 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
50 

Pounds 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 


2011 
004816584JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
03/25/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
75 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2011 
004816549JJK 
T 
MDD985412311 
01/24/2011 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
410-642-1407 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109244787 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) 
TSD Epa Id: PAD067098822 
TSD Date: Not reported 


TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 

Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


CYCLE CHEM ING 


550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 


LEWISBERRY 
PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D018 

1 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109244787 


Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 


30 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2011 
004816584JJK 
T 
MDD985412311 
03/25/2011 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 


550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 


LEWISBERRY 
PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

1 


Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 


75 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2011 
004816549JJK 
T 
MDD985412311 
01/24/2011 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) 


TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 


550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D001 

1 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109244787 


Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 


30 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2010 
004816574JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
05/08/2010 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

D002 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
50 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2010 
004816548JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
04/02/2010 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) 


Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 

Line Number: 


Not reported 
1 

3 

D008 

1 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109244787 


Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 


75 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2010 
004816548JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
04/02/2010 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

D001 

13 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
500 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2010 
004816548JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
04/02/2010 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) 


Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA ld: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 


D001 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
40 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2010 
004816574JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
05/08/2010 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D001 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
100 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2010 
004816574JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
05/08/2010 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

D008 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109244787 
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Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 


| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) 
Waste Quantity: 50 
Unit: Pounds 
Handling Code: Not reported 
TSP EPA Id: Not reported 
Date TSP Sig: Not reported 
Year: 2010 
Manifest Number: 004816548JJK 
Manifest Type: T 
Generator EPA Id: MDD985412311 
Generator Date: 04/02/2010 


Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

3 

D002 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
75 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2010 
004816574JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
05/08/2010 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

3 

NONE 

1 

Wooden boxes, cartons, cases 
500 

Pounds 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109244787 


TC03849603.10r Page 35 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) 


TSP EPA Id: 
Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


2010 
004816574JJK 

T 

MDD985412311 
05/08/2010 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-642-1407 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D040 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
100 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
001482078JJK 

Not reported 
MDD985412311 
02/16/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-291-4242 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

D002 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
30 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109244787 


TC03849603.10r Page 36 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 
Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 


2007 
002981076JJK 

Not reported 
MDD985412311 
11/19/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-291-4242 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

U239 

, 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
2 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
002981076JJK 

Not reported 
MDD985412311 
11/19/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-291-4242 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

Doo1 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
2 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
001482078JJK 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109244787 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
AMTRAK MW BASE (Continued) $109244787 
Generator EPA Id: MDD985412311 
Generator Date: 02/16/2007 


Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 


Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-291-4242 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 


Container Type: Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
Waste Quantity: 55 

Unit: Gallons (liquids only) 
Handling Code: Not reported 

TSP EPA Id: Not reported 

Date TSP Sig: Not reported 


AMTRAK - PERRYVILLE MAINTENANCE OF WAY BASE 


644 BROAD STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


Facility Id: 2942 

Bill Name: AMTRAK-PERRYVILLE MAINTENANCE-OF-WAY BASE 
Bill Addr: 644 BROAD STREET 

Bill Addr2: Not reported 

Bill City/State/Zip: PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 

Bill Phone: 2153492744 

Owner: NATIONAL RAILROAD PASSENGER CORPORATION 


Owner Address: 


40 MASSACHUSETTS AVENUE 


Owner City State Zip: WASHINGTON, DC 20002 
Tanks: 

Tank ID: 1 

Capacity: 500 

Product: USED OIL 

Tank ID: 10 

Capacity: 500 

Product: HEATING OIL - #2 

Tank ID: 11 

Capacity: 500 

Product: HEATING OIL - #2 

Tank ID: 2 

Capacity: 500 


MD AST A100357646 
N/A 
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Facility Status/Code: 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
AMTRAK - PERRYVILLE MAINTENANCE OF WAY BASE (Continued) 
Product: USED OIL 
Tank ID: 3 
Capacity: 500 
Product: DIESEL FUEL 
Tank ID: 4 
Capacity: 500 
Product: HEATING OIL - #2 
Tank ID: 5 
Capacity: 300 
Product: HYDRAULIC OIL 
Tank ID: 6 
Capacity: 300 
Product: MOTOR OIL 
Tank ID: 9 
Capacity: 300 
Product: USED OIL 
14 AMTRAK MAINTENANCE FACILITY YARD MD OCPCASES 
644 BROAD ST. MD HIST UST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-2424CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Commercial Heating Oil 
Date Open: 03/18/1994 
Date Closed: 09/20/2004 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 2547 
Facility ID: 94-2424CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Commercial Heating Oil 
Date Open: 03/18/1994 
Date Closed: 09/20/2004 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 2547 
Facility ID: 99-1202CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 11/12/1998 
Date Closed: 12/11/1998 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 2547 
Facility ID: 01-0159CE 


CLOSED/Surface Spill from UST - Commercial Heating Oil 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


A100357646 


$104634706 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
AMTRAK MAINTENANCE FACILITY YARD (Continued) $104634706 
Date Open: 08/04/2000 
Date Closed: 09/20/2007 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 2547 
Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 3013252 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 11 
Capacity: 10,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Diesel 
Facility ID: 3013252 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 11 
Capacity: 10,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3013252 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: 15 
Capacity: 10,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
14 AMTRAK PERRYVILLE MOFW SHOP RCRA-LQG_ 1000691187 
644 BROAD STREET FINDS MDD985412311 
PERRYVILLE, MD 
RCRA-LQG: 
Date form received by agency: 12/15/1994 
Facility name: AMTRAK PERRYVILLE MW BASE 
Site name: AMTRACK PERRYVILLE 
Facility address: 644 BROAD STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 219030000 
EPA ID: MDD985412311 
Contact: MICHAEL MCGUINE 
Contact address: Not reported 
Not reported 
Contact country: Not reported 
Contact telephone: (410) 642-1434 
Contact email: Not reported 
EPA Region: 03 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Description: Handler: generates 1,000 kg or more of hazardous waste during any 


calendar month; or generates more than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste 
during any calendar month; or generates more than 100 kg of any 

residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the 
cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely hazardous 

waste during any calendar month; or generates 1 kg or less of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1 
kg of acutely hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less 

of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 

from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
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Map ID 

Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 


AMTRAK PERRYVILLE MOFW SHOP (Continued) 1000691187 


hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 
100 kg of that material at any time 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 

Used oil fuel burner: No 

Used oil processor: No 

User oil refiner: No 

Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 

Used oil Specification marketer: No 

Used oil transfer facility: No 

Used oil transporter: No 
Violation Status: No violations found 

FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110008430956 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


MD-EPSC (Maryland - Environmental Permit Service Center) promotes 
multi-media pollution prevention and provides permit assistance to 
business and industries. An online permit guide is available and lists 

all permits, licenses and approvals that are issued by MDE. 


ICIS (Integrated Compliance Information System) is the Integrated 
Compliance Information System and provides a database that, when 
complete, will contain integrated Enforcement and Compliance 
information across most of EPA’s programs. The vision for ICIS is to 
replace EPA’s independent databases that contain Enforcement data with 
a single repository for that information. Currently, ICIS contains all 
Federal Administrative and Judicial enforcement actions. This 
information is maintained in ICIS by EPA in the Regional offices and 

it Headquarters. A future release of ICIS will replace the Permit 
Compliance System (PCS) which supports the NPDES and will integrate 
that information with Federal actions already in the system. ICIS also 
has the capability to track other activities occurring in the Region 

that support Compliance and Enforcement programs. These include; 
Incident Tracking, Compliance Assistance, and Compliance Monitoring. 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
15 CULLUM PROPERTY MD OCPCASES_ $108470535 
502 FRONT ST (504) N/A 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 07-0709CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank - Residential Heating Oil 
Date Open: 03/26/2007 
Date Closed: 11/26/2007 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: Not reported 
16 MDLEAD S$109233701 
366 BROAD ST N/A 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 0807019831 
Cert Number: 428055 
Unit ID: SINGLE 
Inspection Date: 06/04/2008 
Option: Stephen R. Dietrich 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 0807019831 
16 A. H. OWENS & SON, INC. MD UST U003738283 
RIVER ROAD N/A 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
UST: 
Facility Id: 8558 
Oper Name: Jeffrey Ownes 
Form Name: Jeffrey Ownes 
Form Title: Manager 
Form Date: 06/28/1990 
Owner Id: 5124 
Owner: 
Owner Name: A. H. Owens & Son, Inc. 
Owner Address: P.O. Box 376 
Owner City: Perryville 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21903 
Owner Phone: (410) 642-6331 
Owner Contact: Jeffrey A. Owens 
Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 2000 
Substance Description: Diesel 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 05/01/1985 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


A.H. 


MAP FINDINGS 


OWENS & SON, INC. (Continued) 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Not Listed 

False 

A 

05/01/1961 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

03/01/1988 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003738283 


Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 


MD OCPCASES 1002729196 
N/A 


Pipe Material Desc: Not Listed 
16 OWENS MARINA 
RIVER RD 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 00-0899CE 
Facility Status/Code: © CLOSED/Dumping 
Date Open: 11/16/1999 
Date Closed: 02/15/2000 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 8558 
16 AH OWEN & SON FISH MARKET 
RIVER RD 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 94-0812CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 09/14/1993 
Date Closed: 03/23/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 8558 


Facility ID: 94-0812CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 09/14/1993 
Date Closed: 03/23/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES S$104602694 
N/A 
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Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104602694 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
AH OWEN & SON FISH MARKET (Continued) 
Registration Number: 8558 
16 RIVER RD. SEWER PUMPING STATION 
RIVER RD. 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
UST: 
Facility Id: 13410 
Oper Name: Not reported 
Form Name: Ron Powell 
Form Title: Superintendent 
Form Date: 01/14/2002 
Owner Id: 8521 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Town Of Perryville 
P.O. Box 773 
Perryville 

MD 

21903 

(410) 642-6068 
Ron Powell 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

08/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


MD UST U004011532 
N/A 


16 A. H. OWENS & SON, INC 
RIVER ROAD 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3005708 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 8 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005708 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 12 
Capacity: 2,000 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3005708 
Tank ID: 003 


MD HIST UST U003738286 
N/A 
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A.H. 


MAP FINDINGS 


OWENS & SON, INC (Continued) 


Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Permanently out of use 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003738286 


16 RIVER ROAD PUMPING STATION 


RIVER ROAD 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Currently in use 


MD HIST UST $104637414 
N/A 


16 OWENS MARINA 
10 RIVER ROAD 
PERRYVILLE, MD 


FINDS: 


16 


Registry ID: 


110006642115 


Environmental Interest/Information System 


402 BROAD ST 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


MD LEAD: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 


Inspector Number: 


Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


PCS (Permit Compliance System) is a computerized management 
information system that contains data on National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) permit holding facilities. PCS tracks the 
permit, compliance, and enforcement status of NPDES facilities. 


0807021801 
407840 
SINGLE 
03/14/2008 
Full Lead Free 
Lead Free 

P 

7614 

King Stephanie 
0807021801 


FINDS 1005829486 
N/A 


MD-EPSC (Maryland - Environmental Permit Service Center) promotes 
multi-media pollution prevention and provides permit assistance to 
business and industries. An online permit guide is available and lists 

all permits, licenses and approvals that are issued by MDE. 


MDLEAD S$109128640 
N/A 
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Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site 


16 


16 


16 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MDLEAD $109128704 
N/A 


| MAP FINDINGS 
406 BROAD ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 0807057539 
Cert Number: 407841 
Unit ID: SINGLE 
Inspection Date: 03/14/2008 
Option: Lead Free 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 0807057539 
PERRYVILLE YACHT CLUB LLC 
31 RIVER RD 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 04-0814CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 10/30/2003 
Date Closed: 12/09/2011 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 1211 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6004528 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 10 

Capacity: 3,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 

Product: Gasoline 
PERRYVILLE YACHT CLUB 


31 RIVER ROAD 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


UST: 
Facility Id: 


Oper Name: 
Form Name: 


Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


1211 

Not reported 
Thomas S. Clark 
Principle 
09/12/2007 

881 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Perryville Yacht Club LLC 


31 River Road 
Perryville 

MD 

21903 

(410) 642-6364 
Diane Hess 


MD OCPCASES_ 1001904956 
MD HIST UST N/A 


MD UST U004011267 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
PERRYVILLE YACHT CLUB (Continued) U00401 1267 
Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 3000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1986 
Tank Material Desc: Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Pipe Material Desc: Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
17 DURBIN PROPERTY MD OCPCASES_) § S$111442785 
230 SUPERIOR ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 12-0383HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank - Residential Heating Oil 
Date Open: 01/06/2012 
Date Closed: 05/29/2012 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: Not reported 
17 PARISH RESIDENCE MD OCPCASES' S$106244508 
909 ELIZABETH ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 04-0793HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank - Residential Heating Oil 
Date Open: 10/24/2003 
Date Closed: 05/25/2004 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: Not reported 
18 MDLEAD S$109339358 
301 BROAD ST N/A 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 0807025262 
Cert Number: 394504 
Unit ID: 1:301 
Inspection Date: 08/29/2008 
Option: Not reported 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7461 
Inspector Name: Gell Robert L. 
Property Number: 0807025262 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


18 


(Continued) 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 


MAP FINDINGS 


0807025262 

471350 

301 1 

10/27/2010 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109339358 


Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 


Inspector Number: 9252 
Inspector Name: Gell Robert L. L 
Property Number: 0807025262 

320 BROAD ST 

PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 

MD LEAD: 

Facility ID: 0807018959 
Cert Number: 386492 
Unit ID: A 
Inspection Date: 05/24/2007 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

0807018959 


0807018959 

473075 

320A 

09/30/2009 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

0807018959 


0807018959 

473076 

320 C 

09/30/2009 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

0807018959 


0807018959 

268122 

B 

06/16/2005 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7461 

Gell Robert L. 


MDLEAD S$107234636 
N/A 
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18 


(Continued) 


Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 


MAP FINDINGS 


0807018959 


0807018959 

563181 

A 

07/19/2011 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

0807018959 


0807018959 

229391 

UPPER 

10/27/2004 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


$107234636 


Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 


Inspector Number: 7461 
Inspector Name: Gell Robert L. 
Property Number: 0807018959 

322 BROAD ST 

PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 

MD LEAD: 

Facility ID: 0807018916 
Cert Number: 402487 
Unit ID: UPPER 
Inspection Date: 08/07/2007 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

0807018916 


0807018916 

402564 

1 

10/10/2007 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

0807018916 


0807018916 

268120 

A 

06/16/2005 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 


MDLEAD S$107234633 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


18 


(Continued) 


Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


322 BROOD ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


MD LEAD: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


MAP FINDINGS 


Database(s) 


7461 
Gell Robert L. 
0807018916 


0807018916 

268121 

B 

06/16/2005 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7461 

Gell Robert L. 

0807018916 


0807018916 

621000 

UPPER 

10/06/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13645 

Burns Stephanie Chrisanne C 

0807018916 


0807018916 

229393 

LOWER 

11/09/2004 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7461 

Gell Robert L. 

0807018916 


MD LEAD 


0807018916 

229385 

UPPER 

10/19/2004 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7461 

Gell Robert L. 

0807018916 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$107234633 


$107234634 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
18 MD LEAD 
326 BROAD ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 0807018940 
Cert Number: 289828 
Unit ID: 1 
Inspection Date: 08/30/2005 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 0807018940 
Facility ID: 0807018940 
Cert Number: 289830 
Unit ID: 3 
Inspection Date: 08/30/2005 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: F 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 0807018940 
Facility ID: 0807018940 
Cert Number: 289831 
Unit ID: 2 
Inspection Date: 08/30/2005 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 0807018940 
19 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 


843 N JUNIATA ST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 


WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
2002 
843 N JUNIATA ST 


WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
2003 
843 N JUNIATA ST 


WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
2004 
843 N JUNIATA ST 


WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE 
2005 
843 N JUNIATA ST 


WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE 
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EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$107508928 
N/A 


1015653873 
N/A 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


(Continued) 


MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1015653873 


Year: 2006 
Address: 843 N JUNIATA ST 
Name: WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
Year: 2007 
Address: 843 N JUNIATA ST 
Name: WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
Year: 2008 
Address: 843 N JUNIATA ST 
Name: WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
Year: 2009 
Address: 843 N JUNIATA ST 
Name: WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
Year: 2010 
Address: 843 N JUNIATA ST 
Name: WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
Year: 2011 
Address: 843 N JUNIATA ST 
Name: WILHELM AUTOMOTIVE INC 
Year: 2012 
Address: 843 N JUNIATA ST 
20 ANGEL HILL CEMETERY 
750 N OHIO ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 00-0049HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 07/12/2000 
Date Closed: 06/17/2005 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 2069 
Historical UST: 

Facility ID: 6007158 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 14 
Capacity: 500 
Tank Status: Temporarily out of ust 
Product: Gasoline 


MD OCPCASES $104638210 
MD HIST UST N/A 
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MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


21 ERIE STREET PUMPING STATION 


611 ERIE STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


21 CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE 
611 ERIE ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


2101 

Donna Costango 
Donna Costango 
Supt. Wastewater 
07/11/1997 

1408 


City of Havre de Grace 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-1800 

Arthur Doty 


1 
Currently In Use 

275 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1983 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Other 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD UST U003734560 
N/A 


MD HIST UST $104638107 
N/A 


Facility ID: 6007031 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 13 
Capacity: 275 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
22 PERRYVILLE TOWN HALL 


515 BROAD STREET 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 


16836 

Alfred Wein, Jr. 
Alfred C. Wein, Jr. 
Town Administrator 
03/26/1990 

8521 


Town Of Perryville 


MD UST U004066038 
N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
PERRYVILLE TOWN HALL (Continued) 
Owner Address: P.O. Box 773 
Owner City: Perryville 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21903 
Owner Phone: (410) 642-6068 
Owner Contact: Ron Powell 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


U004066038 


Tank ID: 2 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 550 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: Not reported 
Tank Material Desc: Concrete 
Pipe Material Desc: Unknown 
22 TOWN OF PERRYVILLE-MAINT YARD 
515 BROAD ST 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 95-0358CE 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 08/04/1994 
Date Closed: 08/04/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


NPDES: 
Facility Status: Not reported 
Bay Trib Number: Not reported 
Watershed: Not reported 
Permit Type: Not reported 
Description: Not reported 
Sic Number: Not reported 
Permit Number: Not reported 
Npdes Number: Not reported 
App Description: Not reported 
Latitude/Longitude: Not reported 
Last Issued: Not reported 
Expiration Date: Not reported 
Owner Name: Not reported 
Owner Address: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES $104605292 
MD NPDES N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


Owner Address 2: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Received: 
Comments: 


Facility Status: 
Bay Trib Number: 
Watershed: 
Permit Type: 
Description: 

Sic Number: 
Permit Number: 
Npdes Number: 
App Description: 


Latitude/Longitude: 


Last Issued: 
Expiration Date: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner Address 2: 


TOWN OF PERRYVILLE-MAINT YARD (Continued) 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Received_July2013 


Database(s) 


Application received for Installation of two (2) Emergency generators, 


each rated @ 2000 kw 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Owner City: Not reported 
Owner State: Not reported 
Owner Zip: Not reported 
Received: Received_May2013 
Comments: Application received for Installation of one (1) Emergency generator 
rated @ 450 kw 
22 TOWN OF PERRYVILLE 


515 BROAD STREET 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 


3003840 

001 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Currently in use 
Gasoline 


3003840 

002 

26 

6,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


3003840 

003 

26 

6,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


3003840 
004 


MD HIST UST 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$104605292 


1001905055 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


TOWN OF PERRYVILLE (Continued) 


Age: 26 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Used Oil 
Facility ID: 3003840 
Tank ID: 005 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 55 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Not reported 
Facility ID: 3003840 
Tank ID: 006 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 55 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Not reported 

22 PERRYVILLE TOWN HALL 


515 BROAD STREET 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


Historical UST: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1001905055 


MD HIST UST $104631181 
N/A 


Facility ID: 3005840 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: Not reported 

Capacity: Not reported 

Tank Status: Removed 

Product: Gasoline 

Facility ID: 3005840 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: Not reported 

Capacity: 1000 

Tank Status: Permanently out of use 

Product: Heating Oil 
22 MAINTENANCE BUILDING 


515 BROAD STREET 


PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 


Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


6004667 

001 

Not reported 
550 

Currently in use 
Heating Oil 


MD HIST UST $104637408 
N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 

Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
23 GILBERT TANK FARM - PARCEL 461 US BROWNFIELDS 1009310036 


WATER STREET N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21075 


US BROWNFIELDS: 


Recipient name: R3 Brownfields TBA (previously Superfund TBA) 

Grant type: TBA 

Property name: GILBERT TANK FARM - PARCEL 461 

Property #: Not reported 

Parcel size: Not reported 

Property Description: Baltimore and Washington Railroad Company owned property from 1866 to 
1955. No kown railroad operations had taken place. 

Latitude: 39.554326 

Longitude: -76.0928 

HCM label: Not reported 

Map scale: Not reported 

Point of reference: Not reported 

Datum: Not reported 

ACRES property ID: 10274 

Start date: Not reported 

Completed date: Not reported 

Acres cleaned up: Not reported 

Cleanup funding: Not reported 

Cleanup funding source: Not reported 

Assessment funding: 1 

Assessment funding source: US EPA - TBA Funding 

Redevelopment funding: Not reported 

Redev. funding source: Not reported 

Redev. funding entity name: Not reported 

Redevelopment start date: Not reported 

Assessment funding entity: EPA 

Cleanup funding entity: Not reported 

Grant type: H 

Accomplishment type: Phase II Environmental Assessment 

Accomplishment count: 1 

Cooperative agreement #: n/a 

Ownership entity: Not reported 

Current owner: Not reported 

Did owner change: Not reported 

Cleanup required: Not reported 

Video available: Not reported 

Photo available: Not reported 

Institutional controls required: Not reported 

IC Category proprietary controls: Not reported 

IC cat. info. devices: Not reported 

IC cat. gov. controls: Not reported 

IC cat. enforcement permit tools: Not reported 

IC in place date: Not reported 

IC in place: Unknown 

State/tribal program date: Not reported 

State/tribal program ID: Not reported 

State/tribal NFA date: Not reported 

Air contaminated: Not reported 

Air cleaned: Not reported 

Asbestos found: Not reported 

Asbestos cleaned: Not reported 

Controled substance found: Not reported 

Controled substance cleaned: Not reported 

Drinking water affected: Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


GILBERT TANK FARM - PARCEL 461 (Continued) 


Drinking water cleaned: 
Groundwater affected: 
Groundwater cleaned: 
Lead contaminant found: 


Lead cleaned up: 


No media affected: 
Unknown media affected: 
Other cleaned up: 

Other metals found: 

Other metals cleaned: 
Other contaminants found: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Other contams found description: Not reported 


PAHs found: 


PAHs cleaned up: 


PCBs found: 


PCBs cleaned up: 
Petro products found: 
Petro products cleaned: 


Sediments found: 


Sediments cleaned: 


Soil affected: 
Soil cleaned up: 


Surface water cleaned: 


Unknown found: 
VOCs found: 
VOCs cleaned: 


Cleanup other description: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Num. of cleanup and re-dev. jobs:Not reported 


Past use greenspace acreage: 
Past use residential acreage: 
Past use commercial acreage: 
Past use industrial acreage: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Future use greenspace acreage: Not reported 
Future use residential acreage: Not reported 
Future use commercial acreage: Not reported 


Future use industrial acreage: 


Not reported 


Greenspace acreage and type: Not reported 
Superfund Fed. landowner flag: Not reported 


Database(s) 


23 HAVRE DE GRACE MARINA 


723 WATER STREET 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 


Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 


6414 

Arvid M. Scherpf 
Arvid M. Scherpf 
President 
05/13/1997 

1411 


Arvid, Inc. 

723 Water Street 
Havre De Grace 
MD 

21078 

(410) 939-2161 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1009310036 


MD UST U003737314 


N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


HAVRE DE GRACE MARINA (Continued) 


Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Arvid M. Scherpf 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 
500 

Diesel 

False 

A 

06/01/1980 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1980 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Temporarily Out Of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

06/01/1983 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003737314 


ARVID, INC. 
723 WATER ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007453 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 16 

Capacity: 500 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Diesel 

Facility ID: 3007453 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 16 

Capacity: 1,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007453 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 13 

Capacity: Not reported 


MD HIST UST $104631975 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site 


24 


| MAP FINDINGS 
Database(s) 
ARVID, INC. (Continued) 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
HAVRE DE GRACE MOBIL MD OCPCASES 
803 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 92-1175HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 11/06/1991 
Date Closed: 07/18/2006 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 6573 
UST: 
Facility Id: 6573 
Oper Name: Not reported 
Form Name: Dwight E. Thomey/James Vaughn 
Form Title: Attorney for the estate/Vice President of Walker Oil 
Form Date: 12/07/2000 
Owner Id: 7514 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


The Estate of Carol Gatto/Walker Oil Company 

420 Robin Hood Road P.O. Box 215 Nottingham, PA 19362 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

Not reported 

Dwight Thomey/Donald Roland 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
10000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 
Permanently Out of Use 
6000 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$104631975 


U003737386 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


HAVRE DE GRACE MOBIL (Continued) 


Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out of Use 

4000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

02/01/1986 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 

4000 

Kerosene 

False 

A 

02/01/1986 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


7 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


8 

Permanently Out of Use 
10000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

03/01/1994 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Flexible Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003737386 
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HAVRE DE GRACE MOBIL (Continued) 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


9 

Permanently Out of Use 
10000 

Gasoline 


Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


False 

A 

03/01/1994 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Flexible Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003737386 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015640108 


N/A 


24 
803 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: HAVRE DEGRACE MOBIL 
Year: 1999 
Address: 803 PULASKI HWY 
Name: HAVRE DEGRACE MOBIL 
Year: 2000 
Address: 803 PULASKI HWY 
Name: 40 WEST AUTO REPAIR 
Year: 2003 
Address: 803 PULASKI HWY 
Name: 40 WEST AUTO REPAIR 
Year: 2005 
Address: 803 PULASKI HWY 
Name: 40 WEST AUTO REPAIR 
Year: 2006 
Address: 803 PULASKI HWY 
Name: 40 WEST AUTO REPAIR 
Year: 2008 
Address: 803 PULASKI HWY 
24 EDWARD & BLANCHE HUTCHINS 


800 PULASKI HWY. 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-1028HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 10/05/1993 
Date Closed: 08/10/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 


Not reported 


Facility ID: 94-1028HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 10/05/1993 


MD OCPCASES $104602868 
N/A 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDWARD & BLANCHE HUTCHINS (Continued) 


Date Closed: 08/10/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104602868 


24 LOWE PROPERTY 
850 ONTARIO STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
UST: 
Facility Id: 19996 
Oper Name: Sharon Lowe 
Form Name: Brian Eberhardt 
Form Title: Certified Tank Technician 
Form Date: 06/02/2010 
Owner Id: 13878 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 


Sharon Lowe 


Owner Address: 850 Ontario Street 
Owner City: Havre De Grace 
Owner State: MD 

Owner Zip: 21078 


Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


(410) 939-5055 
Sharon Lowe 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 550 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Not reported 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


MD UST U004175789 
N/A 


24 LOWE RESIDENCE 
850 ONTARIO ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21678 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 11-0049HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Residential Heating Oil 
Date Open: 07/27/2010 
Date Closed: 08/11/2010 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES $110590300 
N/A 
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Distance 
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24 7-ELEVEN #11614 MD OCPCASES 
911 ONTARIO STREET MD UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 MD HIST UST 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 01-1128HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Well/GW Contamination - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 02/20/2001 
Date Closed: 08/06/2008 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 6413 
Facility ID: 09-0170HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Retrofit/Repair - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 11/19/2008 
Date Closed: 11/26/2008 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 6413 
UST: 
Facility Id: 6413 
Oper Name: Anilit Desai 
Form Name: Suzanne Parker Schweikart 
Form Title: Env. Compliance Specialist 
Form Date: 08/08/2012 
Owner Id: 88 
Owner: 
Owner Name: 7-Eleven, Inc. 
Owner Address: Attn: Gasoline Compliance P.O. Box 711 
Owner City: Dallas 
Owner State: TX 
Owner Zip: 75221 


Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


(757) 361-6739 
Suzanne Parker Schweikart 


1 
Currently In Use 

12000 

Gasohol 

False 

A 

12/01/1978 

Cathodically Protected Steel (CP Steel - Impressed Current) 
Flexible Plastic 


2 

Currently In Use 

10000 

Gasohol 

False 

A 

12/01/1978 

Cathodically Protected Steel (CP Steel - Impressed Current) 
Flexible Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U002236929 
N/A 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


7-ELEVEN #11614 (Continued) U002236929 
Tank ID: 3 
Tank Status: Currently In Use 
Tank Capacity: 10000 
Substance Description: Gasohol 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 12/01/1978 
Tank Material Desc: Cathodically Protected Steel (CP Steel - Impressed Current) 
Pipe Material Desc: Flexible Plastic 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007405 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 18 
Capacity: 12,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007405 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 18 
Capacity: 10,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007405 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: 18 
Capacity: 10,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
24 TERRACE GARDEN APARTMENTS 


704 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 04-0054HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Commercial Heating Oil 
Date Open: 07/07/2003 
Date Closed: 05/05/2004 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 15227 


UST: 
Facility Id: 15227 
Oper Name: Not reported 
Form Name: Cecil F. Hill 
Form Title: Owner 
Form Date: 10/08/2003 
Owner Id: 9787 
Owner: 
Owner Name: Cecil E. Hill Sr. 
Owner Address: 706 Pulaski Highway 


MD OCPCASES U003964963 
MD UST N/A 
MD LEAD 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


TERRACE GARDEN APARTMENTS (Continued) 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


MD LEAD: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 


Owner City: Havre De Grace 

Owner State: MD 

Owner Zip: 21078 

Owner Phone: (410) 739-5570 

Owner Contact: Cecil Hill Sr. 
Tanks: 

Tank ID: 1 

Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 

Tank Capacity: 1000 

Substance Description: Heating Oil 

Tank Compartment: False 

Compartment Compartment: A 


Not reported 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


1306021549 
616354 

5 
10/19/2012 
Not reported 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 


P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 
1306021549 


1301148958 

616359 

APT 1 

10/13/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 


P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 
1301148958 


1301148958 

616369 

8 

10/19/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 


P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 
1301148958 


1301148958 
616371 

6 
10/19/2012 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003964963 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


TERRACE GARDEN APARTMENTS (Continued) 


Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 

1301148958 


1301148958 

616372 

7 

10/19/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 

1301148958 


1306021549 

632601 

B 

04/19/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021549 


1306021549 

632603 

D 

04/19/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021549 


1306021549 

632606 

1 

04/19/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021549 


1306021549 

632607 

7 

04/19/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003964963 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


TERRACE GARDEN APARTMENTS (Continued) 


Pass/Fail: P 

Inspector Number: 13081 

Inspector Name: Brown Steven Warnell W 
Property Number: 1306021549 

Facility ID: 1306021549 

Cert Number: 632609 

Unit ID: 6 

Inspection Date: 04/19/2013 

Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 

Inspector Number: 13081 

Inspector Name: Brown Steven Warnell W 
Property Number: 1306021549 


Click this hyperlink while viewing on your computer to access 
10 additional MD LEAD: record(s) in the EDR Site Report. 


25 DAVE MALIN RESIDENCE 
623 ONTARIO STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 93-2266HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank Leak 
Date Open: 04/26/1993 
Date Closed: 02/03/1999 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003964963 


MD OCPCASES S$104611909 
N/A 


26 GILBERT ENTERPRISES, INC. 
649 WATER STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-0143HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 07/07/1993 
Date Closed: 07/12/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 6659 


Facility ID: 94-0143HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 07/07/1993 
Date Closed: 07/12/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 6659 


Facility ID: 98-0788HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Well/GW Contamination - Heating Oil 


MD OCPCASES 1000524889 
MD UST N/A 
MD HIST UST 
MD VCP 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


GILBERT ENTERPRISES, INC. (Continued) 


Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


10/01/1997 
06/19/1998 
YES 
YES 
6659 


6659 

Nancy J. O’Brien 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
1426 


Gilbert Enterprises, Inc. 

P.O. Box 66 649 Water Street 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-0286 

Nancy J O’Brien 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 2000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Not reported 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007501 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 20 
Capacity: 2,000 

Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007501 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 20 
Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Not reported 
Facility ID: 3007501 
Tank ID: 003 

Age: 20 
Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000524889 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


GILBERT ENTERPRISES, INC. (Continued) 1000524889 
Facility ID: 3007501 
Tank ID: 004 
Age: 21 
Capacity: 10,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Other 
Facility ID: 3007501 
Tank ID: 005 
Age: 20 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Used Oil 

VCP: 
Applicants Name: MTBR Yacht Club, LLC 
Applicants Address: 1527 York Road 
Applicants City: Lutherville 
Applicants Zip: 21093 
Party Status: Inculpable Person 
RAP accepted on: Not reported 
Sign posted on: Not reported 
Date withdrawn: 04/08/2010 
Application submitted on: 08/12/2005 
Application accepted on: 11/16/2005 
Determination: Not reported 
Date issued: Not reported 
Applicants Name: MTBR Yacht Club, LLC 
Applicants Address: 1527 York Road 
Applicants City: Lutherville 
Applicants Zip: 21093 
Party Status: Inculpable Person 
RAP accepted on: Not reported 
Sign posted on: Not reported 
Date withdrawn: 04/08/2010 
Application submitted on: 08/11/2005 
Application accepted on: 11/16/2005 
Determination: Not reported 
Date issued: Not reported 
26 GILBERT PROPERTY - 4 PARCELS MD BROWNFIELDS $110090302 
649 WATER STREET MD LRP N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD BROWNFIELD: 

Factsheet URL: No Fact Sheet Available. 
Voluntary Cleanup Program: No 
On State Master List: No 
Brownfield Assesment Complete: Yes 
NPL: No 
Federal Facility: No 
Alias: Gilbert Tank Farm; Part of 649 Water Street - Lots 1 & 3 (VCP) 
Groundwater: No 
Md Num: Not reported 
Assessment On-Going: No 
Remediation On-Going: No 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


Database(s) 


GILBERT PROPERTY - 4 PARCELS (Continued) 


Withdrawn: 
Determination Issued: 
GW Chlorinated: 
GW Petroleum: 

GW Metals: 

GW Pesticides: 

GW PCB: 

GW PAH: 

Soil Chlorinated: 

Soil Metals: 

Soil Pesticides: 

Soil PCB: 

Soil PAH: 

Soil Petroleum: 
Sediment Chlorinated: 
Sediment Petroleum: 
Sediment Metals: 
Sediment Pesticides: 
Sediment PCB: 
Sediment PAH: 

SW Chlorinated: 

SW Petroleum: 

SW Metals: 

SW Pesticides: 

SW PCB: 

SW PAH: 

Site Assessment: 
Point X(GIS Field): 
Point Y(GIS Field): 


MD LRP: 
Factsheet URL: 
Voluntary Cleanup Program: 
On State Master List: 
Brownfield Assesment Complete: 
NPL: 
Federal Facility: 
Alias: 
Groundwater: 
MD Num: 
Assessment On-Going: 
Remediation On-Going: 
Withdrawn: 
Determination Issued: 
GW Chlorinated: 
GW Petroleum: 
GW Metals: 
GW Pesticides: 
GW PCB: 
GW PAH: 
Soil Chlorinated: 
Soil Metals: 
Soil Pesticides: 
Soil PCB: 
Soil PAH: 
Soil Petroleum: 
Sediment Chlorinated: 


No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
209942.39999999 
477998.40010000 


No Fact Sheet Available. 
No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

Gilbert Tank Farm; Part of 649 Water Street - Lots 1 & 3 (VCP) 
No 

Not reported 
No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$110090302 
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GILBERT PROPERTY - 4 PARCELS (Continued) 


Sediment Petroleum: 
Sediment Metals: 
Sediment Pesticides: 
Sediment PCB: 
Sediment PAH: 

SW Chlorinated: 

SW Petroleum: 

SW Metals: 

SW Pesticides: 

SW PCB: 

SW PAH: 

Site Assessment: 
Point X(GIS Field): 
Point Y(GIS Field): 


Factsheet URL: 


Voluntary Cleanup Program: 
On State Master List: 


Brownfield Assesment Complete: 


NPL: 

Federal Facility: 
Alias: 

Groundwater: 

MD Num: 
Assessment On-Going: 
Remediation On-Going: 
Withdrawn: 
Determination Issued: 
GW Chlorinated: 

GW Petroleum: 

GW Metals: 

GW Pesticides: 

GW PCB: 

GW PAH: 

Soil Chlorinated: 

Soil Metals: 

Soil Pesticides: 

Soil PCB: 

Soil PAH: 

Soil Petroleum: 
Sediment Chlorinated: 
Sediment Petroleum: 
Sediment Metals: 
Sediment Pesticides: 
Sediment PCB: 
Sediment PAH: 

SW Chlorinated: 

SW Petroleum: 

SW Metals: 

SW Pesticides: 

SW PCB: 

SW PAH: 

Site Assessment: 
Point X(GIS Field): 
Point Y(GIS Field): 


No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 


209942.39999999999 
477998.40010000003 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110090302 


http://www.mde.state.md.us/assets/document/649%20Water%20Street%20Lot% 


02. pdf 
Yes 
No 

No 

No 

No 


Lawson Distributing Company; Gilbert Enterprises 


No 


Not reported 


No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
Yes 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
209932 
478018 
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27 


Point X(GIS Field): 
Point Y(GIS Field): 


| MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


GILBERT PROPERTY - 4 PARCELS (Continued) $110090302 

Factsheet URL: http:/;www.mde.state.md.us/assets/document/649_Water_Street_Lots_1_and 
3(1).pdf 

Voluntary Cleanup Program: Yes 
On State Master List: No 
Brownfield Assesment Complete: No 
NPL: No 
Federal Facility: No 
Alias: Lawson Distributing Company; Gilbert Enterprises 
Groundwater: No 
MD Num: Not reported 
Assessment On-Going: No 
Remediation On-Going: No 
Withdrawn: Yes 
Determination Issued: No 
GW Chlorinated: No 
GW Petroleum: No 
GW Metals: No 
GW Pesticides: No 
GW PCB: No 
GW PAH: No 
Soil Chlorinated: No 
Soil Metals: No 
Soil Pesticides: No 
Soil PCB: No 
Soil PAH: No 
Soil Petroleum: Yes 
Sediment Chlorinated: No 
Sediment Petroleum: No 
Sediment Metals: No 
Sediment Pesticides: No 
Sediment PCB: No 
Sediment PAH: No 
SW Chlorinated: No 
SW Petroleum: No 
SW Metals: No 
SW Pesticides: No 
SW PCB: No 
SW PAH: No 
Site Assessment: No 


209953.0001 
478010.9999 


620 N STOKES ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 
Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 


MD OCPCASES $109123267 
MD LEAD N/A 


08-0734HA 

CLOSED/Soil Contamination - Residential Heating Oil 
05/28/2008 

08/06/2008 

YES 

YES 

Not reported 


1306038867 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
(Continued) $109123267 
Cert Number: 484792 
Unit ID: 620 SFP 
Inspection Date: 05/20/2010 
Option: VCP 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 1306038867 
Facility ID: 1306038867 
Cert Number: 625289 
Unit ID: SFP 
Inspection Date: 03/20/2013 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 5518 
Inspector Name: King Stephen V 
Property Number: 1306038867 
28 MDLEAD_ S$108539073 
520 N STOKES ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306029485 
Cert Number: 386444 
Unit ID: MULTI FAMILY 
Inspection Date: 04/17/2007 
Option: Full Lead Free 
Inspection Category: Lead Free 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 1306029485 
28 MDLEAD_ S$108539243 
602 OTSEGO ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306021468 
Cert Number: 386445 
Unit ID: MULTI FAMILY 
Inspection Date: 04/17/2007 
Option: Full Lead Free 
Inspection Category: Lead Free 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 1306021468 
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28 
600 WATER ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 
Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 
Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


28 
600 WATER STREE 
, MD 21078 


MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 
Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 
Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


06033423 

369807 

1 

03/05/2009 

Lead Free 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

8980 

Fair Shelby J. J 

06033423 


06033423 

369856 

B 

11/21/2007 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

8980 

Fair Shelby J. J 

06033423 


13033423 

050406 

1 

09/05/1997 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Lead Safe For Qualified Offer 
P 

839 

Schierbaum Frederick C 
13033423 


13033423 

050407 

2 

09/05/1997 

Lead Safe For Qualified Offer 
Lead Safe For Qualified Offer 
P 

839 

Schierbaum Frederick C 
13033423 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MDLEAD S$108916630 
N/A 


MDLEAD $107237917 
N/A 
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28 ERIC & CYNTHIA STREETER 
611 OTSEGO ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


MD HIST UST $104638208 
N/A 


Facility ID: 6007155 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 16 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007155 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 13 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Diesel 

28 ERIC & CYNTHIA STREETER 


611 OTSEGO STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


17226 

Eric & Cynthia Streeter 
Eric & Cynthia Streeter 
Owners 

09/16/1994 

11575 


Eric & Cynthia Streeter 
616 Linden Lane 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-9336 

Not reported 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

09/01/1979 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

09/01/1974 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


MD UST U004068638 
N/A 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES $104605620 
N/A 


| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
28 STREETER ELECTRIC INC 
611 OTSEGO ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 95-0745HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 09/15/1994 
Date Closed: 03/20/1995 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: 17226 
28 
571 OTSEGO ST 
, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306021573 
Cert Number: 008329 
Unit ID: 2 
Inspection Date: Not reported 
Option: Eric & Cynthia Streeter 


Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

2 

Not reported 

1306021573 


1306021573 

008330 

6 

Not reported 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Dust Inspection 

F 

2 

Not reported 

1306021573 


1306021573 
320210 

MULTI FAMILY 
03/28/2006 


MDLEAD S$110347684 
N/A 


Limited Lead Free, Must Reinspect Exterior Every Two Years 


Lead Free Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 
1306021573 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MDLEAD S$108988393 
N/A 


MDLEAD $113927015 
N/A 


28 
604 WATER ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306012507 
Cert Number: 145883 
Unit ID: SINGLE 
Inspection Date: 03/14/2007 
Option: Full Lead Free 
Inspection Category: Lead Free 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 4566 
Inspector Name: Smelgus Anthony A 
Property Number: 1306012507 
28 
607 PEARL ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 06029051 
Cert Number: 603742 
Unit ID: Not reported 
Inspection Date: 07/05/2013 
Option: Lead Free 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 13530 
Inspector Name: House Shelby Joelle J 
Property Number: 06029051 
28 


609 PEARL ST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 


Cert Number: 


Unit ID: 


Inspection Date: 


Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 


Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


06029051 

369870 

Not reported 

07/17/2008 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 


P 

8980 

Fair Shelby J. J 
06029051 


MDLEAD $109235098 
N/A 
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Map ID | 


MAP FINDINGS 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


28 PHILLIPS 66 CO#40453 
606 WATER STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


28 
606 WATER ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 09-0635HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Registration - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 04/15/2009 
Date Closed: 05/21/2009 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 18674 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007281 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 27 

Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Removed 

Product: Used Oil 
MD LEAD: 

Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 


Inspection Date: 


18674 

Not reported 
Ronald K. Smoller 
MES Coordinator 
05/01/1986 

2409 


Phillips 66 Company 
4th and Keeler 
Bartlesville 

OK 

74004 

(918) 661-6600 
Ronald K. Smoller 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 
550 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

05/01/1969 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


1306020682 
145884 
SINGLE 
03/14/2001 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD UST 0U004109664 
N/A 


MD OCPCASES S$104631880 
MD HIST UST N/A 
MD LEAD 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


(Continued) 


Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


MAP FINDINGS 


28 RANDALL SMITH/JOHN WILKIE 
636 PEARL ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


Full Lead Free 
Lead Free 

P 

4566 

Smelgus Anthony A 
1306020682 


95-1092HA 


CLOSED/Vapor Problem - Residential Heating Oil 


10/27/1994 
07/22/1997 


YES 


Not reported 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104631880 


MD OCPCASES $104605903 
N/A 


29 PERRY POINT VA HOSPITAL 
BLDG 23 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21903 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 91-1228CE 
Facility Status/Code: © CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 12/17/1990 
Date Closed: 11/13/1996 
Release: Not reported 


Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


MD OCPCASES $104615772 
N/A 


29 PERRY PT VA HOSPITAL 
BLDG 26-FIRE HOUSE 
PERRYVILLE, MD 21902 


OCP: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


95-1218CE 


CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 


11/14/1994 
03/13/2006 


YES 
YES 
7764 


MD OCPCASES $104606007 
N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 


30 MDLEAD- S$111010313 
664 OTSEGO ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306009549 
Cert Number: 549585 
Unit ID: SFP 
Inspection Date: 04/14/2011 
Option: Lead Free 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 1306009549 

30 MDLEAD S$109922725 
667 OTSEGO ST N/A 
HARVE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306024149 
Cert Number: 477436 
Unit ID: 667 B 
Inspection Date: 12/28/2009 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 


Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

5518 

King Stephen V 

1306024149 


1306024149 

459288 

667A 

06/23/2009 

Limited Lead Free, Must Reinspect Exterior Every Two Years 
Lead Free Dust Inspection 

P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306024149 


1306024149 

459289 

667 B 

06/23/2009 

Lead Free 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306024149 


1306024149 

459290 

667 C 

06/23/2009 

Limited Lead Free, Must Reinspect Exterior Every Two Years 
Lead Free Dust Inspection 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


(Continued) 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109922725 


P 

7614 

King Stephanie 
1306024149 


1306024149 

459291 

667 D 

06/23/2009 

Limited Lead Free, Must Reinspect Exterior Every Two Years 
Lead Free Dust Inspection 

P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306024149 


1306024149 

459292 

667 E 

06/23/2009 

Limited Lead Free, Must Reinspect Exterior Every Two Years 
Lead Free Dust Inspection 

P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306024149 


1306024149 

488980 

B 

06/18/2010 

Lead Free 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306024149 


1306024149 

561744 

B 

08/22/2011 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306024149 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
31 MDLEAD' S108916430 
526 N ADAMS ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306014925 
Cert Number: 402579 
Unit ID: SINGLE 
Inspection Date: 10/18/2007 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 1306014925 
31 MDLEAD_ S108916440 
528 N ADAMS ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306014925 
Cert Number: 402580 
Unit ID: SINGLE 
Inspection Date: 10/18/2007 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: F 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 1306014925 
31 MDLEAD_ S$109130773 
720 OTSEGO ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306033733 
Cert Number: 407241 
Unit ID: SINGLE 
Inspection Date: 03/11/2008 
Option: Full Lead Free 
Inspection Category: Lead Free 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 4321 
Inspector Name: Kleinhammer Susan D 
Property Number: 1306033733 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
32 EDR US Hist Cleaners 1015102212 
868 OTSEGO ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Cleaners: 
Name: FLUFF N FOLD 24 HOUR COIN OPERATED LAUNDRY 
Year: 1999 
Address: 868 OTSEGO ST 
Name: FLUFF N FOLD 24 HOUR COIN OPERATED LAUNDRY 
Year: 2000 
Address: 868 OTSEGO ST 
33 JOHN ROBERTS MD OCPCASES_ $104609160 
900-904 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 92-2196HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Well/GW Contamination - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 04/09/1992 
Date Closed: 03/02/2006 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 2004 
33 HIGH’S STORE MD HIST UST $104641576 


900 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6015087 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 2 

Capacity: 10,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Kerosene 
Facility ID: 6015087 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 2 

Capacity: 10,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Kerosene 
Facility ID: 6015087 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 2 

Capacity: 8,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Kerosene 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


33 HIGH’S DAIRY STORE #30 
900 PULASKI HIGHWAY 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Database(s) 


MD OCPCASES 
MD UST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 
Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


03-0502HA 

CLOSED/Soil Contamination - Motor/Lube Oil 
10/15/2002 

08/17/2007 

YES 

YES 

2004 


09-0650HA 

CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
04/22/2009 

07/30/2009 

YES 

YES 

2004 


2004 

Not reported 
Virginia Nesbitt 
Manager 
04/22/2009 
592 


High’s of Baltimore Inc. 
7477 New Ridge Road 
Hanover 

MD 

21076 

(410) 261-5450 

Herb Meade 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 
10000 

Gasoline 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


10/01/1993 
Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 
5000 

Gasoline 

True 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


10/01/1993 
Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U003734496 
N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


HIGH’S DAIRY STORE #30 (Continued) 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 
5000 

Diesel 

True 

B 

10/01/1993 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


3 

Permanently Out Of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

10/01/1993 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


4 
Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


7 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1982 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003734496 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


HIGH’S DAIRY STORE #30 (Continued) 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


34 66 SUPER SERVICE 
911 PULASKI HWY. 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003734496 


MD HIST UST $104632000 
N/A 


Facility ID: 3007490 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 8,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007490 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 8,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007490 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 8,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 

34 66 SUPER SERVICE 


911 PULASKI HIGHWAY 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 
Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 


91-0210HA 
CLOSED/ 
08/01/1990 
10/01/1990 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


9832 

Ronald Lynch 
Ronald Lynch 
Owner 
04/01/1986 
5985 


Lynch, Howard R. and WF 
P. O. Box 116 

Havre De Grace 

MD 


MD OCPCASES U003739014 
MD UST N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


66 SUPER SERVICE (Continued) 


Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


21078 
(410) 939-4266 
Not reported 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


U003739014 


34 PHILLIPS 66 SUPER SERVICE 
911 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 5-5044HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 03/13/1985 
Date Closed: 05/14/1985 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 9832 


MD OCPCASES § $108470818 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
34 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015671593 
910 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: NATIONAL BUDGET MUFFLER 
Year: 1999 
Address: 910 PULASKI HWY 
Name: NATIONAL BUDGET MUFFLER 
Year: 2000 
Address: 910 PULASKI HWY 
Name: ROBS NATIONAL BUDGET MUFFLERSH 
Year: 2002 
Address: 910 PULASKI HWY 
Name: NATIONAL BUDGET MUFFLER 
Year: 2003 
Address: 910 PULASKI HWY 
Name: NATIONAL BUDGET MUFFLER 
Year: 2004 
Address: 910 PULASKI HWY 
Name: BUDGET AUTO SALES 
Year: 2007 
Address: 910 PULASKI HWY 
Name: MIKES AUTO & TIRE SERVICE 
Year: 2011 
Address: 910 PULASKI HWY 
34 HAVRE DE GRACE SHELL MD OCPCASES __U003733447 
910 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 7-0617HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 10/05/1986 
Date Closed: 10/14/1986 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 10426 


Facility ID: 92-1778HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 02/10/1992 
Date Closed: 03/17/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 10426 


Facility ID: 93-2789HA 

Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 06/16/1993 

Date Closed: 08/12/1999 

Release: YES 

Cleanup: YES 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


HAVRE DE GRACE SHELL (Continued) 


Registration Number: 10246 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 


10426 

Nancy O’Brien 
Nancy J. O’Brien 
Office Manager 
07/08/1993 
1426 


Gilbert Enterprises, Inc. 

P.O. Box 66 649 Water Street 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-0286 

Nancy J O’Brien 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003733447 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


HAVRE DE GRACE SHELL (Continued) 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out of Use 
3000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003733447 


34 HAVRE DE GRACE SHELL 
910 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6007058 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 26 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007058 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 26 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007058 
Tank ID: 003 

Age: 26 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007058 
Tank ID: 004 

Age: 10 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007058 


MD HIST UST $104638131 
N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site 


Registration Number: 6838 


UST: 
Facility Id: 


6838 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


HAVRE DE GRACE SHELL (Continued) $104638131 
Tank ID: 005 
Age: 26 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Diesel 
Facility ID: 6007058 
Tank ID: 006 
Age: 19 
Capacity: 3000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
34 ONE STOP LIQUORS MD OCPCASES __U003737509 
903 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 90-0107HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 07/20/1989 
Date Closed: 07/02/2013 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 6838 
Facility ID: 09-0450HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/C-16 
Date Open: 01/28/2009 
Date Closed: 11/04/2010 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


Joseph A. Gilbert 
Joseph A. Gilbert 
Owner 
03/14/2013 
13871 


903 Pulaski Highway LLC 
P.O. Box 66 

Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-5584 

Nancy O’Brien 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


ONE STOP LIQUORS (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003737509 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 


A 

01/01/1956 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


10 

Permanently Out Of Use 

4000 

Unknown 

False 

A 

01/01/1987 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Not Listed 


11 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


12 

Currently In Use 

5000 

Gasohol 

True 

B 

06/01/1997 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Flexible Plastic 


12 

Currently In Use 

10000 

Gasohol 

True 

A 

06/01/1997 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Flexible Plastic 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1956 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 
Permanently Out Of Use 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


ONE STOP LIQUORS (Continued) 


Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1978 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

01/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


7 

Permanently Out Of Use 
2000 

Kerosene 

False 

A 

01/01/1984 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


8 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1987 


Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 


Not Listed 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003737509 


TC03849603.10r Page 94 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


ONE STOP LIQUORS (Continued) 


Database(s) 


Tank ID: 9 
Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 4000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1987 
Tank Material Desc: Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Pipe Material Desc: Not Listed 
34 CHEVRON ONE-STOP SERVICE 
903 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
, MD 


Historical LUST: 


Recover Type: Monitoring - No active remediation. Sampling of monitoring wells only 


County: HARFORD 
Case Number: 90-0107HA 
Open/Closed: OPEN 


34 ONE STOP CHEVRON 
903 PULASKI HWY. 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007503 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 40 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007503 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 40 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007503 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 21 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007503 

Tank ID: 004 

Age: 21 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007503 

Tank ID: 005 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U003737509 


MDHISTLUST $101183922 


N/A 


MD HIST UST $104632010 


N/A 


TC03849603.10r Page 95 of 389 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


ONE STOP CHEVRON (Continued) 


Age: 18 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007503 

Tank ID: 006 

Age: 14 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Diesel 

Facility ID: 3007503 

Tank ID: 007 

Age: 12 

Capacity: 2,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Kerosene 


HARTFORD ENGINEERING CO INC 


800 OSTEGO ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


RCRA NonGen / NLR: 


Date form received by agency: 06/24/1980 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


HARTFORD ENGINEERING CO INC 
800 OSTEGO ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EPA ID: MDD990810517 
Contact: HERBERT RUBIN 
Contact address: 800 OSTEGO ST 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
US 

(301) 939-1616 

Not reported 

03 

Non-Generator 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104632010 


RCRA NonGen/NLR_~ 1000404305 
FINDS MDD990810517 


Handler: Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous waste 


HARTFORD ENGINEERING CO INC 
OWNERSTREET 

OWNERCITY, AK 99999 

Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 


Legal status: Private 
Owner/Operator Type: Owner 
Owner/Op start date: Not reported 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 
Owner/operator name: OPERNAME 
Owner/operator address: OPERSTREET 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 


OPERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 
Private 

Operator 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


HARTFORD ENGINEERING CO INC (Continued) 


Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Violation Status: 


FINDS: 


Registry ID: 


No violations found 


110003538413 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 


System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 


and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 


Database(s) 


Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 


events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 


and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 


program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 
corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


35 PATEL PROPERTY 


500 JUNIATA STREET 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
UST: 


Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 


8979 

C.K. Patel 
C.K. Patel 
Not reported 
12/17/1998 
5417 


Mr. C.K. Patel 
5279 Pulaski Highway 


Perryville 
MD 
21903 


(410) 642-2200 


MD UST 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000404305 


U003738479 
N/A 
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Map ID | 
Direction 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
PATEL PROPERTY (Continued) 
Owner Contact: C.K. Patel 
Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 1000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1978 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Bare or Galvanized Steel 
Tank ID: 2 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 1500 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1978 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Bare or Galvanized Steel 
36 MD LEAD 
326 N STOKES ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 06020607 
Cert Number: 369852 
Unit ID: UNIT 1 
Inspection Date: 11/03/2007 
Option: C.K. Patel 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 8980 
Inspector Name: Fair Shelby J. J 
Property Number: 06020607 
36 MD LEAD 
410 N STOKES ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306014569 
Cert Number: 251490 
Unit ID: SINGLE 
Inspection Date: 09/19/2005 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 4566 
Inspector Name: Smelgus Anthony A 
Property Number: 1306014569 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U003738479 


$108915231 
N/A 


$108915759 
N/A 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


36 


650 WARREN ST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015590650 
N/A 


Name: MULLINS TRUCK REPAIR 
Year: 2002 
Address: 650 WARREN ST 
Name: MULLINS TRUCK REPAIR 
Year: 2004 
Address: 650 WARREN ST 
Name: MULLINS TRUCK REPAIR 
Year: 2005 
Address: 650 WARREN ST 
Name: MULLINS TRUCK REPAIR 
Year: 2006 
Address: 650 WARREN ST 
Name: MULLINS TRUCK REPAIR 
Year: 2008 
Address: 650 WARREN ST 
550 WARREN 
ABERDEEN, MD 21001 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306021581 
Cert Number: 624540 
Unit ID: SFP 
Inspection Date: 04/02/2013 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 


P 
13081 


Brown Steven Warnell W 


1306021581 


1306021581 
616310 

Not reported 
07/17/2012 


Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 


P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 
1306021581 


MDLEAD $112153234 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


36 


552 WARREN 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD LEAD: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


MAP FINDINGS 


1306021581 

624536 

APT 4 

04/02/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021581 


1306021581 

624543 

1 

04/02/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021581 


1306021581 

624544 

2 

04/02/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021581 


1306021581 

616313 

6 

07/17/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 

1306021581 


1306021581 

616314 

5 

07/17/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 

1306021581 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MDLEAD $107238020 
N/A 
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(Continued) 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


MAP FINDINGS 


13060215E31 

616317 

7 

07/17/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 

13060215E31 


1306021581 

616311 

1 

07/17/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 

1306021581 


1306021581 

616312 

2 

07/17/2012 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

9229 

Smith B. Scott 

1306021581 


1306021581 

084162 

4 

10/28/2000 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
P 

4202 

Rossetti Philip L 

1306021581 


1306021581 

084164 

1 

10/28/2000 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
P 

4202 

Rossetti Philip L 

1306021581 


Click this hyperlink while viewing on your computer to access 
2 additional MD LEAD: record(s) in the EDR Site Report. 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$107238020 
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Map ID 
Direction 
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36 
556 WARREN 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 
Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


MAP FINDINGS 


1306021581 

624537 

APT 7 

04/02/2013 

2 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021581 


1306021581 

624539 

APT 8 

04/02/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021581 


1306021581 

624541 

APT 6 

04/02/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021581 


1306021581 

624545 

5 

04/02/2013 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

13081 

Brown Steven Warnell W 

1306021581 


Not reported 

104144 

5 

08/02/1999 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
P 

2308 

Rossetti Philip L 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MDLEAD S$107184175 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
(Continued) 
Facility ID: 1306021581 
Cert Number: 083959 
Unit ID: 7 
Inspection Date: 10/21/2000 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 


Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 


4202 
Rossetti Philip L 
1306021581 


1306021581 

084163 

7 

10/28/2000 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
P 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$107184175 


Inspector Number: 4202 
Inspector Name: Rossetti Philip L 
Property Number: 1306021581 
Facility ID: 1306021581 
Cert Number: 124891 
Unit ID: 6 
Inspection Date: 07/24/2000 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 4248 
Inspector Name: Rossetti Philip L 
Property Number: 1306021581 
37 
664 FRANKLIN ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 0808029876 
Cert Number: 295787 
Unit ID: 1 
Inspection Date: 12/15/2006 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 


Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 


7461 
Gell Robert L. 
0808029876 


0808029876 

295788 

2 

12/15/2006 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7461 

Gell Robert L. 


MDLEAD S$108423938 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
(Continued) $108423938 
Property Number: 0808029876 
37 MDLEAD S110164602 
662 FRANKLIN ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306033741 
Cert Number: 083960 
Unit ID: 3 
Inspection Date: 10/21/2000 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 4202 
Inspector Name: Rossetti Philip L 
Property Number: 1306033741 
Facility ID: 1306033741 
Cert Number: 084161 
Unit ID: 3RD FLOOR 
Inspection Date: 10/28/2000 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 4202 
Inspector Name: Rossetti Philip L 
Property Number: 1306033741 
Facility ID: 1306033741 
Cert Number: 124890 
Unit ID: 1 
Inspection Date: 07/24/2000 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Visual Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 4248 
Inspector Name: Rossetti Philip L 
Property Number: 1306033741 
37 TAWNEY’S GARAGE MD HIST UST $104632024 


317 N ADAMS ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007521 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 20 
Capacity: 2,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007521 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 33 
Capacity: 550 


N/A 
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TAWNEY’S GARAGE (Continued) 


Tank Status: Removed 

Product: Gasoline 

Facility ID: 3007521 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 33 

Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Removed 

Product: Gasoline 
37 TAWNEY’S GARAGE, INC. 


317 N. ADAMS ST. 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 


Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 


14331 

Edward R. Landis 
R. Edward Landis 
President 
10/12/1995 

9130 


Tawney’s Garage, Inc. 
317 N. Adams St. 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-2040 

R. Edward Landis 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1985 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1963 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Gasoline 

False 

A 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104632024 


MD UST U003865861 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
TAWNEY’S GARAGE, INC. (Continued) U003865861 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1963 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Bare or Galvanized Steel 
37 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015420564 
319 N ADAMS ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: HAVRE DE GRACE AUTO REPAIR 
Year: 2004 
Address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
Name: | & EAUTO REPAIR 
Year: 2006 
Address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
Name: H & H AUTO BODY & REPAIR 
Year: 2007 
Address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
Name: H & HAUTO BODY & REPAIR 
Year: 2008 
Address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
Name: H & HAUTO BODY & REPAIR 
Year: 2009 
Address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
Name: H & HAUTO BODY & REPAIR 
Year: 2010 
Address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
Name: H & HAUTO BODY & REPAIR 
Year: 2011 
Address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
Name: H & H AUTO BODY & REPAIR 
Year: 2012 
Address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
37 KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE RCRA-CESQG_ 1000314757 
319 N ADAMS ST FINDS MDD054900675 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
RCRA-CESQG: 
Date form received by agency:01/07/1987 
Facility name: KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE 
Facility address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EPA ID: MDD054900675 
Contact: KENNETH KIDDY 
Contact address: 319 N ADAMS ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Contact country: US 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE (Continued) 1000314757 


Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 

Land type: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


(410) 939-2040 

Not reported 

03 

Private 

Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates 1000 kg or less of hazardous waste at any time; 
or generates 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates at any time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous 
waste; or 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or 
other debris resulting from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any 

land or water, of acutely hazardous waste; or generates 100 kg or less 
of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 
from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates at any 
time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste; or 100 kg or less of 

any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from 
the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste 


KIDDY KENNETH 

319 N ADAMS ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Not reported 

(410) 939-2040 

Private 

Owner 

Not reported 

Not reported 


OPERNAME 
OPERSTREET 
OPERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 
Private 

Operator 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 


KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE (Continued) 1000314757 


Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 


Waste code: DOOO 

Waste name: Not Defined 

Waste code: DOo01 

Waste name: IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 


LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Waste code: D007 

Waste name: CHROMIUM 

Waste code: D008 

Waste name: LEAD 

Waste code: D018 

Waste name: BENZENE 

Waste code: D035 

Waste name: METHYL ETHYL KETONE 
Waste code: D039 

Waste name: TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 
Waste code: D040 

Waste name: TRICHLOROETHYLENE 
Waste code: F003 

Waste name: THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 


ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 


MIXTURES. 
Waste code: F005 
Waste name: THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TOLUENE, METHYL ETHYL 


KETONE, CARBON DISULFIDE, ISOBUTANOL, PYRIDINE, BENZENE, 
2-ETHOXYETHANOL, AND 2-NITROPROPANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 
ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS 
LISTED IN F001, F002, OR F004; AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF 
THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


Facility Has Received Notices of Violations: 
Regulation violated: SR - COMAR 26.13.03.05E(1) 
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Database(s) 


KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE (Continued) 


Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Evaluation Action Summary: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


FINDS: 


Registry ID: 


Generators - Pre-transport 
08/14/1989 

12/11/1989 

State 

WRITTEN COMPLAINT 
08/14/1989 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


SR - COMAR 26.13.03.05E(1) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
08/14/1989 

09/13/1989 

State 

WRITTEN COMPLAINT 
08/14/1989 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


12/11/1989 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


08/14/1989 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - Pre-transport 

09/13/1989 

State 


08/14/1989 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - Pre-transport 

12/11/1989 

State 


110001682091 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
AFS (Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS) Facility 
Subsystem) replaces the former Compliance Data System (CDS), the 
National Emission Data System (NEDS), and the Storage and Retrieval of 
Aerometric Data (SAROAD). AIRS is the national repository for 
information concerning airborne pollution in the United States. AFS is 
used to track emissions and compliance data from industrial plants. 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000314757 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 


KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE (Continued) 1000314757 


AFS data are utilized by states to prepare State Implementation Plans 
to comply with regulatory programs and by EPA as an input for the 
estimation of total national emissions. AFS is undergoing a major 
redesign to support facility operating permits required under Title V 

of the Clean Air Act. 


MD-PEMIS (Maryland - Permanent (Air) Emission) database houses data 
related to Air Emissions. Also known to the EPA as National Emissions 
Inventory (NEI). 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 

and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 

corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


37 KIDDY INC T/A TAWNEYS GARAGE FINDS 1009411677 
319 N ADAMS ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110022389217 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


37 HAR-CE CONSTRUCTION, INC. MD HIST UST $104638160 
403 N ADAMS ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6007094 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 18 

Capacity: 500 

Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Heating Oil 

Facility ID: 6007094 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 23 

Capacity: 2,000 

Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Diesel 

Facility ID: 6007094 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 23 

Capacity: 6,000 

Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


HAR-CE CONSTRUCTION, INC. (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104638160 


Product: Gasoline 
37 HAR-CE CONSTRUCTION, INC. 
403 NORTH ADAMS STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
UST: 
Facility Id: 18678 
Oper Name: Not reported 
Form Name: Robert L. Wood 
Form Title: Preisdent 
Form Date: 02/20/1992 
Owner Id: 12682 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Har-ce Construction, Inc. 
403 North Adams Street 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-2837 

Not reported 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

02/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

02/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

02/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


MD UST U004109668 
N/A 
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37 SHORELINE PPM LLC FINDS 1007081944 
405 N ADAMS ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110015591411 
Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 
RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 
and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 
corrective action activities required under RCRA. 
37 SHORELINE PPM LLC RCRA-SQG__ 1006930780 
405 N ADAMS ST MDR000508556 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
RCRA-SQG: 
Date form received by agency:02/17/2010 
Facility name: SHORELINE PPM LLC 


405 N ADAMS ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MDR000508556 

N ADAMS ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 

Land type: 
Classification: 
Description: 


MICHAEL A MANGONE 

N ADAMS ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

US 

(410) 939-7734 

SALES@SHORELINEPPM.COM 

03 

Private 

Small Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: SHORELINE P.P.M. 


Owner/operator address: N ADAMS ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Owner/operator country: US 


Owner/operator telephone: Not reported 


Legal status: Private 
Owner/Operator Type: Operator 
Owner/Op start date: 06/06/2003 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 
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SHORELINE PPM LLC (Continued) 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


CAN MACHINE SYSTEMS LLC 


N ADAMS ST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


US 

Not reported 
Private 
Owner 
06/06/2003 
Not reported 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 
Historical Generators: 
Date form received by agency:07/16/2003 


Facility name: 
Classification: 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Violation Status: 


SHORELINE PPM LLC 
Small Quantity Generator 


D006 
CADMIUM 


D008 
LEAD 


D018 
BENZENE 


D027 
1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE 


D038 
PYRIDINE 


D039 
TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 


D040 
TRICHLOROETHYLENE 


No violations found 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1006930780 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
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Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
SHORELINE PPM LLC (Continued) 1006930780 
Evaluation Action Summary: 
Evaluation date: 10/28/2009 
Evaluation: COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Area of violation: Not reported 
Date achieved compliance: Not reported 
Evaluation lead agency: State 
37 MDLEAD $113927207 
731 WARREN ST N/A 
HARVE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306023169 
Cert Number: 633666 
Unit ID: 2ND FL 
Inspection Date: 07/26/2013 
Option: Not reported 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 8904 
Inspector Name: Forbes Troy M. M 
Property Number: 1306023169 
38 UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE MD HIST UST S104641565 
308 N UNION AVE N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 6015072 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 16 
Capacity: 1500 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
38 HAVRE DE GRACE WWTP MD OCPCASES_ $113766642 
413 SAINT JOHN ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 00-1811HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Retrofit/Repair - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 04/28/2000 
Date Closed: 05/26/2000 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 9800 
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38 HAVRE DE GRACE WATER TREATMENT PLANT 


413 ST. JOHN STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


NPDES: 

Facility Status: Not reported 
Bay Trib Number: Not reported 
Watershed: Not reported 
Permit Type: Not reported 
Description: Not reported 
Sic Number: Not reported 
Permit Number: Not reported 
Npdes Number: Not reported 
App Description: Not reported 
Latitude/Longitude: Not reported 
Last Issued: Not reported 
Expiration Date: Not reported 
Owner Name: Not reported 
Owner Address: Not reported 
Owner Address 2: Not reported 
Owner City: Not reported 
Owner State: Not reported 
Owner Zip: Not reported 
Received: Received_July2013 
Comments: Application received for Installation of one (1) diesel fired 


9800 

James Hynes 
James C. Hynes, Jr. 
Plant Superintendent 
08/16/2010 

1312 


Harford County Government 


Sustainability Coordinator 220 South Main St. 


Bel Air 

MD 

21014 

(410) 638-4707 
Erin Ferriter 


1 
Currently In Use 

4000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

03/01/1990 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Copper sleeved in plastic 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD UST U004013862 
MD NPDES N/A 


generator rated at 1474 HP to be used for emergency and emergency 
demand response purposes. 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
38 HAVRE DE GRACE WWTP MD OCPCASES 
415 ST JOHN ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 08-0602HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 03/27/2008 
Date Closed: 11/07/2008 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 15337 
38 HAVRE DE GRACE WATER TREATMENT PLANT MD UST 


415 ST. JOHN STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


15337 

Sharon Gaultney 

Donna Costango 

Deputy Director of Public Works 
03/26/2004 

1408 


City of Havre de Grace 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-1800 

Arthur Doty 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

04/01/1987 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Not Listed 


38 
425 SAINT JOHN ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EDR Historical Cleaners: 


EDR US Hist Cleaners 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$113768464 
N/A 


U003965070 
N/A 


1015059640 
N/A 


Name: LUCKY CLEANING SERVICE 
Year: 2011 

Address: 425 SAINT JOHN ST 

Name: LUCKY CLEANING SERVICE 
Year: 2012 

Address: 425 SAINT JOHN ST 
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Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


38 COOKEY’S AUTO SERVICE 
424-426 N UNION AVE 


| MAP FINDINGS 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


8-1748HA 
CLOSED/ 
06/10/1988 
07/15/1988 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES' § S$108473478 
N/A 


EDR US Hist Cleaners 1015056554 


N/A 


38 
409 N UNION AVE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Cleaners: 

Name: SUN CLEANERS 
Year: 2001 
Address: 409 N UNION AVE 
Name: TC CLEANERS 
Year: 2002 
Address: 409 N UNION AVE 
Name: SUN CLEANERS CO 
Year: 2004 
Address: 409 N UNION AVE 
Name: T C CLEANERS 
Year: 2010 
Address: 409 N UNION AVE 
Name: TC CLEANERS 
Year: 2011 
Address: 409 N UNION AVE 
Name: TC CLEANERS 
Year: 2012 
Address: 409 N UNION AVE 

39 METAL REFINISHING & IMPROVEMENTS INC 


918 PULASKI HWY 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


RCRA-SQG: 


Date form received by agency: 11/07/1994 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 


Contact address: 


Contact country: 


METAL REFINISHING & IMPROVEMENTS INC 


918 PULASKI HWY 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 210782602 


MD0000933234 
PO BOX 420 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


SAM BEAM 
PO BOX 420 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


US 


RCRA-SQG_ 1000979701 
FINDS MD0000933234 


TC03849603.10r Page 117 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
METAL REFINISHING & IMPROVEMENTS INC (Continued) 1000979701 
Contact telephone: (410) 575-7776 
Contact email: Not reported 
EPA Region: 03 
Classification: Small Small Quantity Generator 
Description: Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 


waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: METAL REFINISHING & IMPROVEMENTS INC 
Owner/operator address: PO BOX 420 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Owner/operator country: Not reported 
Owner/operator telephone: (410) 575-7776 
Legal status: Private 
Owner/Operator Type: Owner 
Owner/Op start date: Not reported 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 

Waste code: D001 

Waste name: IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Waste code: D006 
Waste name: CADMIUM 
Waste code: D008 
Waste name: LEAD 
Waste code: D018 
Waste name: BENZENE 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
METAL REFINISHING & IMPROVEMENTS INC (Continued) 1000979701 
Waste code: D035 
Waste name: METHYL ETHYL KETONE 
Waste code: D039 
Waste name: TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 
Waste code: D040 
Waste name: TRICHLOROETHYLENE 
Violation Status: No violations found 
FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110003505564 
Environmental Interest/Information System 
RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 
and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 
corrective action activities required under RCRA. 
39 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015674426 


918 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: JM TOWING AUTO CLINIC & SALES 
Year: 2003 

Address: 918 PULASKI HWY 

Name: JM TOWING AUTO CLINIC & SALES 
Year: 2004 

Address: 918 PULASKI HWY 

Name: PARADISE AUTO BODY INC 

Year: 2005 

Address: 918 PULASKI HWY 

Name: PARADISE AUTO BODY INC 

Year: 2009 

Address: 918 PULASKI HWY 

Name: UPPER CHESAPEAKE AUTOMOTIVE 
Year: 2010 

Address: 918 PULASKI HWY 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
39 THE SEAFOOD DEALER MD OCPCASES 
921 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 98-1376HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 01/12/1998 
Date Closed: 02/05/1999 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 7787 
UST: 
Facility Id: 7787 
Oper Name: Not reported 
Form Name: Christina V. Nocar 
Form Title: Owner 
Form Date: 08/13/1998 
Owner Id: 4595 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 


Christina V. Nocar 
808 Frog Mortar Road 
Baltimore 

MD 

21220 

(410) 335-7160 
Christina V. Nocar 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U003888257 
N/A 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


39 


40 


MAP FINDINGS 


Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


THE SEAFOOD DEALER (Continued) 


Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003888257 


916 PULASKI HWY 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


QUALITY PAINT & REPAIR 
2005 
916 PULASKI HWY 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015673912 
N/A 


WALTER PROPERTY 


CLOSED/Aboveground Tank - Residential Heating Oil 


650 GREEN ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 04-0762HA 
Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 10/15/2003 
Date Closed: 05/26/2004 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 


Not reported 


MD OCPCASES S106244486 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
41 CHESAPEAKE RENT-ALL RCRA NonGen/NLR- 1010319111 
210 NORTH STOKES STREET MDA000017494 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
RCRA NonGen / NLR: 
Date form received by agency: 08/26/2005 
Facility name: CHESAPEAKE RENT-ALL 
Facility address: 210 NORTH STOKES STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EPA ID: MDA000017494 
Contact: Not reported 
Contact address: Not reported 
Not reported 
Contact country: US 
Contact telephone: Not reported 
Contact email: Not reported 
EPA Region: 03 
Land type: Facility is not located on Indian land. Additional information is not known. 
Classification: Non-Generator 
Description: Handler: Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous waste 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Facility Has Received Notices of Violations: 
Regulation violated: Not reported 
Area of violation: Generators - General 
Date violation determined: 08/26/2005 
Date achieved compliance: 10/19/2005 


Violation lead agency: State 
Enforcement action: SITE COMPLAINT 
Enforcement action date: 08/26/2005 
Enf. disposition status: Not reported 
Enf. disp. status date: Not reported 


Enforcement lead agency: State 

Proposed penalty amount: Not reported 
Final penalty amount: Not reported 
Paid penalty amount: Not reported 


Evaluation Action Summary: 


Evaluation date: 10/19/2005 
Evaluation: FOLLOW-UP INSPECTION 
Area of violation: Not reported 


Date achieved compliance: Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
CHESAPEAKE RENT-ALL (Continued) 1010319111 
Evaluation lead agency: State 
Evaluation date: 08/26/2005 
Evaluation: COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Area of violation: Generators - General 
Date achieved compliance: 10/19/2005 
Evaluation lead agency: State 
41 CHESAPEAKE RENT ALL MD OCPCASES' S$109123164 
210 N STOKES ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 08-0768HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 06/12/2008 
Date Closed: 05/07/2010 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: Not reported 
42 T&C AUTO SALES MD OCPCASES' $110294876 
942 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 04-0434HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Dumping 
Date Open: 08/28/2003 
Date Closed: 05/26/2004 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: Not reported 
42 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015678877 


933 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: THE TRANSMISSION SHOP 

Year: 2001 

Address: 933 PULASKI HWY 

Name: ATLANTIC AUTOMOTIVE SRVC CTR 
Year: 2004 

Address: 933 PULASKI HWY 

Name: ATLANTIC AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE 
Year: 2008 

Address: 933 PULASKI HWY 

Name: ATLANTIC AUTOMOTIVE CORP 
Year: 2010 

Address: 933 PULASKI HWY 

Name: ATLANTIC AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE CENTER 
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(Continued) 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1015678877 


MD OCPCASES S$104607190 
N/A 


Year: 2011 
Address: 933 PULASKI HWY 
Name: ATLANTIC AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE CENTER 
Year: 2012 
Address: 933 PULASKI HWY 
43 POLICE DEPT 
450 PENNINGTON AVE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 95-2633HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 05/01/1995 
Date Closed: 11/15/2011 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 8978 
43 HAVRE DE GRACE POLICE DEPARTMENT 


450 PENNINGTON AVENUE 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


8978 

Donna Costango 

Donna Costango 
Assistant Director, DPW 
12/17/1998 

1408 


City of Havre de Grace 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-1800 

Arthur Doty 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Diesel 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Not reported 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Gasoline 


MD UST U003738478 
N/A 
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HAVRE DE GRACE POLICE DEPARTMENT (Continued) 


Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


MCSPADDEN CLEANERS 
358 PENNINGTON AVENUE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


CERCLIS: 
Site ID: 
EPA ID: 
Facility County: 
Short Name: 
Congressional District: 
IFMS ID: 
SMSA Number: 
USGC Hydro Unit: 
Federal Facility: 
DMNSN Number: 
Site Orphan Flag: 
RCRA ID: 
USGS Quadrangle: 
Site Init By Prog: 
NFRAP Flag: 
Parent ID: 
RST Code: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Site Settings Code: 
NPL Status: 
DMNSN Unit Code: 
RBRAC Code: 
RResp Fed Agency Code: 
Non NPL Status: 
Non NPL Status Date: 
Site Fips Code: 
CC Concurrence Date: 
CC Concurrence FY: 
Alias EPA ID: 
Site FUDS Flag: 


False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


0306903 
MDNO000306903 
HARFORD 
MCSPADDEN CLEANERS 
02 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not a Federal Facility 
0.00000 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 

Ss 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
03 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not on the NPL 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
PA Ongoing 
12/10/12 
24025 

// 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


CERCLIS Site Contact Name(s): 


Contact ID: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Tel: 
Contact Title: 
Contact Email: 


Alias Comments: 


13003857.00000 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Site Assessment Manager (SAM) 
Not reported 


Not reported 


Site Description: Not reported 


CERCLIS Assessment History: 


Action Code: 
Action: 


001 
DISCOVERY 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003738478 


CERCLIS 1015754939 
MDN000306903 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
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Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
MCSPADDEN CLEANERS (Continued) 1015754939 
Date Started: // 
Date Completed: 06/01/08 
Priority Level: Not reported 
Operable Unit: SITEWIDE 
Primary Responsibility: EPA Fund-Financed 
Planning Status: Not reported 
Urgency Indicator: Not reported 
Action Anomaly: Not reported 
43 FERGISON PROPERTY MD OCPCASES' $104617999 
415 PENNINGTON AVE N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 00-0932HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/B-9 
Date Open: 11/17/1999 
Date Closed: 05/25/2000 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 9478 
43 MCLHINNEY BUILDING MD UST U002240509 


415 PENNINGTON AVENUE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD HIST UST N/A 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


9478 

Charles Mclhinney 
Charles L. McLhinney 
Co-Owner 
03/22/2000 

6871 


Eleanor M. Ferguson 
100 Francis St. 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-3818 
Charles L. McLhinney 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

07/01/1967 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 
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MCLHINNEY BUILDING (Continued) 


Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


6007146 

001 

29 

550 

Currently in use 
Heating Oil 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


U002240509 


43 


142 N WASHINGTON ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6015096 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 1000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 1306032613 
Cert Number: 484721 
Unit ID: 142B 
Inspection Date: 03/09/2010 
Option: Charles Mclhinney 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 
Unit ID: 
Inspection Date: 
Option: 


Inspection Category: 


Pass/Fail: 
Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306032613 


1306032613 

484735 

Cc 

03/26/2010 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306032613 


1306032613 

560591 

Cc 

05/23/2011 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

1306032613 


MD HIST UST $104641585 
MD LEAD N/A 
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43 CCL BIOMEDICAL INC 
224 N WASHINGTON ST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


RCRA-CESQG: 
Date form received by agency: 06/30/2003 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: 


Database(s) 


RCRA-CESQG 


CCL BIOMEDICAL INC 

224 N WASHINGTON ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MDRO000508465 

NINA LAMBA 

224 N WASHINGTON ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

Not reported 

(410) 939-9356 

Not reported 

03 

Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates 1000 kg or less of hazardous waste at any time; 
or generates 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates at any time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous 
waste; or 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or 
other debris resulting from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any 

land or water, of acutely hazardous waste; or generates 100 kg or less 
of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 
from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates at any 
time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste; or 100 kg or less of 

any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from 
the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste 


HAVRE DE GRACE CORPORATE CTR 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Private 

Owner 

04/27/1995 

Not reported 


CCL BIOMEDICAL INC 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Private 

Operator 

07/01/2003 

Not reported 


No 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1006817163 
MDR000508465 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
CCL BIOMEDICAL INC (Continued) 1006817163 


Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 


Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 


DOo01 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D002 

A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


DO11 
SILVER 


F003 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 
ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES. 


F005 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TOLUENE, METHYL ETHYL 
KETONE, CARBON DISULFIDE, ISOBUTANOL, PYRIDINE, BENZENE, 
2-ETHOXYETHANOL, AND 2-NITROPROPANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 
ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS 
LISTED IN F001, F002, OR F004; AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF 
THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


U002 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
CCL BIOMEDICAL INC (Continued) 
Waste name: ACETONE (I) 
Waste code: U193 
Waste name: 1,2-OXATHIOLANE, 2,2-DIOXIDE 
Waste code: U213 
Waste name: FURAN, TETRAHYDRO-(I) 
Waste code: U220 
Waste name: BENZENE, METHYL- 
Violation Status: No violations found 
44 CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE MD OCPCASES 
711 PENNINGTON AVE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 92-2312HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 04/29/1992 
Date Closed: 03/17/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: Not reported 
45 ST. JOHN’S EPISCOPAL CHURCH MD UST 


114 N. UNION AVENUE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


2076 

Father Rory Harris 
Rev. Rory Harris 
Rector 
06/12/1997 

1389 


St. John’s Epicopal Church 
114 Union Avenue 

Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-2107 

Father Rory Harris 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1970 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1006817163 


$104609257 
N/A 


U003734537 
N/A 


TC03849603.10r Page 130 of 389 


Map ID 
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Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


ST. JOHN’S EPISCOPAL CHURCH (Continued) 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


2 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 


Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1952 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003734537 


ST. JOHN’S EPISCOPAL CHURCH 


114 N UNION AVE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


MD HIST UST $104638124 
N/A 


Facility ID: 6007051 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 28 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 6007051 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 46 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Heating Oil 
46 ST.JOHN’S TOWERS 
505 CONGRESS AVE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 8-0896HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 12/02/1987 
Date Closed: 10/04/1988 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 
Registration Number: 


Not reported 


96-2141HA 
CLOSED/B-9 
05/09/1996 
02/25/1997 
YES 

Not reported 
2076 


MD OCPCASES' S$108472919 
N/A 
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Distance 


MAP FINDINGS 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
46 ST. JOHN’S TOWERS, INC. MD UST 
505 CONGRESS AVENUE MD HIST UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
UST: 
Facility Id: 3809 
Oper Name: Sharon McGlothlin 
Form Name: Sharon McGlothlin 
Form Title: Executive Director 
Form Date: 05/27/1997 
Owner Id: 2478 
Owner: 
Owner Name: St. John’s Towers, Inc. 
Owner Address: 505 Congress Avenue 
Owner City: Havre De Grace 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21078 
Owner Phone: (410) 939-5040 
Owner Contact: Sharon McGlothlin 
Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 10000 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 06/01/1963 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Unknown 
Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 6007043 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 29 
Capacity: 10,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
47 HAVRE DE GRACE PLT MD SHWS 
200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST MD RGA HWS 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
SHWS: 
Facility ID: (MD-162) 
Alias Name: NONE 
Status: No Further Remedial Action 


Facility Type: State Master List 


RGA HWS 
2009 
2006 
2005 
2003 
2002 
2000 
1998 


HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 
HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 
HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 
HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 
HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 


HAVRE DE GRACE PLT (MD-162) 


HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 


200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 
200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 
200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 
200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 
200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 


200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 


200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U002240463 
N/A 


1000429613 
N/A 
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Map ID | 
Direction 
Distance 


EDR ID Number 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
HAVRE DE GRACE PLT (Continued) 1000429613 
1997 HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 
1995 HAVREDE GRACE PLT 200 BLOCK JUNIATA ST 
47 CRAIGS AUTO SERVICE RCRA-SQG_ 1000691005 
201 N JUNIATA ST FINDS MDD985408897 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD MD OCPCASES 
MD HIST UST 


RCRA-SQG: 


Date form received by agency: 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


03/31/1992 

CRAIGS AUTO SERVICE 

201 N JUNIATA ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EPA ID: MDD985408897 
Mailing address: PO BOX 36 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Contact: BAY WETTIG 


Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 


201 N JUNIATA ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
US 

(410) 939-2181 

Not reported 


EPA Region: 03 
Classification: Small Small Quantity Generator 
Description: Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 


waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 


hazardous waste at any time 


PEGGY CRAIG 

503 CAMILLA ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Not reported 

(410) 939-2528 


Legal status: Private 
Owner/Operator Type: Owner 
Owner/Op start date: Not reported 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
CRAIGS AUTO SERVICE (Continued) 1000691005 
Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: DO01 
Waste name: IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 


LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Waste code: D006 

Waste name: CADMIUM 

Waste code: D007 

Waste name: CHROMIUM 

Waste code: D008 

Waste name: LEAD 

Waste code: D018 

Waste name: BENZENE 

Waste code: D021 

Waste name: CHLOROBENZENE 

Waste code: D027 

Waste name: 1,4-DICHLOROBENZENE 

Waste code: D039 

Waste name: TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 

Waste code: D040 

Waste name: TRICHLOROETHYLENE 

Violation Status: No violations found 
FINDS: 

Registry ID: 110003532892 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 

and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 

corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 99-1758HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 01/20/1999 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CRAIGS AUTO SERVICE (Continued) 


Date Closed: 03/01/1999 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 8011 


Historical UST: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000691005 


Facility ID: 3007398 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 29 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
47 CRAIG’S AUTO SERVICE 


201 N. JUNIATA STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 8011 
Oper Name: Bay Wettig 
Form Name: Peggy Craig 
Form Title: Owner 
Form Date: 08/12/1998 
Owner Id: 4719 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Peggy H. Craig 

201 N. Juniata Street 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-2181 

Bay Wettig 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

03/24/1967 


Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 


Bare or Galvanized Steel 


MD UST U003738061 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
47 HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCH RCRA-CESQG_ 1004720868 
700 CONGRESS AVE MDR000015727 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
RCRA-CESQG: 

Date form received by agency: 10/29/1997 

Facility name: HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCH 

Facility address: 700 CONGRESS AVE 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 210783089 

EPA ID: MDR000015727 

Contact: JAMES BENNETT 

Contact address: 700 CONGRESS AVE 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 210783089 

Contact country: US 

Contact telephone: (410) 939-6600 

Contact email: Not reported 

EPA Region: 03 

Classification: Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 

Description: Handler: generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste per calendar 


month, and accumulates 1000 kg or less of hazardous waste at any time; 
or generates 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates at any time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous 
waste; or 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or 
other debris resulting from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any 

land or water, of acutely hazardous waste; or generates 100 kg or less 
of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 
from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates at any 
time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste; or 100 kg or less of 

any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from 
the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: HARFORD CNTY PUBLIC SCHS 
Owner/operator address: 45 E GORDON ST 
BEL AIR, MD 21014 


Owner/operator country: Not reported 
Owner/operator telephone: (410) 838-7300 
Legal status: County 
Owner/Operator Type: Owner 
Owner/Op start date: Not reported 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCH (Continued) 


Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: D001 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1004720868 


Waste name: 


Violation Status: 


IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


No violations found 


47 HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS PA MANIFEST S108850662 
700 CONGRESS AVE N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
PA MANIFEST: 

Year: 2009 

Manifest Number: 002842809FLE 

Manifest Type: T 

Generator EPA Id: MDRO000015727 

Generator Date: 07/13/2009 


Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 


Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

410-638-4088 

PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 

HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

DO11 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
1 

Pounds 

Not reported 


TSP EPA Id: Not reported 
Date TSP Sig: Not reported 
Year: 2009 

Manifest Number: 002842809FLE 
Manifest Type: T 

Generator EPA Id: MDRO000015727 
Generator Date: 07/13/2009 


Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
410-638-4088 
PAD085690592 
Not reported 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS (Continued) 


TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 

Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 


REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 

HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

4 

D002 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
3 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2009 

002465892FLE 

T 

MDR000015727 
01/26/2009 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-638-4088 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

3 

F002 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
7 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2009 

002465892FLE 

T 

MDR000015727 
01/26/2009 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-638-4088 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$108850662 
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HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$108850662 


TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 


PA 

Not reported 
1 

1 

DO01 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
18 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2009 

002842809FLE 

T 

MDR000015727 
07/13/2009 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-638-4088 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

3 

F003 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
5: 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2009 

002842809FLE 

T 

MDR000015727 
07/13/2009 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-638-4088 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 
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HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS (Continued) 


Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 


2 

D002 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
1 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2009 
002465892FLE 
T 
MDR000015727 
01/26/2009 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
410-638-4088 
PAD085690592 
Not reported 
REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

D001 

6 

Cylinders 

7 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2009 

002842809FLE 

T 

MDR000015727 
07/13/2009 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-638-4088 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$108850662 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$108850662 


Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 
Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 


Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
10 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

000303972FLE 

T 

MDR000015727 
11/08/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

410-638-4088 

1 

1 

F003 

5 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
1000 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

000303972FLE 

T 

MDR000015727 
11/08/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

410-638-4088 

1 

1 

D001 

5 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
1000 

Pounds 
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Map ID | 
Direction 


Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
HARFORD COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS (Continued) 
Handling Code: Not reported 
TSP EPA Id: Not reported 
Date TSP Sig: Not reported 
47 HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCHOOL MD OCPCASES 
700 CONGRESS AVE. MD UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 MD HIST UST 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 10-0702HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Commercial Heating Oil 
Date Open: 06/30/2010 
Date Closed: 03/01/2011 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 6769 
UST: 
Facility Id: 6769 
Oper Name: Not reported 
Form Name: Cynthia R. Yost 
Form Title: Environmental Compliance 
Form Date: Not reported 
Owner Id: 1305 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 


Harford County Public Schools 
102 South Hickory Avenue 

Bel Air 

MD 

21014 

(410) 638-4088 

Patti Jo Beard/Cynthia Rae Yost 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 
10000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1976 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 
10000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1958 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 
Permanently Out Of Use 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$108850662 


1000524283 
N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCHOOL (Continued) 


Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Historical UST: 


10000 

Unknown 

False 

A 

01/01/1953 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out Of Use 
6000 

Unknown 

False 

A 

01/01/1956 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out Of Use 
550 

Diesel 

False 

A 

01/01/1984 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out Of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


Facility ID: 3007307 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 43 

Capacity: 10,000 

Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Not reported 

Facility ID: 3007307 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 40 

Capacity: 6,000 

Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Not reported 

Facility ID: 3007307 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 12 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000524283 
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HAVRE DE GRACE HIGH SCHOOL (Continued) 


47 


48 


48 


Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Diesel 

Facility ID: 3007307 

Tank ID: 004 

Age: 20 

Capacity: 10000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 3007307 

Tank ID: 005 

Age: 38 

Capacity: 10000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000524283 


J M HUBER CORP 


Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank - Commercial Heating Oil 


200 JUNIATA ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 03-1383HA 
Date Open: 03/16/2003 
Date Closed: 06/15/2005 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES' $113767474 
N/A 


BEYERS PROPERTY 
109 S WASHINGTON ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Residential Heating Oil 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 05-0077HA 
Date Open: 07/21/2004 
Date Closed: 08/16/2004 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES $107238030 
N/A 


BEYER PROPERTY 


Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Transfer Accident Motor/Lube Oil 


413 CONGRESS AVE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 02-0601HA 
Date Open: 10/31/2001 
Date Closed: 06/05/2002 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


MD OCPCASES $105508638 
N/A 
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Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


BEYER PROPERTY (Continued) 


Registration Number: Not reported 


Database(s) 


49 FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH 
CONGRESS AVENUE & STOKES STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD UST 


UST: 
Facility Id: 7313 
Oper Name: Charles Ward 
Form Name: Charles Ward 
Form Title: Not reported 
Form Date: 06/05/1998 
Owner Id: 4324 

Owner: 
Owner Name: First Baptist Church 
Owner Address: Congress Avenue & Stokes Street 
Owner City: Havre De Grace 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21078 
Owner Phone: (301) 939-5233 
Owner Contact: Charles Ward 

Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 300 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 07/01/1962 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Unknown 

49 FIRST BAPTIST CHURCH 


CONGRESS AVENUE & STOKES ST. 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6007107 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 34 

Capacity: 300 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$105508638 


U003737642 
N/A 


MD HIST UST $104642709 


N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


49 ST. PATRICK CHURCH 


615 CONGRESS AVENUE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 93-1080HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 11/12/1992 
Date Closed: 07/14/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Not reported 


12356 

Not reported 
James T. Frantz 
L.C. Specialist 
05/03/2001 

620 


Cardinal William H. Keeler 
320 Cathedral Street 
Baltimore 

MD 

21201 

(410) 547-5366 

Robert W. Clancy 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 

5000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Unknown 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 

2000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Unknown 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES U003765652 
MD UST N/A 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD RGALUST $114355480 
N/A 


MD OCPCASES § $101183285 
MD HIST LUST N/A 


49 
102 N. STOKES ST. 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
RGA LUST: 
1999 CITY OFHARVE DE GRACE 102N. STOKES ST. 
1998 CITY OFHARVE DE GRACE 102N. STOKES ST. 
1997 CITY OFHARVE DE GRACE 102N. STOKES ST. 
1996 CITY OFHARVE DE GRACE 102N. STOKES ST. 
1995 CITY OFHARVE DE GRACE 102N. STOKES ST. 
49 CITY OF HARVE DE GRACE 
102 N STOKES ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 8-1106HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 01/13/1988 
Date Closed: 08/22/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: Not reported 
Historical LUST: 
Recover Type: Monitoring - No active remediation. Sampling of monitoring wells only 
County: HARFORD 
Case Number:  8-1106HA 
Open/Closed: CLOSED 
50 MEDICAL ARTS BLDG 


131 S UNION AVE 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 10-0384HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Residential Heating Oil 
Date Open: 01/14/2010 
Date Closed: 03/05/2010 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 2083 
Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 6015092 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 27 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 


MD OCPCASES S104641581 
MD HIST UST N/A 
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Direction 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


50 HAVRE DE GRACE UM CHURCH 
101 S UNION AVE 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 01-1608HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/B-9 
Date Open: 05/16/2001 
Date Closed: 06/14/2001 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 12434 
Facility ID: 02-1404HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/B-9 
Date Open: 05/03/2002 
Date Closed: 07/01/2002 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 12434 


51 TIDEWATER MARINA 
1 BOURBON ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 8-0703HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 10/27/1987 
Date Closed: 03/18/1988 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 15958 


Facility ID: 92-1250HA 
Facility Status/Code: © CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 11/14/1991 
Date Closed: 07/28/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 15958 


Facility ID: 99-2366HA 

Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank Leak - Emergency 
Date Open: 03/26/1999 

Date Closed: 06/14/2001 

Release: YES 

Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 15958 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES S$105040447 
N/A 


MD OCPCASES S$109534717 
N/A 
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Direction 
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52 GRUBB PROPERTY 
203 S. WASHINGTON ST 


53 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 


Facility ID: 00-1063HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/B-9 
Date Open: 12/09/1999 
Date Closed: 03/06/2000 
Release: NO 

Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 11199 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


11199 

Dr. Grubb 
Richard V. Grubb 
Not reported 
12/09/1999 

6896 


Dr. Grubb 

203 S. Washington Ave 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 937-5800 

Not reported 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES U003751164 
MD UST N/A 


1022 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EDR Historical Cleaners: 


Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 1999 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2000 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2002 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 


EDR US Hist Cleaners 1014969093 


N/A 
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(Continued) 


MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1014969093 


Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2004 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2005 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2006 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2007 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2008 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2009 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2010 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2011 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 
Name: SUNRISE CLEANERS 
Year: 2012 

Address: 1022 PULASKI HWY 

53 MI DEPT/TRANSPORTATION 


1-94 UNDER FRED MOORE HWY 


CASCO TOWNSHIP, MI 


FINDS: 


Registry ID: 


110007595389 


Environmental Interest/Information System 


Registry ID: 


110045977083 


Environmental Interest/Information System 


FINDS 1015824396 
N/A 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 

and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 

corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


Database(s) 


MI DEPT/TRANSPORTATION (Continued) 


and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 
corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


53 CVS PHARMACY 6614 
1008 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


RCRA-SQG: 


RCRA-SQG 


Date form received by agency: 03/24/2012 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


CVS PHARMACY 6614 

1008 PULASKI HWY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MDR000525728 

ONE CVS DR 

WOONSOCKET, RI 02895 

WENDY L BRANT 

ONE CVS DR 

WOONSOCKET, RI 02895 

US 

(401) 765-1500 

Not reported 

03 

Small Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


HAVRE DE GRACE ASSOCIATES LP 
601 E PRATT ST 6TH FLR 
BALTIMORE, MD 21202 

US 

(410) 752-5444 

Private 

Owner 

04/24/2009 

Not reported 


MARYLAND CVS PHARMACY LLC 
Not reported 

WOONSOCKET, RI 

US 

Not reported 

Private 

Operator 

02/14/2010 

Not reported 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: 


No 


Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
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EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1015824396 


1014954312 
MDR000525728 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 


CVS PHARMACY 6614 (Continued) 1014954312 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 

Waste code: DO01 

Waste name: IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Waste code: Do02 

Waste name: A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Waste code: DO11 

Waste name: SILVER 

Waste code: POO1 

Waste name: 2H-1-BENZOPYRAN-2-ONE, 4-HYDROXY-3-(3-OXO-1-PHENYLBUTYL)-, & SALTS, 
WHEN PRESENT AT CONCENTRATIONS GREATER THAN 0.3% 

Waste code: P042 

Waste name: 1,2-BENZENEDIOL, 4-[1-HYDROXY-2-(METHYLAMINO)ETHYL]-, (R)- 

Waste code: P075 

Waste name: NICOTINE, & SALTS 

Waste code: P081 

Waste name: NITROGLYCERINE (R) 

Violation Status: No violations found 
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53 CVS PHARMACY 6614 PA MANIFEST S$113738910 
1000 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
PA MANIFEST: 
Year: 2012 
Manifest Number: 005700308FLE 
Manifest Type: T 
Generator EPA Id: MDR000525728 
Generator Date: 10/18/2012 
Mailing Address: Not reported 
Mailing City,St,Zip: Not reported 
Contact Name: Not reported 
Contact Phone: Not reported 
TSD Epa Id: Not reported 
TSD Date: Not reported 
TSD Facility Name: REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
TSD Facility Address: 2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
TSD Facility City: HATFIELD 
TSD Facility State: PA 
Facility Telephone: Not reported 
Page Number: 1 
Line Number: 1 
Waste Number: DO11 
Container Number: 1 
Container Type: Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
Waste Quantity: 35 
Unit: Gallons (liquids only) 
Handling Code: Not reported 
TSP EPA Id: PAD085690592 
Date TSP Sig: Not reported 
53 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015685259 
963 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: RIVER CITY TRUCK TIRE & REPAIR 
Year: 1999 
Address: 963 PULASKI HWY 
Name: RIVER CITY TRUCK TIRE & REPAIR 
Year: 2000 
Address: 963 PULASKI HWY 
53 MCK TRUCKING CO. MD HIST UST S$104631913 
963 PULASKI HIGHWAY N/A 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007350 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 31 

Capacity: 4,000 

Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Diesel 

Facility ID: 3007350 
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MCK TRUCKING CO. (Continued) 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 31 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Diesel 
Facility ID: 3007350 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: 31 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007350 
Tank ID: 004 
Age: 31 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007350 
Tank ID: 005 
Age: 31 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Gasoline 
53 MCK TRUCKING CO. MD OCPCASES 
963 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 06-0927HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Other (Specify) 
Date Open: 04/27/2006 
Date Closed: 02/19/2009 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 14303 


UST: 


Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


14303 

Not reported 
Herman N. Thomas 
Not Listed 
04/21/1986 

9111 


Herman N. Thomas 
606 Robin Hood Road 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(301) 939-3726 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$104631913 


U003751785 
N/A 
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Direction 
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MCK TRUCKING CO. (Continued) 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 4000 


Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Diesel 

False 

A 

01/01/1965 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

01/01/1965 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1965 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1965 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1965 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003751785 


TC03849603.10r Page 155 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


53 AMOCO MD OCPCASES' $104613107 
US 40 & LEWIS LANE N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 90-0781HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 10/23/1989 
Date Closed: 03/09/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


HAVRE DE GRACE GAS WORKS 


FOUNTAIN STREET 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Manufactured Gas Plants: 


EDRMGP_ 1008408900 
N/A 


Alternate Name:BALTIMORE GAS AND ELECTRIC CO. No additional information 


available 


C&P TELEPHONE CO 
650 FOUNTAIN ST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 92-1366HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 12/17/1991 
Date Closed: 05/04/1992 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 17169 


Facility ID: 96-0889HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 11/06/1995 
Date Closed: 04/23/1996 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 17169 


Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


3007260 


Removed 
Diesel 


3007260 
002 

26 

3,000 
Removed 
Diesel 


MD OCPCASES S104631864 
MD HIST UST N/A 
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56 


56 


| MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


C&P TELEPHONE CO (Continued) $104631864 
Facility ID: 3007260 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: 38 
Capacity: 2,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Heating Oil 


1033 PULASKI HWY 


EDR US Hist Cleaners 1014969945 
N/A 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EDR Historical Cleaners: 


Name: ORGANIC CLEANERS INC 
Year: 2010 

Address: 1033 PULASKI HWY 
Name: ORGANIC CLEANERS ING 
Year: 2011 

Address: 1033 PULASKI HWY 
Name: ORGANIC CLEANERS ING 
Year: 2012 

Address: 1033 PULASKI HWY 

AUTO RANCH 


1021 PULASKI HWY. 


MD OCPCASES S$104602294 
N/A 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-0354HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 07/16/1993 
Date Closed: 07/26/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


Facility ID: 94-0354HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 07/16/1993 
Date Closed: 07/26/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 
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56 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 
1021 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: FENDERS AUTO REPAIR 
Year: 1999 
Address: 1021 PULASKI HWY 
Name: FENDERS AUTO REPAIR 
Year: 2000 
Address: 1021 PULASKI HWY 
Name: FENDERS AUTO REPAIR 
Year: 2001 
Address: 1021 PULASKI HWY 
56 HARBOR STATION (FORM AUTO RANCH) MD OCPCASES 
1005 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 06-0551HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Soil Contamination - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 12/07/2005 
Date Closed: 01/24/2006 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: Not reported 
56 RITE AID # 11211 RCRA-CESQG 


1003 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


RCRA-CESQG: 
Date form received by agency:01/29/2013 
Facility name: RITE AID # 11211 


1003 PULASKI HWY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MDR000526147 

30 HUNTER LANE 

CAMP HILL, PA 17011 


Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 


Contact telephone: 


Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


STEPHANIE CAIATI 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

717-972-3989 

Not reported 

03 

Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates 1000 kg or less of hazardous waste at any time; 
or generates 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates at any time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous 
waste; or 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or 
other debris resulting from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any 

land or water, of acutely hazardous waste; or generates 100 kg or less 
of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1015130975 
N/A 


$107665312 
N/A 


1016141936 
MDR000526147 
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RITE AID # 11211 (Continued) 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1016141936 


from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates at any 
time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste; or 100 kg or less of 
any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from 
the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste 


RITE AID # 11211 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
County 

Operator 
01/24/2008 

Not reported 


RITE AID # 11211 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
County 

Owner 
01/24/2008 

Not reported 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: 


No 


Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 


Underground injection activity: No 

On-site burner exemption: No 

Furnace exemption: No 

Used oil fuel burner: No 

Used oil processor: No 

User oil refiner: No 

Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 

Used oil Specification marketer: No 

Used oil transfer facility: No 

Used oil transporter: No 

Hazardous Waste Summary: 

Waste code: D001 

Waste name: IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 

Waste code: D002 
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RITE AID # 11211 (Continued) 1016141936 
Waste name: A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 
Waste code: D007 
Waste name: CHROMIUM 
Waste code: D009 
Waste name: MERCURY 
Waste code: D010 
Waste name: SELENIUM 
Waste code: DO11 
Waste name: SILVER 
Waste code: D024 
Waste name: M-CRESOL 
Waste code: D026 
Waste name: CRESOL 
Waste code: POO1 
Waste name: 2H-1-BENZOPYRAN-2-ONE, 4-HYDROXY-3-(3-OXO-1-PHENYLBUTYL)-, & SALTS, 
WHEN PRESENT AT CONCENTRATIONS GREATER THAN 0.3% 
Waste code: P075 
Waste name: NICOTINE, & SALTS 
Violation Status: No violations found 
56 AMOCO STATION #60120 MD HIST UST $104638203 


1001 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6007150 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 7 

Capacity: 10,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007150 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 7 

Capacity: 10,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007150 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 7 

Capacity: 10,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 


N/A 
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AMOCO STATION #60120 (Continued) 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Gasoline 


6007150 

004 

7 

10,000 
Currently in use 
Gasoline 


6007150 

005 

6 

550 

Currently in use 
Used Oil 


6007150 

006 

6 

550 

Currently in use 
Heating Oil 


Database(s) 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat 


56 
1001 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: HAVRE DE GRACE AMOCO 
Year: 2003 
Address: 1001 PULASKI HWY 
Name: BP 
Year: 2010 
Address: 1001 PULASKI HWY 
Name: OCEAN PETROLEUM LLC 
Year: 2011 
Address: 1001 PULASKI HWY 
56 HAVRE DE GRACE BP 


1001 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 09-0572HA 
Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 03/18/2009 
Date Closed: 07/16/2010 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 11051 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 


11051 


Sahid Zaidi 


CLOSED/Compliance Inspections (C3, 4, 4A, 5, 9, 10, 11) 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


$104638203 


1015120865 
N/A 


MD OCPCASES U004011054 
MD UST 


N/A 
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HAVRE DE GRACE BP (Continued) U004011054 


Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 


Don Santiago 
Operations Mgr. 
05/24/2011 
3129 


Ocean Petroleum Co., Inc. 
P.O. Box 129 

Newark 

MD 

21841 

(410) 632-0400 

Edward J. Ellis 


1 
Currently In Use 

10000 

Gasohol 

False 

A 

10/01/1989 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Supplemental Anodes Added) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 

Currently In Use 

10000 

Gasohol 

False 

A 

10/01/1989 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Supplemental Anodes Added) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


3 

Currently In Use 

10000 

Gasohol 

False 

A 

10/01/1989 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Supplemental Anodes Added) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


4 
Currently In Use 

10000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

10/01/1989 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Supplemental Anodes Added) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


6 
Currently In Use 
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HAVRE DE GRACE BP (Continued) U004011054 
Tank Capacity: 550 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 10/01/1989 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Cathodically Protected Steel (Supplemental Anodes Added) 
Copper sleeved in plastic 


57 FOLEY PROPERTY MD OCPCASES_ S$105584737 
400 S UNION AVE N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 03-0288HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 09/04/2002 
Date Closed: 05/25/2004 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 14659 


58 HAVRE DE GRACE MDL SCH RCRA-SQG_ 1004720883 
401 LEWIS LN FINDS MDR000015925 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
RCRA-SQG: 


Date form received by agency: 04/28/2008 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


HAVRE DE GRACE MDL SCH 

401 LEWIS LN 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 210783799 

MDRO000015925 

CYNTHIA R YOST 

401 LEWIS LN 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 210783799 

US 

(410) 638-4088 

CYNTHIA. YOST@HCPS.ORG 

03 

Small Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


HARFORD CNTY PUBLIC SCHS 
45 E GORDON ST 

BEL AIR, MD 21014 

Not reported 

(410) 838-7300 

County 

Owner 

Not reported 

Not reported 
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HAVRE DE GRACE MDL SCH (Continued) 1004720883 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


HARFORD CNTY PUBLIC SCHS 
102 S HICKORY AVE 

BEL AIR, MD 21014 

Not reported 

(410) 838-7300 

County 

Operator 

Not reported 

Not reported 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 
Historical Generators: 
Date form received by agency: 11/04/1997 


Facility name: 
Classification: 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


HAVRE DE GRACE MDL SCH 
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 


D002 

A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


U211 
CARBON TETRACHLORIDE 


D001 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D002 
A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
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HAVRE DE GRACE MDL SCH (Continued) 1004720883 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 
Violation Status: No violations found 
FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110003545940 
Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 
RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 
and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 
corrective action activities required under RCRA. 
58 HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE SCHOOL PA MANIFEST S$109245871 
401 LEWIS LN N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
PA MANIFEST: 
Year: 2012 
Manifest Number: 005079640FLE 
Manifest Type: T 
Generator EPA Id: MDR000015925 
Generator Date: 02/21/2012 
Mailing Address: Not reported 
Mailing City,St,Zip: Not reported 
Contact Name: Not reported 
Contact Phone: Not reported 
TSD Epa Id: Not reported 
TSD Date: Not reported 
TSD Facility Name: REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
TSD Facility Address: 2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
TSD Facility City: HATFIELD 


TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


PA 

Not reported 
1 

4 

NONE 

1 

Cylinders 

15 

Pounds 

Not reported 
PAD085690592 
Not reported 
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HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE SCHOOL (Continued) 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 
Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 


2012 

005079640FLE 

T 

MDRO000015925 
02/21/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

DO01 

3 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
345 

Pounds 

Not reported 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 


2012 

005079640FLE 

T 

MDRO000015925 
02/21/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

F003 

3 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
345 

Pounds 

Not reported 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 


2012 
005079640FLE 
T 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109245871 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE SCHOOL (Continued) 


Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 


MDRO000015925 
02/21/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D018 

3 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
345 

Pounds 

Not reported 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 


2012 

005079640FLE 

T 

MDRO000015925 
02/21/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

NONE 

2 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
245 

Pounds 

Not reported 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 


2012 
005079640FLE 
T 
MDRO000015925 
02/21/2012 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109245871 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE SCHOOL (Continued) 


Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 


Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 

HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

3 

NONE 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
1 

Pounds 

Not reported 

PAD085690592 

Not reported 


2007 

001649911JJK 

Not reported 
MDRO000015925 
03/23/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD085690592 

Not reported 

REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 
HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

D002 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
24 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
001649911JJK 
Not reported 
MDRO000015925 
03/23/2007 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$109245871 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 


TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 


HAVRE DE GRACE MIDDLE SCHOOL (Continued) $109245871 
TSD Epa Id: PAD085690592 
TSD Date: Not reported 


REPUBLIC ENVIRONMENTAL SYSTEMS OF PA INC 
2869 SANDSTONE DRIVE 

HATFIELD 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

U211 

1 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
2 

Pounds 

Not reported 


TSP EPA Id: Not reported 
Date TSP Sig: Not reported 
59 VANCHERIE PROPERTY MD OCPCASES_ $104632002 
513 S ADAMS ST MD HIST UST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 06-0813HA 
Facility Status/Code: | OPEN/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 03/27/2006 
Date Closed: Not reported 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 16256 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007492 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 31 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Diesel 
Facility ID: 3007492 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 31 
Capacity: 500 

Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Diesel 
Facility ID: 3007492 
Tank ID: 003 

Age: 31 
Capacity: 500 

Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Diesel 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


59 660 REVOLUTION STREET 
660 REVOLUTION STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD LRP: 


MAP FINDINGS 


59 


Factsheet URL: 


Voluntary Cleanup Program: 


On State Master List: 


Brownfield Assesment Complete: 


NPL: 

Federal Facility: 
Alias: 

Groundwater: 

MD Num: 
Assessment On-Going: 
Remediation On-Going: 
Withdrawn: 
Determination Issued: 
GW Chlorinated: 

GW Petroleum: 

GW Metals: 

GW Pesticides: 

GW PCB: 

GW PAH: 

Soil Chlorinated: 

Soil Metals: 

Soil Pesticides: 

Soil PCB: 

Soil PAH: 

Soil Petroleum: 
Sediment Chlorinated: 
Sediment Petroleum: 
Sediment Metals: 
Sediment Pesticides: 
Sediment PCB: 
Sediment PAH: 

SW Chlorinated: 

SW Petroleum: 

SW Metals: 

SW Pesticides: 

SW PCB: 

SW PAH: 

Site Assessment: 
Point X(GIS Field): 
Point Y(GIS Field): 


No Fact Sheet Available. 


Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Not reported 
No 

Not reported 
No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
208696.60000000001 
477819.09989999997 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MDLRP S$110089801 
N/A 


660 REVOLUTION STREET 
660 REVOLUTION STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


VCP: 


Applicants Name: 
Applicants Address: 
Applicants City: 
Applicants Zip: 

Party Status: 

RAP accepted on: 

Sign posted on: 

Date withdrawn: 
Application submitted on: 


Key Bank & Trust 

7f Gwynns Mill Court 
Owings Mills 

21117 

Responsible Person 
Not reported 

Not reported 
03/13/2003 
01/17/2002 


MD VCP $105201773 
N/A 


TC03849603.10r Page 170 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
660 REVOLUTION STREET (Continued) $105201773 
Application accepted on: Not reported 
Determination: Not reported 
Date issued: Not reported 
59 POOLES CHEVRON MD OCPCASES' S104605589 
741 REVOLUTION STREET N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 9-2016HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 06/14/1989 
Date Closed: 03/23/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: 14326 
Facility ID: 95-0706HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CANCELLED/NC 
Date Open: 09/13/1994 
Date Closed: Not reported 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: Not reported 
Facility ID: 95-0744HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 09/15/1994 
Date Closed: 02/08/2011 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 14326 
59 ROYAL FARMS #69 MD OCPCASES' S104641587 
729 REVOLUTION ST MD HIST UST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 12-0016HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 07/07/2011 
Date Closed: 11/14/2012 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 3967 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6015098 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 1 

Capacity: 20000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
59 POLLETT SIGNS MD OCPCASES' S104597846 
721 REVOLUTION ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 96-0087HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 07/12/1995 
Date Closed: 07/25/1995 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: Not reported 
59 MONTVILLE TAXI MD OCPCASES_ S$104617310 
615 REVOLUTION ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 00-0165HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Dumping 
Date Open: 07/23/1999 
Date Closed: 10/04/1999 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 11049 
59 ED WOOD CITGO MD OCPCASES' S106463645 
613 REVOLUTION ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-2044HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 01/28/1994 
Date Closed: 01/14/2002 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 6987 
Facility ID: 94-2044HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 01/28/1994 
Date Closed: 01/14/2002 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 6987 
Facility ID: 06-0758HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 03/08/2006 
Date Closed: 01/18/2007 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 6987 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


60 J. M. HUBER CORPORATION - HAVRE DE GRACE 
907 REVOLUTION ST 
HARFORD, MD 21078 


ENG CONTROLS: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD ENG CONTROLS $109326183 
N/A 


Material: Double Walled 
Material: Poured Concrete Wall 
Material: Steel 
60 HAVRE DE GRACE MGP/J.M. HUBER MDLRP_ S$110579073 
907 REVOLUTION STREET N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LRP: 
Factsheet URL: http:/;www.mde.state.md.us/assets/document/Havre%20de%20Grace%20MGP.pd 
Voluntary Cleanup Program: No 
On State Master List: Yes 
Brownfield Assesment Complete: No 
NPL: No 
Federal Facility: No 
Alias: Not reported 
Groundwater: No 
MD Num: MD-162 
Assessment On-Going: No 
Remediation On-Going: No 
Withdrawn: No 
Determination Issued: No 
GW Chlorinated: Yes 
GW Petroleum: No 
GW Metals: Yes 
GW Pesticides: No 
GW PCB: No 
GW PAH: Yes 
Soil Chlorinated: No 
Soil Metals: Yes 
Soil Pesticides: No 
Soil PCB: No 
Soil PAH: Yes 
Soil Petroleum: No 
Sediment Chlorinated: No 
Sediment Petroleum: No 
Sediment Metals: No 
Sediment Pesticides: No 
Sediment PCB: No 
Sediment PAH: No 
SW Chlorinated: Yes 
SW Petroleum: No 
SW Metals: No 
SW Pesticides: No 
SW PCB: No 
SW PAH: No 
Site Assessment: No 
Point X(GIS Field): 208809.1844 
Point Y(GIS Field): 477503.4828 
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61 BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERING RCRA-SQG 
414 WEBB LN FINDS 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 US AIRS 
RCRA-SQG: 


Date form received by agency:09/10/1985 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 

Land type: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): 
Recycler of hazardous waste: 
Transporter of hazardous waste: 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: 
Underground injection activity: 


On-site burner exemption: 
Furnace exemption: 

Used oil fuel burner: 

Used oil processor: 

User oil refiner: 


BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERING 

414 WEBB LN 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MDD099406506 

SUSAN DAVIS 

414 WEBB LN 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

US 

(301) 939-9339 

Not reported 

03 

Facility is not located on Indian land. Additional information is not known. 
Small Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


Not reported 
OWNERSTREET 
OWNERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 

Private 

Owner 

Not reported 

Not reported 


OPERNAME 
OPERSTREET 
OPERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 
Private 

Operator 

Not reported 

Not reported 


No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 
No 


TC03849603.10r 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000180729 
MDD099406506 
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BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERING (Continued) 1000180729 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 
Area of violation: 


F003 


THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 
ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 


MIXTURES. 


Facility Has Received Notices of Violations: 


SR - COMAR 26.13.05.02 
Generators - Pre-transport 
01/19/1987 

01/20/1987 

State 

WRITTEN COMPLAINT 
01/19/1987 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Not reported 
Generators - General 


Date violation determined: 06/11/1986 
Date achieved compliance: 01/19/1987 
Violation lead agency: State 


Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 
Area of violation: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


SR - COMAR 26.13.05.09 
Generators - General 


Date violation determined: 06/11/1986 
Date achieved compliance: 01/19/1987 
Violation lead agency: State 


Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


WRITTEN INFORMAL 
06/12/1986 

Not reported 

Not reported 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 
BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERING (Continued) 1000180729 


Enforcement lead agency: State 
Proposed penalty amount: Not reported 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Evaluation Action Summary: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


01/20/1987 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


01/19/1987 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - Pre-transport 

01/20/1987 

State 


06/11/1986 
COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - General 


Date achieved compliance: 01/19/1987 
Evaluation lead agency: State 

FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110001781279 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
AFS (Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS) Facility 
Subsystem) replaces the former Compliance Data System (CDS), the 
National Emission Data System (NEDS), and the Storage and Retrieval of 
Aerometric Data (SAROAD). AIRS is the national repository for 
information concerning airborne pollution in the United States. AFS is 
used to track emissions and compliance data from industrial plants. 
AFS data are utilized by states to prepare State Implementation Plans 
to comply with regulatory programs and by EPA as an input for the 
estimation of total national emissions. AFS is undergoing a major 
redesign to support facility operating permits required under Title V 
of the Clean Air Act. 


MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


US EPA TRIS (Toxics Release Inventory System) contains information 
from facilities on the amounts of over 300 listed toxic chemicals that 
these facilities release directly to air, water, land, or that are 
transported off-site. 


MD-PEMIS (Maryland - Permanent (Air) Emission) database houses data 
related to Air Emissions. Also known to the EPA as National Emissions 
Inventory (NEI). 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 


Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 
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BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERING (Continued) 1000180729 


and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 
corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


AIRS (AFS): 


Airs Minor Details: 
EPA plant ID: 
Plant name: 
Plant address: 


County: 

Region code: 

Dunn & Bradst #: 

Air quality cntrl region: 
Sic code: 

Sic code desc: 


North Am. industrial classf: 


NAIC code description: 


Default compliance status: 


Default classification: 
Govt facility: 


Current HPV: 


110001781279 

BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERING 

414 WEBB LANE 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

HARFORD 

03 

Not reported 

115 

3732 

BOAT BUILDING AND REPAIRING 

Not reported 

Not reported 

IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 

POTENTIAL UNCONTROLLED EMISSIONS < 100 TONS/YEAR 
ALL OTHER FACILITIES NOT OWNED OR OPERATED BY A FEDERAL, STATE, OR 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Not reported 


Historical Compliance Minor Sources: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1101 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1104 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1202 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1301 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1303 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1004 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 


1102 
SIP SOURCE 
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62 


BAYCRAFT FIBERGLASS ENGINEERING (Continued) 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1103 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1201 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1203 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1204 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1302 
SIP SOURCE 


Compliance & Violation Data by Minor Sources: 


Air program code: 
Plant air program pollutant: 


SIP SOURCE 
TOTAL PARTICULATE MATTER 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000180729 


Default pollutant classification: POTENTIAL UNCONTROLLED EMISSIONS < 100 TONS/YEAR 


Def. poll. compliance status: 
Def. attainment/non attnmnt: 
Repeat violator date: 
Turnover compliance: 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 


ATTAINMENT AREA FOR GIVEN POLLUTANT 


Not reported 
Not reported 


1200 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: AUTO REPAIR SERVICE BY FOSTER 
Year: 2001 

Address: 1200 PULASKI HWY 

Name: AUTO REPAIR SERVICE BY FOSTER 
Year: 2002 

Address: 1200 PULASKI HWY 

Name: AUTO REPAIR SERVICE BY FOSTER 
Year: 2003 

Address: 1200 PULASKI HWY 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015179223 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 


MAP FINDINGS 


Distance (ft.)Site 


62 


A-1 SALES, INC. 
1200 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-0144HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 07/09/1993 
Date Closed: 07/12/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: 10404 
Facility ID: 94-0144HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 07/09/1993 
Date Closed: 07/12/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: 10404 

UST: 
Facility Id: 10404 
Oper Name: Jerry Pusey 
Form Name: Jerry Pusey 
Form Title: Ass’t Secretary 
Form Date: 04/30/1986 
Owner Id: 4069 

Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


The Housewarmers, Inc. 
315 Lake Street 
Salisbury 

MD 

21801 

(301) 749-7121 

Jerry Pusey 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

04/01/1981 

Unknown 

Unknown 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

04/01/1981 

Unknown 

Unknown 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES U003733432 
MD UST N/A 
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Map ID | 


MAP FINDINGS 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


A-1 SALES, INC. (Continued) 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 
62 A-1 SALES, INC. 
1200 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Historical UST: 

Facility ID: 3007528 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 15 
Capacity: 3,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007528 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: Not reported 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Kerosene 

False 

A 

04/01/1981 

Unknown 

Unknown 


4 
Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

04/01/1981 

Unknown 

Unknown 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

04/01/1981 

Unknown 

Unknown 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003733432 


MD HIST UST $104632029 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
63 WILLIAMS RESIDENCE MD OCPCASES_ $110295132 
1007 REVOLUTION ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 10-0340HA 
Facility Status/Code: | OPEN/Vapor Problem - Residential Heating Oil 
Date Open: 12/16/2009 
Date Closed: Not reported 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: Not reported 
64 MDLEAD_ S$110663558 
424 BATTERY DR N/A 
HARVE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MD LEAD: 
Facility ID: 06032311 
Cert Number: 468750 
Unit ID: Not reported 
Inspection Date: 11/18/2010 
Option: Jerry Pusey 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 8980 
Inspector Name: Fair Shelby J. J 
Property Number: 06032311 
65 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015154990 
1105 REVOLUTION ST N/A 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: WESTERN AUTO 

Year: 2001 

Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 

Name: WSTRN AUTO ASSOC STORE OF HAVR 
Year: 2002 

Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 

Name: WESTERN AUTO ASSOCAITES 

Year: 2004 

Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 

Name: WESTERN AUTO ASSOCIATE STORE GRACE 
Year: 2005 

Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 

Name: WESTERN AUTO ASSOCIATE STORE GRACE 
Year: 2006 

Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 

Name: WESTERN AUTO 

Year: 2007 

Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
(Continued) 1015154990 
Name: WESTERN AUTO ASSOCS STORE 
Year: 2008 
Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 
Name: WESTERN AUTO ASSOCIATE STORE GRACE 
Year: 2009 
Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 
Name: WESTERN AUTO 
Year: 2010 
Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 
Name: WESTERN AUTO ASSOCIATE STORE OF HAVR 
Year: 2011 
Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 
Name: WESTERN AUTO ASSOCIATE STORE OF HAVR 
Year: 2012 
Address: 1105 REVOLUTION ST 
65 POST ROAD CLEANERS FINDS 1000393725 
1100 REVOLUTION STREET MD DRYCLEANERS N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD MD LEAD 
MD LRP 
FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110001781000 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


AFS (Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS) Facility 
Subsystem) replaces the former Compliance Data System (CDS), the 
National Emission Data System (NEDS), and the Storage and Retrieval of 
Aerometric Data (SAROAD). AIRS is the national repository for 
information concerning airborne pollution in the United States. AFS is 
used to track emissions and compliance data from industrial plants. 
AFS data are utilized by states to prepare State Implementation Plans 
to comply with regulatory programs and by EPA as an input for the 
estimation of total national emissions. AFS is undergoing a major 
redesign to support facility operating permits required under Title V 

of the Clean Air Act. 


MD-PEMIS (Maryland - Permanent (Air) Emission) database houses data 
related to Air Emissions. Also known to the EPA as National Emissions 
Inventory (NEI). 


Drycleaners: 
Facility ID: 025-0068 
SIC Code: 7216 


Facility Status: — Inactive 
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Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 

Inspector Number: 
Inspector Name: 
Property Number: 


Facility ID: 

Cert Number: 

Unit ID: 

Inspection Date: 
Option: 

Inspection Category: 
Pass/Fail: 


| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
POST ROAD CLEANERS (Continued) 
MD LEAD: 

Facility ID: 1306013090 

Cert Number: 571450 

Unit ID: 1 

Inspection Date: 10/13/2011 

Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 

Pass/Fail: P 


7614 
King Stephanie 
1306013090 


13A06013090 

265263 

1 

11/05/2004 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 

7614 

King Stephanie 

13A06013090 


13A06013090 

265264 

2 

11/05/2004 

Full Risk Reduction Standard 

Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
P 


Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 13A06013090 
Facility ID: 13A06013090 
Cert Number: 496791 
Unit ID: 1100 1 
Inspection Date: 09/29/2010 
Option: Full Risk Reduction Standard 
Inspection Category: Full Risk Reduction Standard Dust Inspection 
Pass/Fail: P 
Inspector Number: 7614 
Inspector Name: King Stephanie 
Property Number: 13A06013090 
MD LRP: 
Factsheet URL: No Fact Sheet Available. 
Voluntary Cleanup Program: No 
On State Master List: No 
Brownfield Assesment Complete: No 
NPL: No 
Federal Facility: No 
Alias: Not reported 
Groundwater: No 
MD Num: Not reported 
Assessment On-Going: No 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000393725 
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Map ID 

Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 

POST ROAD CLEANERS (Continued) 

Remediation On-Going: No 
Withdrawn: No 
Determination Issued: No 
GW Chlorinated: No 
GW Petroleum: No 
GW Metals: No 
GW Pesticides: No 
GW PCB: No 
GW PAH: No 
Soil Chlorinated: No 
Soil Metals: No 
Soil Pesticides: No 
Soil PCB: No 
Soil PAH: No 
Soil Petroleum: No 
Sediment Chlorinated: No 
Sediment Petroleum: No 
Sediment Metals: No 
Sediment Pesticides: No 
Sediment PCB: No 
Sediment PAH: No 
SW Chlorinated: No 
SW Petroleum: No 
SW Metals: No 
SW Pesticides: No 
SW PCB: No 
SW PAH: No 
Site Assessment: No 


Point X(GIS Field): 
Point Y(GIS Field): 


65 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


EDR Historical Cleaners: 


208601.13990000001 
477251.16009999998 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
1999 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2000 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2001 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2002 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2004 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2005 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000393725 


EDR US Hist Cleaners 1014974511 


N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


(Continued) 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


| MAP FINDINGS 


1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2006 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2010 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2011 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


POST ROAD CLEANERS 
2012 
1100 REVOLUTION ST 


Database(s) 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat 


65 
1101 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: HAVRE DEGRACE CAR CARE 
Year: 2003 
Address: 1101 REVOLUTION ST 
Name: HAVRE DE GRACE CAR CARE 
Year: 2004 
Address: 1101 REVOLUTION ST 
65 HAVRE DE GRACE CITGO 


1101 REVOLUTION ST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21001 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


3007464 

001 

21 

6,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


3007464 

002 

21 

3,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


3007464 

003 

21 

3,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


MD HIST UST 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1014974511 


1015153503 
N/A 


$104631983 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


HAVRE DE GRACE CITGO (Continued) 


Facility ID: 3007464 
Tank ID: 004 
Age: 21 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007464 
Tank ID: 005 
Age: 21 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007464 
Tank ID: 006 
Age: 26 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Used Oil 
Facility ID: 3007464 
Tank ID: 007 
Age: 26 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Heating Oil 
65 HAVRE DE GRACE CARS CARE 


1101 REVOLUTION STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 


12228 

Bruce Smallwood 
Leslie Mc Fadden 
Owner 
09/04/2004 

7642 


1101 Revolution, LLC 
1101 Revolution Street 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-0274 

Bruce Smallwood 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1980 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104631983 


MD UST U003765546 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


HAVRE DE GRACE CARS CARE (Continued) 


Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Flexible Plastic 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
3000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1975 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
3000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1975 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1980 


Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 


Flexible Plastic 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

06/01/1975 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out of Use 
275 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

06/01/1970 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


7 

Permanently Out of Use 
275 

Used Oil 

False 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003765546 
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Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


| MAP FINDINGS 


HAVRE DE GRACE CARS CARE (Continued) 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


06/01/1970 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


8 

Permanently Out of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


65 CITGO 
1101 REVOLUTION ST 


06/01/1993 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Flexible Plastic 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 
Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 


7-0000HA 
CLOSED/ 
04/25/1989 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
12228 


7-0888HA 
CLOSED/ 
11/09/1986 
11/09/1986 
Not reported 
Not reported 
12228 


9-2015HA 
CLOSED/ 
06/14/1989 
03/09/1994 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


99-0069HA 


CLOSED/Retrofit/Repair - Motor/Lube Oil 


07/10/1998 
09/24/1998 
NO 

NO 

12228 


05-0515HA 

OPEN/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
09/09/2004 

Not reported 

YES 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003765546 


MD OCPCASES S106862467 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CITGO (Continued) 


Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 12228 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$106862467 


66 FRED HAWKINS CO., INC. 
1315 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 6013 
Oper Name: Theresa Hawkins 
Form Name: Theresa A. Hawkins 
Form Title: President 
Form Date: 04/29/1997 
Owner Id: 3682 

Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Fred L. Hawkins Co., Inc. 
1315 Pulaski Highway 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-5100 

Theresa Hawkins 


1 
Currently In Use 
3000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

05/01/1980 


Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 


Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 
550 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


MD UST U003888167 
N/A 


66 FRED L. HAWKINS COMPANY, INC. 
1315 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007315 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 16 

Capacity: 3,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 


MD HIST UST $104631900 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


FRED L. HAWKINS COMPANY, INC. (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104631900 


Product: Heating Oil 

Facility ID: 3007315 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 25 

Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Removed 

Product: Used Oil 
67 SOUTHLAND CORP. 


1201 REVOLUTION CT. 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


RCRA NonGen/NLR_ 1007095328 
MDP000004074 


RCRA NonGen / NLR: 
Date form received by agency:02/15/2012 
Facility name: SOUTHLAND CORP. 
Facility address: 1201 REVOLUTION CT. 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 210780000 
EPA ID: MDP000004074 
Contact: GARRY W BLAIR 
Contact address: Not reported 
Not reported 
Contact country: US 
Contact telephone: (804) 498-4711 
Contact email: Not reported 
EPA Region: 03 
Classification: Non-Generator 
Description: Handler: Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous waste 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Historical Generators: 
Date form received by agency: 02/16/1990 


Facility name: SOUTHLAND CORP. 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Violation Status: No violations found 
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Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
67 7-ELEVEN #11606 
1201 REVOLUTION STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
UST: 
Facility Id: 14317 
Oper Name: Garry W. Blair 
Form Name: Gary W. Blair 
Form Title: Environmental Manager 
Form Date: 08/23/1995 
Owner Id: 6598 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


The Southland Corporation 
5300 Shawnee Road 
Alexandria 

VA 

22312 

(703) 642-0711 

Garry Blair 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
12000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
12000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
12000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


MD UST U003865848 
N/A 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


67 7-11 #11606 
1201 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 9-1822HA 
Facility Status/Code: © CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 05/23/1989 
Date Closed: 01/01/1998 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


Facility ID: 95-2200HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 04/04/1995 
Date Closed: 02/29/1996 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


Historical LUST: 
Recover Type: Automatic - 24 hour remediation system is on site 
County: HARFORD 
Case Number: 9-1822HA 
Open/Closed: CLOSED 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES § $101183287 
MD HIST LUST N/A 


67 7-ELEVEN #11606 
1201 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007435 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 13 
Capacity: 12,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007435 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 13 
Capacity: 12,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007435 
Tank ID: 003 

Age: 13 
Capacity: 12,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 


MD HIST UST $104631961 
N/A 


TC03849603.10r Page 192 of 389 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


67 


1201 REVOLUTION STREET 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


RGA LUST: 


1999 
1998 
1997 
1996 
1995 


MAP FINDINGS 


7-11 #11606 
7-11 #11606 
7-11 #11606 
7-11 #11606 
7-11 #11606 


1201 REVOLUTION STREET 
1201 REVOLUTION STREET 
1201 REVOLUTION STREET 
1201 REVOLUTION STREET 
1201 REVOLUTION STREET 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD RGALUST $114355532 
N/A 


67 FERRILL & LYNCH 


REVOLUTION & SENECA STS 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


7-1226HA 
CLOSED/ 
12/18/1986 
07/09/1987 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


MD OCPCASES' S$108471850 
N/A 


67 ABANONED SERVICE STATION 
OLD POST RD. & SENECA STS. 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 


3007448 


001 
35 


2,000 


Removed 
Gasoline 


3007448 


002 
35 


2,000 


Removed 
Gasoline 


3007448 


003 
35 


2,000 


Removed 
Gasoline 


3007448 


004 
35 


2,000 


Removed 
Gasoline 


3007448 


005 


MD HIST UST $104631971 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
ABANONED SERVICE STATION (Continued) $104631971 
Age: 35 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Used Oil 
Facility ID: 3007448 
Tank ID: 006 
Age: 35 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Kerosene 
Facility ID: 3007448 
Tank ID: 007 
Age: 35 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Used Oil 
68 FISCH PROPERTY MD OCPCASES_ $105508628 
710 LAFAYETTE ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 02-0589HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank - Residential Heating Oil 
Date Open: 10/30/2001 
Date Closed: 10/31/2003 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: Not reported 
69 FIRST CHRISTIAN CHURCH MD OCPCASES —_U001553031 
800 GILES STREET MD UST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 99-1831HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/B-9 
Date Open: 01/27/1999 
Date Closed: 03/01/1999 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 2073 


UST: 
Facility Id: 2073 
Oper Name: Ronald L. Tabor 
Form Name: Fred M. Coleman 
Form Title: Chairman of the Board 
Form Date: 02/23/1999 
Owner Id: 1388 
Owner: 
Owner Name: First Christian Church 
Owner Address: P.O. Box 127 800 Giles Street 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 


MAP FINDINGS 


Distance (ft.)Site 


FIRST CHRISTIAN CHURCH (Continued) 


Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Havre De Grace 
MD 

21078 

(410) 939-1646 
Ronald L. Tabor 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

09/01/1963 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U001553031 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS, INC. 


1300 REVOLUTION STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 


6709 

Mark J. Hufziger 
Mark J. Hufziger 
General Manager 
04/22/1997 

4037 


Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc. 


1300 Revolution Street 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(410) 939-1910 

Mark J. Hufziger 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Hazardous Substance 

False 

A 

01/01/1967 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


10 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1980 


MD UST 0U003737444 
N/A 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS, INC. (Continued) 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Hazardous Substance 

False 

A 

01/01/1967 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Hazardous Substance 

False 

A 

01/01/1967 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 

Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Hazardous Substance 

False 

A 

01/01/1967 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Hazardous Substance 

False 

A 

01/01/1967 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


7 

Permanently Out of Use 
6000 

Heating Oil 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003737444 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS, INC. (Continued) 


Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


8 

Permanently Out of Use 
10000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1963 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


i) 

Permanently Out of Use 
12000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1980 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


U003737444 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS 


1300 REVOLUTION STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


PA MANIFEST: 
Year: 2012 
Manifest Number: 009035076JJK 
Manifest Type: T 
Generator EPA Id: MDD003075942 
Generator Date: 08/28/2012 


Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 

Not reported 

i 

1 

D008 

| 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1305 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


PA MANIFEST S110048666 
N/A 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 
Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 


2012 

009033638JJK 

1 

MDD003075942 
11/26/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 

Not reported 

i 

1 

D007 

Fi 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1600 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 

00825501 2JJK 

T 

MDD003075942 
03/13/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 

Not reported 

i 

1 

D002 

Fi 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1659 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 
009033638JJK 
1 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110048666 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 


Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 


MDD003075942 
11/26/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

| 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1600 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 

00825501 2JJK 

1 

MDD003075942 
03/13/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

Fi 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1659 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 
009034039JJK 
T 
MDD003075942 
06/04/2012 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110048666 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 


Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 


Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 

York 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

Fi 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1522 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 

009033638JJK 

T 

MDD003075942 
11/26/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 

Not reported 

i 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1600 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 
009035076JJK 
T 
MDD003075942 
08/28/2012 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
410-939-8187 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


$110048666 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 


TSD Epa Id: 
TSD Date: 
TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 

York 

PA 

Not reported 

i 

1 

D007 

| 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1305 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 

009034039JJK 

1 

MDD003075942 
06/04/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 

Not reported 

i 

1 

D002 

| 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1522 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 

00825501 2JJK 
T 
MDD003075942 
03/13/2012 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
410-939-8187 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


$110048666 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 
TSD Facility Address: 730 Vogelsong Rd 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 


York 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1659 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 

009034039JJK 

1 

MDD003075942 
06/04/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

| 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1522 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2012 
009035076JJK 

T 

MDD003075942 
08/28/2012 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 

Not reported 

Not reported 
Envirite of Pennsylvania Inc 
730 Vogelsong Rd 
York 

PA 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110048666 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 


Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 


Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1305 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 


2011 

008252607JJK 

T 

MDD003075942 
06/10/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1576 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2011 

002884470FLE 

T 

MDD003075942 
03/14/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110048666 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 


Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA ld: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 


D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1625 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2011 

008247376JJK 

T 

MDD003075942 
09/14/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1884 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2011 

002884470FLE 

T 

MDD003075942 
03/14/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110048666 
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Distance (ft.)Site 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 


Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 
Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 


1625 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2011 

002884470FLE 

T 

MDD003075942 
03/14/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1625 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2011 

008253403JJK 

T 

MDD003075942 
12/12/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1467 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110048666 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) 


TSP EPA Id: 
Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


2011 

008252607JJK 

T 

MDD003075942 
06/10/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1576 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2011 

008253403JJK 

T 

MDD003075942 
12/12/2011 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
1467 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


$110048666 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS (Continued) $110048666 
Click this hyperlink while viewing on your computer to access 
40 additional PA MANIFEST: record(s) in the EDR Site Report. 
70 MD RGALUST $114355572 
1300 REVOLUTION STREET N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
RGA LUST: 
1999 AMERICAN CYANAMID 1300 REVOLUTION STREET 
1998 AMERICAN CYANAMID 1300 REVOLUTION STREET 
1997. AMERICAN CYANAMID 1300 REVOLUTION STREET 
1996 AMERICAN CYANAMID 1300 REVOLUTION STREET 
1995 AMERICAN CYANAMID 1300 REVOLUTION STREET 
70 BLOOMINGDALE PLANT MD HIST UST $104632014 


1300 REVOLUTION ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007508 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 29 

Capacity: 6,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Hazardous 
Facility ID: 3007508 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 29 

Capacity: 6,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Hazardous 
Facility ID: 3007508 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 29 

Capacity: 6,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Hazardous 
Facility ID: 3007508 

Tank ID: 004 

Age: 29 

Capacity: 6,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Hazardous 
Facility ID: 3007508 

Tank ID: 005 

Age: 29 

Capacity: 6,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Hazardous 
Facility ID: 3007508 

Tank ID: 006 
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BLOOMINGDALE PLANT (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104632014 


Age: 21 
Capacity: 6,000 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 3007508 
Tank ID: 007 
Age: 21 
Capacity: 6,000 
Tank Status: Permanently out of use 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 3007508 
Tank ID: 008 
Age: 33 
Capacity: 10,000 
Tank Status: Temporarily out of ust 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 3007508 
Tank ID: 009 
Age: 16 
Capacity: 12,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 3007508 
Tank ID: 010 
Age: 31 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
70 CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 


1300 REVOLUTION ST 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


CORRACTS: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19980401 


CA600 - Stabilization Measures Implemented 


32552 
Adhesive Manufacturing 


Original schedule date: Not reported 
Schedule end date: Not reported 


CORRACTS 1000358875 

RCRA-TSDF MDD003075942 
RCRA-LQG 
US ENG CONTROLS 
US INST CONTROL 
MD OCPCASES 
MD HIST LUST 
NY MANIFEST 
PA MANIFEST 
US AIRS 
US FIN ASSUR 
2020 COR ACTION 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 

19980401 

CA600 - Stabilization Measures Implemented 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19980401 

CA600 - Stabilization Measures Implemented 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 

19980401 

CA600 - Stabilization Measures Implemented 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 

19980401 

CA600 - Stabilization Measures Implemented 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 

19980401 

CA600 - Stabilization Measures Implemented 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19980401 

CA600 - Stabilization Measures Implemented 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


MAP FINDINGS 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Original schedule date: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 


AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 


19961201 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


CA600GW - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Groundwater extraction 


and treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 


AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 


19961201 


CA600GW - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Groundwater extraction 


and treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 


SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 


19961201 


CA600GW - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Groundwater extraction 


and treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 


SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 


19961201 


CA600GW - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Groundwater extraction 


and treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 


SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 


19961201 


CA600GW - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Groundwater extraction 


and treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 
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Database(s) 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 
Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 
Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 
Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 
Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 
Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 

19961201 

CA600GW - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Groundwater extraction 
and treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 

19961201 

CA600GW - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Groundwater extraction 
and treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 

19911101 

CA075HI - CA Prioritization, Facility or area was assigned a high 
corrective action priority 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 

19931101 

CA600SR - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Primary measure is 
source removal and/or treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 

19931101 

CA600SR - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Primary measure is 
source removal and/or treatment 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 
Area Name: AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
Actual Date: 19931101 
Action: CA600SR - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Primary measure is 
source removal and/or treatment 
NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 

EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 

Actual Date: 19931101 

Action: CA600SR - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Primary measure is 
source removal and/or treatment 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 

EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 

Actual Date: 19931101 

Action: CA600SR - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Primary measure is 
source removal and/or treatment 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 

EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 

Actual Date: 19931101 

Action: CA600SR - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Primary measure is 
source removal and/or treatment 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 

EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 

Actual Date: 19931101 

Action: CA600SR - Stabilization Measures Implemented, Primary measure is 
source removal and/or treatment 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 

EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
Actual Date: 19951103 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Action: 
NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 


CA200 - RFI Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19951103 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19951103 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19951103 

CA200 - RFI Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19951103 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19951103 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Database(s) 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19951103 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19951103 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 

19930805 

CA225NR - Stabilization Measures Evaluation, This facility is, not 
amenable to stabilization activity at the, present time for reasons 
other than (1) it appears to be technically, infeasible or 
inappropriate (NF) or (2) there is a lack of technical, information 
(IN). Reasons for this conclusion may be the status of, closure at the 
facility, the degree of risk, timing considerations, the status of 
corrective action work at the facility, or other, administrative 
considerations 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 

20121206 

CA400 - Date For Remedy Selection (CM Imposed) 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19960807 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 
EPA Region: 03 
Area Name: ENTIRE FACILITY 
Actual Date: 19910409 
Action: CAO50RF - RFA Completed, Assessment was an RFA 
NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: 19900521 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 
EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: ENTIRE FACILITY 
Actual Date: 20130509 

Action: CA772PR 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 
EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: ENTIRE FACILITY 
Actual Date: 20130509 

Action: CA772EP 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 
EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: ENTIRE FACILITY 
Actual Date: 20130509 

Action: CA770GW 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 
EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: ENTIRE FACILITY 
Actual Date: 20130509 

Action: CA550RC 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 


Schedule end date: Not reported 

EPA ID: MDD003075942 
EPA Region: 03 

Area Name: ENTIRE FACILITY 
Actual Date: 20130509 

Action: CA800YE 

NAICS Code(s): 32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Original schedule date: Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 


Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 

19960912 

CA75OIN - Migration of Contaminated Groundwater under Control, More 
information is needed to make a determination 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 

19960912 

CA725IN - Current Human Exposures Under Control, More information is 
needed to make a determination 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19980414 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19980414 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19980414 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 
SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Actual Date: 
Action: 
NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


19980414 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19980414 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19980414 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19980414 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 
20001215 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


CA75OIN - Migration of Contaminated Groundwater under Control, More 


information is needed to make a determination 


32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 
20001215 


CA725YE - Current Human Exposures Under Control, Yes, Current Human 


Exposures Under Control has been verified 


32552 
Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19991015 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19991015 

CA200 - RFI Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19991015 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19991015 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
19991015 

CA200 - RFI Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19991015 

CA200 - RFI Approved 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 


32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19991015 

CA200 - RFI Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 

20030916 

CA750YE - Migration of Contaminated Groundwater under Control, Yes, 
Migration of Contaminated Groundwater Under Control has been verified 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19940817 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
19940817 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19940817 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19940817 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19940817 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19940817 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 
20010824 

CA100 - RFI Imposition 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

PERMIT EXTENSION 
20010824 

CA100 - RFI Imposition 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19960726 

CA200 - RFI Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 


Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19910626 

CA061 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19910626 

CA061 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19910626 

CA061 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19910626 

CA061 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
19910626 

CA061 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19910626 

CA061 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 
EPA Region: 


32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19910626 

CA061 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 

20020429 

CA650 - Stabilization Construction Completed 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
20020429 

CA650 - Stabilization Construction Completed 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 

20020429 

CA650 - Stabilization Construction Completed 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 

20020429 

CA650 - Stabilization Construction Completed 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
03 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
20020429 

CA650 - Stabilization Construction Completed 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 

20020429 

CA650 - Stabilization Construction Completed 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 

20020429 

CA650 - Stabilization Construction Completed 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19920730 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19920730 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19920730 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19920730 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
19920730 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19920730 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19920730 

CA150 - RFI Workplan Approved 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19950630 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
19950630 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19950630 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19950630 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19950630 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 
Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19950630 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19950630 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
19910930 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 


Action: 
NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 


CA100 - RFI Imposition 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19910930 

CA100 - RFI Imposition 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19910930 

CA100 - RFI Imposition 
32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 
Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19910930 

CA100 - RFI Imposition 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

ENTIRE FACILITY 

19910930 

CAO7O0YE - RFA Determination Of Need For An RFI, RFI is Necessary 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19910930 

CA100 - RFI Imposition 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19910930 

CA100 - RFI Imposition 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19910930 

CA100 - RFI Imposition 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 6 - ACID LOADING PAD 
19990930 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 3 - HONEYCOMB SEWER 
19990930 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 10 - OUTSIDE SUMP 
19990930 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 
Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 1 - UNDERGROUND STORAGE TANKS 
19990930 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


EPA ID: 

EPA Region: 
Area Name: 
Actual Date: 
Action: 

NAICS Code(s): 


Original schedule date: 


Schedule end date: 


RCRA-TSDF: 


Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 7 - FORMER RCRA TANK SITE 
19990930 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 

32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

AOC 2 - ADHESIVES SEWER 
19990930 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 

Adhesive Manufacturing 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

03 

SWMU 18 - WASTE OIL 
19990930 

CA190 - RFI Report Received 
32552 


Adhesive Manufacturing 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Date form received by agency:02/09/2012 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 

Land type: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Classification: 
Description: 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
1300 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MDD003075942 

REVOLUTION ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
JILL M DRAZEK 

REVOLUTION ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Not reported 

(410) 939-8159 
JILL.DRAZEK@CYTEC.COM 
03 

Private 

TSDF 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


Handler is engaged in the treatment, storage or disposal of hazardous 


waste 
Large Quantity Generator 


Handler: generates 1,000 kg or more of hazardous waste during any 
calendar month; or generates more than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste 
during any calendar month; or generates more than 100 kg of any 
residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the 
cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely hazardous 
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Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


Database(s) 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


waste during any calendar month; or generates 1 kg or less of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1 
kg of acutely hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less 

of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 

from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 
100 kg of that material at any time 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Private 

Operator 

10/01/2001 

Not reported 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
EAST TECHNOLOGY CIRCLE STE 300 
TEMPE, AZ 85284 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Private 

Owner 

10/01/2001 

Not reported 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Historical Generators: 


Date form received by agency: 02/09/2010 


Facility name: 
Classification: 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 03/28/2008 


Facility name: 
Classification: 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 02/24/2006 
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1000358875 


Page 229 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 
Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 02/26/2004 
Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS ING 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 02/26/2002 


Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Site name: CYTEC FIBERITE INC 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 02/25/2000 


Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Site name: CYTEC FIBERITE INC 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 02/18/1998 


Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Site name: CYTEC INDUSTRIES INC 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 02/23/1996 


Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Site name: CYTEC INDUSTRIES INC 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency:02/21/1994 


Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Site name: CYTEC INDUSTRIES INC 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 09/24/1993 
Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Classification: Not a generator, verified 


Date form received by agency:07/28/1992 


Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Site name: AMERICAN CYANAMID COMPANY 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency:03/07/1990 


Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Site name: AMERICAN CYANAMID COMPANY 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency: 08/18/1980 
Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS ING 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency:01/01/1979 
Facility name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS ING 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: D001 
Waste name: IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D002 

A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D003 

A MATERIAL IS CONSIDERED TO BE A REACTIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE IF IT IS 
NORMALLY UNSTABLE, REACTS VIOLENTLY WITH WATER, GENERATES TOXIC GASES 
WHEN EXPOSED TO WATER OR CORROSIVE MATERIALS, OR IF IT IS CAPABLE OF 
DETONATION OR EXPLOSION WHEN EXPOSED TO HEAT OR A FLAME. ONE EXAMPLE 
OF SUCH WASTE WOULD BY WASTE GUNPOWDER. 


D007 
CHROMIUM 


D008 
LEAD 


D009 
MERCURY 


D028 
1,2-DICHLOROETHANE 


D035 
METHYL ETHYL KETONE 


F003 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 
ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES. 


F005 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TOLUENE, METHYL ETHYL 
KETONE, CARBON DISULFIDE, ISOBUTANOL, PYRIDINE, BENZENE, 
2-ETHOXYETHANOL, AND 2-NITROPROPANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 
ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS 
LISTED IN F001, F002, OR F004; AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 
THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


Biennial Reports: 
Last Biennial Reporting Year: 2013 


Annual Waste Handled: 

Waste code: DO01 

Waste name: IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Amount (Lbs): 796277 
Waste code: Do02 
Waste name: A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 


CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Amount (Lbs): 87247 
Waste code: D003 
Waste name: A MATERIAL IS CONSIDERED TO BE A REACTIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE IF IT IS 


NORMALLY UNSTABLE, REACTS VIOLENTLY WITH WATER, GENERATES TOXIC GASES 
WHEN EXPOSED TO WATER OR CORROSIVE MATERIALS, OR IF IT IS CAPABLE OF 
DETONATION OR EXPLOSION WHEN EXPOSED TO HEAT OR A FLAME. ONE EXAMPLE 
OF SUCH WASTE WOULD BY WASTE GUNPOWDER. 


Amount (Lbs): 222401 

Waste code: D007 

Waste name: CHROMIUM 

Amount (Lbs): 64895 

Waste code: D008 

Waste name: LEAD 

Amount (Lbs): 49340 

Waste code: D009 

Waste name: MERCURY 

Amount (Lbs): 445 

Waste code: D035 

Waste name: METHYL ETHYL KETONE 
Amount (Lbs): 578411 

Waste code: F003 

Waste name: THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 


ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 


Amount (Lbs): 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Amount (Lbs): 


Corrective Action Summary: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 
Event date: 


Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES. 

557796 


F005 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TOLUENE, METHYL ETHYL 
KETONE, CARBON DISULFIDE, ISOBUTANOL, PYRIDINE, BENZENE, 
2-ETHOXYETHANOL, AND 2-NITROPROPANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 
ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS 
LISTED IN F001, F002, OR F004; AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF 
THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 

791217 


04/09/1991 
RFA Completed, Assessment was an RFA. 


06/26/1991 
CA061 


09/30/1991 
RFA Determination Of Need For An RFI, RFI is Necessary; 


09/30/1991 
RFI Imposition 


11/01/1991 
CA Prioritization, Facility or area was assigned a high corrective 
action priority. 


07/30/1992 
RFI Workplan Approved 


08/05/1993 

Stabilization Measures Evaluation, This facility is not amenable to 
stabilization activity at the present time for reasons other than 1- 

it appears to be technically infeasible or inappropriate (NF) or 2- 
there is a lack of technical information (IN). Reasons for this 
conclusion may be the status of closure at the facility, the degree of 
risk, timing considerations, the status of corrective action work at 
the facility, or other administrative considerations. 


11/01/1993 

Stabilization Measures Implemented, Primary measure is source removal 
and/or treatment (e.g., soil or waste excavation, in-situ soil 

treatment, off-site treatment). 


08/17/1994 
RFI Workplan Approved 


06/30/1995 
RFI Report Received 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 
Event date: 11/03/1995 
Event: RFI Workplan Approved 
Event date: 11/03/1995 
Event: RFI Approved 
Event date: 07/26/1996 
Event: RFI Approved 
Event date: 08/07/1996 
Event: RFI Workplan Approved 
Event date: 09/12/1996 
Event: Current Human Exposures under Control, More information is needed to 


make a determination. 


Event date: 09/12/1996 
Event: Igration of Contaminated Groundwater under Control, More information 
is needed to make a determination. 


Event date: 12/01/1996 
Event: Stabilization Measures Implemented, Groundwater extraction and 
treatment (e.g., to achieve groundwater containment, to achieve MCL). 


Event date: 04/01/1998 

Event: Stabilization Measures Implemented 

Event date: 04/14/1998 

Event: RFI Report Received 

Event date: 09/30/1999 

Event: RFI Report Received 

Event date: 10/15/1999 

Event: RFI Approved 

Event date: 12/15/2000 

Event: Igration of Contaminated Groundwater under Control, More information 


is needed to make a determination. 


Event date: 12/15/2000 

Event: Current Human Exposures under Control, Yes, Current Human Exposures 
Under Control has been verified. Based on a review of information 
contained in the El determination, current human exposures are 
expected to be under control at the facility under current and 
reasonably expected conditions. This determination will be 
re-evaluated when the Agency/State becomes aware of significant 
changes at the facility. 


Event date: 08/24/2001 

Event: RFI Imposition 

Event date: 08/24/2001 

Event: RFI Imposition 

Event date: 04/29/2002 

Event: Stabilization Construction Completed 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


Event date: 
Event: 


09/16/2003 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


Igration of Contaminated Groundwater under Control, Yes, Migration of 
Contaminated Groundwater Under Control has been verified. Based on a 
review of information contained in the El determination, it has been 
determined that migration of contaminated groundwater is under control 
at the facility. Specifically, this determination indicates that the 

migration of contaminated groundwater is under control, and that 
monitoring will be conducted to confirm that contaminated groundwater 
remains within the existing area of contaminated groundwater. This 
determination will be re-evaluated when the Agency becomes aware of 


significant changes at the facility. 


12/06/2012 


Date For Remedy Selection (CM Imposed) 


05/09/2013 
CA550RC 


05/09/2013 
CA772PR 


05/09/2013 
CA772EP 


05/09/2013 
CA770GW 


05/09/2013 
CA800YE 


Facility Has Received Notices of Violations: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 
Date achieved compliance: 
Violation lead agency: 


Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 
Date achieved compliance: 
Violation lead agency: 


Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 


Not reported 


TSD - Container Use and Management 


03/20/2009 
04/28/2009 
State 

SITE COMPLAINT 
03/20/2009 
Not reported 
Not reported 
State 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Not reported 
Generators - Pre-transport 
03/20/2009 
04/28/2009 

State 

SITE COMPLAINT 
03/20/2009 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Not reported 


FR - 40cfr262.34(c)(1) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

INITIAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE 
12/30/2002 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

20893 

Not reported 

Not reported 


FR - 40cfr264.175(b)(3) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

FINAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE ORDER 
06/16/2003 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

Not reported 

14300 

Not reported 


FR - 40cfr262.34(c)(2) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

FINAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE ORDER 
06/16/2003 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

Not reported 

14300 

Not reported 


FR - 40cfr268.50(a) (2)(i) 
LDR - General 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

INITIAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE 
12/30/2002 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

20893 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


TC03849603.10r Page 236 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 


FR - 40cfr262.34(c)(2) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

INITIAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE 
12/30/2002 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

20893 

Not reported 

Not reported 


FR - 40cfr264.175(b)(3) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

INITIAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE 
12/30/2002 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

20893 

Not reported 

Not reported 


FR - 40cfr268.50(a) (2)(i) 
LDR - General 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

FINAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE ORDER 
06/16/2003 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

Not reported 

14300 

Not reported 


FR - 40cfr262.34(c)(1) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

FINAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE ORDER 
06/16/2003 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

Not reported 

14300 

Not reported 


FR - 40cfr262.34 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 
Area of violation: 


Generators - Pre-transport 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

INITIAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE 
12/30/2002 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

20893 

Not reported 

Not reported 


FR - 40cfr262.34 
Generators - Pre-transport 
03/05/2002 

06/16/2003 

EPA 

FINAL 3008(A) COMPLIANCE ORDER 
06/16/2003 

Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 

Not reported 

14300 

Not reported 


SR - COMAR 26.13.03.05E(1) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
10/29/1999 

11/08/1999 

State 

WRITTEN COMPLAINT 
10/29/1999 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


SR - COMAR 26.13.05.10 
TSD - Tank System Standards 
10/29/1999 

11/22/1999 

State 

WRITTEN COMPLAINT 
10/29/1999 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Not reported 
TSD - Container Use and Management 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 
Area of violation: 
Date violation determined: 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


01/09/1992 
01/09/1992 
State 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


SR - COMAR 26.13.05.09 
TSD - Container Use and Management 
12/18/1991 

01/09/1992 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Not reported 
TSD - General 
06/25/1990 
06/25/1990 
State 
WRITTEN INFORMAL 
06/25/1990 
Not reported 
Not reported 
State 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


SR - COMAR 26.13.09H(1)(a) 
TSD - General 
08/04/1989 
04/15/1990 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
08/04/1989 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


SR - COMAR 26.13.09H(1)(a) 
TSD - General 
08/04/1989 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 
Date achieved compliance: 


04/15/1990 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
10/04/1989 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Not reported 
TSD - General 
01/17/1989 
04/24/1990 
State 
WRITTEN INFORMAL 
01/17/1989 
Not reported 
Not reported 
State 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Not reported 
TSD - General 
01/17/1989 
04/24/1990 
State 
WRITTEN INFORMAL 
10/04/1989 
Not reported 
Not reported 
State 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Not reported 
TSD - General 
10/27/1988 
10/27/1988 
State 
WRITTEN INFORMAL 
10/27/1988 
Not reported 
Not reported 
State 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Not reported 
TSD - General 
04/25/1988 
10/27/1988 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Evaluation Action Summary: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
04/25/1988 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Not reported 
TSD - General 
10/16/1987 
10/16/1987 
State 
WRITTEN INFORMAL 
10/16/1987 
Not reported 
Not reported 
State 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


SR - COMAR 10.51.05.09 
TSD - General 
06/22/1987 
10/16/1987 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
06/22/1987 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


04/28/2009 

FOLLOW-UP INSPECTION 

TSD - Container Use and Management 
04/28/2009 

State 


04/28/2009 

FOLLOW-UP INSPECTION 
Generators - Pre-transport 
04/28/2009 

State 


03/20/2009 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - Container Use and Management 

04/28/2009 

State 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID | 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


03/20/2009 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - Pre-transport 

04/28/2009 

State 


07/26/2006 

FINANCIAL RECORD REVIEW 
Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 


09/28/2004 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


06/16/2003 

NOT A SIGNIFICANT NON-COMPLIER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 


09/03/2002 

SIGNIFICANT NON-COMPLIER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

EPA 


03/05/2002 

FOCUSED COMPLIANCE INSPECTION 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


03/05/2002 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - Pre-transport 

06/16/2003 

EPA 


03/05/2002 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
LDR - General 

06/16/2003 

EPA 


11/30/1999 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


10/29/1999 
COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - Tank System Standards 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


11/22/1999 
State 


10/29/1999 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - Pre-transport 

11/08/1999 

State 


10/06/1997 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


02/20/1996 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


11/12/1993 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


01/09/1992 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
TSD - Container Use and Management 
01/09/1992 

State 


12/18/1991 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - Container Use and Management 

01/09/1992 

State 


12/20/1990 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


06/25/1990 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - General 

06/25/1990 

State 


04/24/1990 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


01/31/1990 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


10/04/1989 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
TSD - General 

04/15/1990 

State 


08/04/1989 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - General 

04/15/1990 

State 


01/17/1989 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - General 

04/24/1990 

State 


10/27/1988 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - General 

10/27/1988 

State 


04/25/1988 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - General 

10/27/1988 

State 


11/30/1987 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


10/16/1987 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - General 

10/16/1987 

State 


06/22/1987 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
TSD - General 

10/16/1987 

State 


04/17/1986 
COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 


Date achieved compliance: 


Not reported 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


State 


02/25/1986 
COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 


Date achieved compliance: Not reported 


Evaluation lead agency: 


US ENG CONTROLS: 
EPA ID: 
Site ID: 
Name: 
Address: 


EPA Region: 
County: 

Event Code: 
Actual Date: 


Action ID: 

Action Name: 

Action Completion date: 
Operable Unit: 
Contaminated Media : 
Engineering Control: 


US INST CONTROL: 
EPA ID: 
Site ID: 
Name: 
Action Name: 
Address: 


EPA Region: 

County: 

Event Code: 

Inst. Control: 

Actual Date: 

Complet. Date: 
Operable Unit: 
Contaminated Media : 


EPA ID: 

Site ID: 
Name: 

Action Name: 
Address: 


EPA Region: 
County: 

Event Code: 
Inst. Control: 
Actual Date: 
Complet. Date: 
Operable Unit: 


State 


MDD003075942 

Not reported 

CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
1300 REVOLUTION ST 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

03 

HARFORD 

CA770GW 

05/09/2013 


Not reported 
Not reported 
01/01/1900 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


MDD003075942 

Not reported 

CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Not reported 

1300 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
03 

HARFORD 

CA772EP 

Not reported 

05/09/2013 

01/01/1900 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MDD003075942 

Not reported 

CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC 
Not reported 

1300 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
03 

HARFORD 

CA772PR 

Not reported 

05/09/2013 

01/01/1900 

Not reported 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 


Contaminated Media : 


OCP: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Historical LUST: 


Not reported 


8-0518HA 
CLOSED/ 
09/11/1987 
08/26/1988 
Not reported 
Not reported 
6709 


91-0635HA 

CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
09/26/1990 

02/23/2005 

YES 

NO 

6709 


Recover Type: Monitoring - No active remediation. Sampling of monitoring wells only 
County: HARFORD 

Case Number: 91-0635HA 

Open/Closed: OPEN 


NY MANIFEST: 


EPA ID: 
Country: 

Mailing Name: 
Mailing Contact: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing Address 2: 
Mailing City: 
Mailing State: 
Mailing Zip: 
Mailing Zip4: 
Mailing Country: 
Mailing Phone: 


Document ID: 

Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 


Generator Ship Date: 


Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 


MDD003075942 

USA 

AMERICAN CYNAMID COMPANY 
AMERICAN CYNAMID COMPANY 
OLD POST ROAD 

Not reported 

HAVRE DE GRACE 

MD 

21078 

Not reported 

USA 

301-039-1910 


NYA4205687 

Completed after the designated time period for a TSDF to get a copy to the DEC 
U-6485NY 

V-30452NY 

861021 

861021 

Not reported 

861022 

861202 

861027 

MDD003075942 

NYD980769947 

Not reported 

NYD049836679 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
39390 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


PA MANIFEST: 
Year: 
Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 
TSD Date: 
TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 
Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 


P - Pounds 

080 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
100 

86 


NYG0815355 
Not reported 
AE383NNJ 

Not reported 
06/23/2004 
06/23/2004 

Not reported 
06/28/2004 

Not reported 
Not reported 
MDD003075942 
NJD054126164 
Not reported 
NYD049836 
D007 - CHROMIUM 5.0 MG/L TCLP 
02380 

P - Pounds 

001 

CM - Metal boxes, cases, roll-offs 
L Landfill. 

01.00 

2004 


2007 

001585731FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
08/14/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
2722 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 


Not reported 


2007 

001397726FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
02/07/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3578 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 

001397726FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
02/07/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3578 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 


001585731FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
08/14/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
2722 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 

001583926FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
11/26/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
2376 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
001583926FLE 
Not reported 
MDD003075942 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 


11/26/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
2376 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 

001585731FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
08/14/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
2722 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
001583926FLE 
Not reported 
MDD003075942 
11/26/2007 

Not reported 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


TC03849603.10r Page 250 of 389 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 


Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
2376 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 

001584727FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
05/04/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3784 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
001584727FLE 
Not reported 
MDD003075942 
05/04/2007 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


TSD Date: 
TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D008 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3784 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 

001584727FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
05/04/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3784 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 

001397726FLE 

Not reported 
MDD003075942 
02/07/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-8187 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 


YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3578 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH276232 

T 

MDD003075942 
02/03/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

410-939-8187 

1 

1 

D008 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
4000 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH277484 

T 

MDD003075942 
08/07/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

410-939-8187 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 


1 
1 

D008 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3347 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH276910 

T 

MDD003075942 
05/08/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

410-939-8187 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3800 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

001397725FLE 

T 

MDD003075942 
11/03/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

410-939-8187 

1 

1 

D002 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 


1 
Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
2900 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

001397725FLE 

T 

MDD003075942 
11/03/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

410-939-8187 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
2900 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH276910 

T 

MDD003075942 
05/08/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

410-939-8187 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3800 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 
Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 


Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2006 

PAH276232 

T 

MDD003075942 
02/03/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

410-939-8187 

1 

1 

D002 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
4000 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH277484 

T 

MDD003075942 
08/07/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

410-939-8187 

1 

1 

D007 

1 

Cargo tanks (tank trucks) 
3347 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 
Date TSP Sig: Not reported 


Click this hyperlink while viewing on your computer to access 


13 additional PA MANIFEST: record(s) in the EDR Site Report. 


AIRS (AFS): 
Compliance and Violation Data Major Sources: 
EPA plant ID: 110012464001 
Plant name: CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS 


Plant address: 


County: 

Region code: 

Dunn & Bradst #: 

Air quality cntrl region: 
Sic code: 

Sic code desc: 


North Am. industrial classf: 


NAIC code description: 


Default compliance status: 


Default classification: 


Govt facility: 


Current HPV: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 


1300 REVOLUTION STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
HARFORD 

03 

044984995 

115 

2891 

ADHESIVES AND SEALANTS 
325520 

Adhesive Manufacturing 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


POTENTIAL EMISSIONS ARE BELOW ALL APPLICABLE MAJOR SOURCE THRESHOLDS 
IF AND ONLY IF THE SOURCE COMPLIES WITH FEDERALLY ENFORCEABLE 


REGULATIONS OR LIMITATIONS. 


ALL OTHER FACILITIES NOT OWNED OR OPERATED BY A FEDERAL, STATE, OR 


LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
Not reported 


Compliance and Enforcement Major Issues: 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
001003 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
001003 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
011212 

000000000 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
011212 

000000000 


SIP SOURCE 
NXXXXX 
011220 
000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 
NXXXXX 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


Database(s) 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


011220 
000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

TITLE V ANN COMPL CERT DUE/RCV BY PERMIT AUTHORITY 
020329 

000000000 


SIP SOURCE 

TITLE V ANN COMPL CERT DUE/RCV BY PERMIT AUTHORITY 
020329 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

TITLE V COMPLIANCE CERT DUE/RECEIVED BY 
020402 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION EPA REVIEW 
020402 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION STATE REVIEW 
020424 

000000000 


SIP SOURCE 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION STATE REVIEW 
020424 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

TITLE V ANN COMPL CERT DUE/RCV BY PERMIT AUTHORITY 
030401 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION EPA REVIEW 
030408 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

TITLE V COMPLIANCE CERT DUE/RECEIVED BY 
030408 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION STATE REVIEW 
030502 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
030613 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
030613 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
040308 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
040318 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
040318 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
040318 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
040319 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
040319 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
040319 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


TITLE V ANN COMPL CERT DUE/RCV BY PERMIT AUTHORITY 


040401 
Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 


COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION STATE REVIEW 


040408 
Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
040419 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


040419 
Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION EPA REVIEW 
040608 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

TITLE V COMPLIANCE CERT DUE/RECEIVED BY 
040608 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
040729 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
040729 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
041012 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
041012 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
041013 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
041013 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
041013 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
041210 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
041215 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Database(s) 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
041215 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
041215 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
041216 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
041216 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
041216 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
050114 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
050114 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

TITLE V ANN COMPL CERT DUE/RCV BY PERMIT AUTHORITY 
050331 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

TITLE V COMPLIANCE CERT DUE/RECEIVED BY 
050404 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION EPA REVIEW 
050404 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION STATE REVIEW 
050411 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 


National action type: 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


050414 
Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
050414 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
050415 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
050415 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

OWNER/OPERATOR CONDUCTED SOURCE TEST 
051021 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

OWNER/OPERATOR CONDUCTED SOURCE TEST 
051021 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
051107 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
051107 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
051109 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
051109 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
NXXXXX 
051114 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
NXXXXX 

051114 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Distance (ft.)Site 
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CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
051117 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
051117 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
STATE DAY 0 
051229 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
STATE DAY 0 
051229 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
060117 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
060117 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
060131 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
NXXXXX 
060213 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
NXXXXX 

060213 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

TITLE V COMPLIANCE CERT DUE/RECEIVED BY 
060330 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION EPA REVIEW 
060330 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


060411 
Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 

COMPLIANCE CERTIFICATION STATE REVIEW 
060420 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

CLOSEOUT MEMO ISSUED 
060627 

Not reported 


TITLE V PERMITS 
CLOSEOUT MEMO ISSUED 
060627 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
060630 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
070125 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
070507 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
080319 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
080519 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
090324 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
090408 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
091216 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
100303 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
NOTIFICATION RECEIVED 
100303 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
100611 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
110404 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
120402 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
120731 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
PCE/OFF-SITE 

120731 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
121205 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
121205 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
130401 

Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 
PCE/OFF-SITE 
130610 

Not reported 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 
PCE/OFF-SITE 


Database(s) 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


130610 
Not reported 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
970220 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
980409 

000000000 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
980409 

000000000 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
981022 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
981022 

000000000 


TITLE V PERMITS 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
991026 

000000000 


SIP SOURCE 

STATE CONDUCTED FCE / ON-SITE 
991026 

000000000 


Historical Compliance Minor Sources: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1004 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1004 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1101 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1101 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1102 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1102 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1103 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1103 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1104 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1104 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1201 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1201 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1202 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1202 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1203 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1204 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1301 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1302 
TITLE V PERMITS 


IN COMPLIANCE - SHUT DOWN 
1303 
TITLE V PERMITS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1004 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1101 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1102 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1103 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1104 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1201 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1202 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1203 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1203 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1204 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1204 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1301 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1301 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1302 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 


Database(s) 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000358875 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 


Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


US FIN ASSUR: 
EPA ID: 
Provider: 

EPA region: 
County: 
Mechanism type: 
Mechanism ID: 
Cost estimate: 
Face value: 
Effective date: 


EPA ID: 
Provider: 

EPA region: 
County: 
Mechanism type: 
Mechanism ID: 
Cost estimate: 
Face value: 
Effective date: 


EPA ID: 
Provider: 

EPA region: 
County: 
Mechanism type: 
Mechanism ID: 
Cost estimate: 
Face value: 
Effective date: 


EPA ID: 
Provider: 

EPA region: 
County: 
Mechanism type: 
Mechanism ID: 
Cost estimate: 
Face value: 
Effective date: 


1303 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1303 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1302 
SIP SOURCE 


MDD003075942 

CYTEC INDUSTRIES INC. 
3 

HARFORD 

FINANCIAL TEST 

2009 SUBMITTAL 
2000000 

2000000 

2009-03-31 00:00:00 


MDD003075942 
CITIBANK, N.A. 

3 

HARFORD 

LETTER OF CREDIT 
30012950 

507204 

507204 

2012-02-28 00:00:00 


MDD003075942 
CITIBANK, N.A. 

3 

HARFORD 

LETTER OF CREDIT 
NY-00881-30012950 
486734 

486734 

2009-03-11 00:00:00 


MDD003075942 
CITIBANK, N.A. 

3 

HARFORD 

LETTER OF CREDIT 
NY-00881-30012950 
495217 

495217 

2011-03-07 00:00:00 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000358875 


2020 COR ACTION: 
EPA ID: MDD003075942 
Region: 3 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
CYTEC ENGINEERED MATERIALS INC (Continued) 1000358875 
Action: Not reported 
70 ANDREWS GARAGE RCRA-CESQG_ 1004720467 
1227 REVOLUTION ST FINDS MDR000006692 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
RCRA-CESQG: 
Date form received by agency: 12/11/1995 
Facility name: ANDREWS GARAGE 
Facility address: 1227 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EPA ID: MDRO00006692 
Contact: LARRY KREDIET 
Contact address: 1227 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Contact country: US 
Contact telephone: (410) 939-3920 
Contact email: Not reported 
EPA Region: 03 
Classification: Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 
Description: Handler: generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste per calendar 


month, and accumulates 1000 kg or less of hazardous waste at any time; 
or generates 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates at any time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous 
waste; or 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or 
other debris resulting from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any 

land or water, of acutely hazardous waste; or generates 100 kg or less 
of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 
from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates at any 
time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste; or 100 kg or less of 

any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from 
the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: JOHN ANDREWS 

Owner/operator address: 1227 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

Owner/operator country: Not reported 

Owner/operator telephone: (410) 939-3920 

Legal status: Private 

Owner/Operator Type: Owner 

Owner/Op start date: Not reported 

Owner/Op end date: Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


ANDREWS GARAGE (Continued) 1004720467 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Violation Status: 
FINDS: 


Registry ID: 


DO01 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D035 
METHYL ETHYL KETONE 


D039 
TETRACHLOROETHYLENE 


F003 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 
ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES. 


F005 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TOLUENE, METHYL ETHYL 
KETONE, CARBON DISULFIDE, ISOBUTANOL, PYRIDINE, BENZENE, 
2-ETHOXYETHANOL, AND 2-NITROPROPANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 
ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS 
LISTED IN F001, F002, OR F004; AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF 
THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


No violations found 


110003541613 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 
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ANDREWS GARAGE (Continued) 


MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1004720467 


and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 


program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 
corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


71 C & P TELEPHONE 
1324 REVOLUTION ST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 90-1236HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 12/06/1989 
Date Closed: 10/01/1990 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES $104613480 
N/A 


71 CLARK D. CONNELLEE JR. 
1324 OLD POST ROAD 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


UST: 


Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


18672 

Not reported 

Clark D. Connellee ur. 
Owner 

08/12/1994 

12680 


Clark D. Connelle ur. 
1324 Old Post Road 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(301) 939-4430 

Not reported 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

11/01/1955 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Unknown 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
12000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 


MD UST U004109663 
N/A 
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CLARK D. CONNELLEE JR. (Continued) 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


08/01/1973 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Used Oil 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004109663 


MD HIST UST $104631872 
N/A 


Date Intalled: 08/01/1955 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Unknown 
71 CLARK D. CONNELLEE JR 
1324 OLD POST RD 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 3007268 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 30 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 3007268 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 15 
Capacity: 12,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007268 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: 30 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Used Oil 
71 C&P TELEPHONE 
1324 REVOULATION STREET 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 

Facility ID: 92-0157HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 07/11/1991 
Date Closed: 11/13/1991 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 


Not reported 


MD OCPCASES'- $104607471 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
71 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015206363 
1317 OLD POST RD N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: BODY SHOP 
Year: 2007 
Address: 1317 OLD POST RD 
Name: BODY SHOP 
Year: 2008 
Address: 1317 OLD POST RD 
Name: BODY SHOP 
Year: 2009 
Address: 1317 OLD POST RD 
72 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015213031 
1353 REVOLUTION ST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: CSK PERFORMANCE AUTOMOTIVE 
Year: 1999 
Address: 1353 REVOLUTION ST 
Name: CSK PERFORMANCE AUTOMOTIVE 
Year: 2000 
Address: 1353 REVOLUTION ST 
72 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015213028 
1353 OLD POST RD N/A 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: BECKERS BODY SHOP INCORPORATED 
Year: 1999 

Address: 1353 OLD POST RD 

Name: BECKERS BODY SHOP INCORPORATED 
Year: 2000 

Address: 1353 OLD POST RD 

Name: BECKERS BODY SHOP INC 

Year: 2001 

Address: 1353 OLD POST RD 
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73 DEBONIS CHEVROLET, INC. MD OCPCASES 
1517 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 95-0750HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 09/19/1994 
Date Closed: 09/19/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: 8557 
Facility ID: 99-1195HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 11/12/1998 
Date Closed: 02/12/1999 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 8557 
Facility ID: 08-0767HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Unknown Source/Surface Spill 
Date Open: 06/12/2008 
Date Closed: 07/17/2008 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 


Not reported 


UST: 
Facility Id: 8557 
Oper Name: Harold DeBonis 
Form Name: Dennis Glorioso 
Form Title: Gen. Mgr./Owner Rep. 
Form Date: 11/12/1998 
Owner Id: 5125 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 


H. Ralph DeBonis 
1517 Pulaski Highway 


Owner City: Havre De Grace 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21078 


Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


(410) 939-2255 
Harold Ralph DeBonis 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 1000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 


01/01/1970 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 
Permanently Out of Use 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U003738285 
N/A 
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73 


DEBONIS CHEVROLET, INC. (Continued) 


Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1976 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1970 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1972 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003738285 


DEBONIS CHEVROLET, INC. 
1517 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007421 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 26 

Capacity: 1,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007421 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 20 

Capacity: 1,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007421 

Tank ID: 003 

Age: 26 

Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Used Oil 
Facility ID: 3007421 

Tank ID: 004 

Age: 24 


MD HIST UST $104631953 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
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Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
DEBONIS CHEVROLET, INC. (Continued) $104631953 
Capacity: 500 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Used Oil 
73 DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP RCRA-SQG__ 1000323841 
1517 PULASKI HWY US AIRS MDDO011681145 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


RCRA-SQG: 


Date form received by agency:03/18/1993 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 

Land type: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP 

1517 PULASKI HWY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MDD011681145 

PO BOX 251 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

03 

Facility is not located on Indian land. Additional information is not known. 
Small Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


OPERNAME 
OPERSTREET 
OPERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 
Private 

Operator 

Not reported 

Not reported 


DENNY BILL 
OWNERSTREET 
OWNERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 

Private 

Owner 

Not reported 

Not reported 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: 


No 


Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP (Continued) 


Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 


Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 
Historical Generators: 
Date form received by agency: 08/13/1985 


Facility name: 
Classification: 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP 
Not a generator, verified 


DO01 


IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000323841 


LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Facility Has Received Notices of Violations: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 
Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 
Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 
Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 
Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


SR - COMAR 26.13.03.05E(1)(B) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
10/25/1990 

11/21/1990 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
10/25/1990 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


SR - COMAR 26.13.05.04(B) &(C) 
Generators - Pre-transport 
10/25/1990 

01/24/1991 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
10/25/1990 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
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Database(s) 


DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP (Continued) 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Evaluation Action Summary: 
Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 
Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


AIRS (AFS): 


Airs Minor Details: 
EPA plant ID: 
Plant name: 
Plant address: 


County: 

Region code: 

Dunn & Bradst #: 

Air quality cntrl region: 

Sic code: 

Sic code desc: 

North Am. industrial classf: 
NAIC code description: 
Default compliance status: 
Default classification: 
Govt facility: 


SR - COMAR 26.13.05.02G 
Generators - Pre-transport 
10/25/1990 

01/24/1991 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
10/25/1990 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


02/21/1991 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


01/24/1991 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


10/25/1990 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - Pre-transport 

11/21/1990 

State 


10/25/1990 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - Pre-transport 

01/24/1991 

State 


110001828096 

BILL DENNY’S AUTO REPAIR, INC 

1715 PULASKI HIGHWAY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

HARFORD 

03 

Not reported 

115 

7532 

TOP & BODY REPAIR AND PAINT SHOPS (1987) 

811121 

Automotive Body, Paint, and Interior Repair and Maintenance 
IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
POTENTIAL UNCONTROLLED EMISSIONS < 100 TONS/YEAR 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000323841 


ALL OTHER FACILITIES NOT OWNED OR OPERATED BY A FEDERAL, STATE, OR 
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DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP (Continued) 


Current HPV: 


LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
Not reported 


Compliance and Enforcement Major Issues: 


Air program: 
National action type: 
Date achieved: 
Penalty amount: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Historical Compliance Minor Sources: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1004 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1101 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1102 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1103 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1104 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1201 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1202 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1203 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1204 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1301 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
1302 
SIP SOURCE 


IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000323841 
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Database(s) 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP (Continued) 1000323841 
Hist compliance date: 1303 
Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


State compliance status: 
Hist compliance date: 
Air prog code hist file: 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1004 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1101 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1102 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1103 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1104 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1201 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1202 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1203 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1204 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1301 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1302 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 
1303 
MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


Compliance & Violation Data by Minor Sources: 


Air program code: 


MACT (SECTION 63 NESHAPS) 


Plant air program pollutant: Not reported 

Default pollutant classification: POTENTIAL UNCONTROLLED EMISSIONS < 100 TONS/YEAR 
Def. poll. compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE WITH PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS 

Def. attainment/non attnmnt: Not reported 
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DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP (Continued) 1000323841 

Repeat violator date: Not reported 

Turnover compliance: Not reported 

Air program code: SIP SOURCE 

Plant air program pollutant: © TOTAL PARTICULATE MATTER 

Default pollutant classification: POTENTIAL UNCONTROLLED EMISSIONS < 100 TONS/YEAR 

Def. poll. compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 

Def. attainment/non attnmnt: ATTAINMENT AREA FOR GIVEN POLLUTANT 

Repeat violator date: Not reported 

Turnover compliance: Not reported 

EPA plant ID: 110001828096 

Plant name: BODY SHOP, THE 

Plant address: 1517 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

County: HARFORD 

Region code: 03 

Dunn & Bradst #: Not reported 

Air quality cntrl region: 115 

Sic code: 7532 

Sic code desc: TOP & BODY REPAIR AND PAINT SHOPS (1987) 

North Am. industrial classf: 811121 

NAIC code description: Automotive Body, Paint, and Interior Repair and Maintenance 

Default compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 

Default classification: POTENTIAL UNCONTROLLED EMISSIONS < 100 TONS/YEAR 

Govt facility: ALL OTHER FACILITIES NOT OWNED OR OPERATED BY A FEDERAL, STATE, OR 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Current HPV: Not reported 


Historical Compliance Minor Sources: 


State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1004 

Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 

State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1103 

Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 

State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1201 

Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 

State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1204 

Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 

State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1302 

Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 

State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1101 

Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 

State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1102 

Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 
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DENNY S BILL AUTO BODY SHOP (Continued) 1000323841 

State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1104 
Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 
State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1202 
Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 
State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1203 
Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 
State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1301 
Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 
State compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Hist compliance date: 1303 
Air prog code hist file: SIP SOURCE 

Compliance & Violation Data by Minor Sources: 
Air program code: SIP SOURCE 
Plant air program pollutant: © TOTAL PARTICULATE MATTER 
Default pollutant classification: POTENTIAL UNCONTROLLED EMISSIONS < 100 TONS/YEAR 
Def. poll. compliance status: IN COMPLIANCE - INSPECTION 
Def. attainment/non attnmnt: =ATTAINMENT AREA FOR GIVEN POLLUTANT 
Repeat violator date: Not reported 
Turnover compliance: Not reported 

73 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015241704 
1517 PULASKI HWY N/A 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: BODY SHOP THE 
Year: 1999 

Address: 1517 PULASKI HWY 
Name: BODY SHOP THE 
Year: 2000 

Address: 1517 PULASKI HWY 
Name: BODY SHOP 

Year: 2001 

Address: 1517 PULASKI HWY 
Name: BODY SHOP 

Year: 2003 

Address: 1517 PULASKI HWY 
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73 BODY SHOP, THE FINDS 

1517 PULASKI HIGHWAY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 

FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110019860729 


74 CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


MD-PEMIS (Maryland - Permanent (Air) Emission) database houses data 
related to Air Emissions. Also known to the EPA as National Emissions 
Inventory (NEI). 


1354 OLD POST RD 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


RCRA-SQG: 
Date form received by agency: 02/25/2010 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Telephone ext.: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 

Land type: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 


RCRA-SQG 
TRIS 

SSTS 

NY MANIFEST 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
1354 OLD POST ROAD 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MDD003073962 

OLD POST ROAD 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

EARL SEXTON JR 

OLD POST ROAD 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

US 

410-939-1234 

1-862 

ESEXTON@CARROLLCO.COM 

03 

Private 

Small Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


CARROLL COMPANY 
W KINGSLEY RD 
GARLAND, TX 75041 
US 

Not reported 

Private 

Operator 

02/25/2010 

Not reported 


CARROLL COMPANY 


TC03849603.1Or 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1007823369 
N/A 


1000290025 
21078CLLCR13540 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 


Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


W KINGSLEY RD 
GARLAND, TX 75041 
US 

Not reported 

Private 

Owner 

02/25/2010 

Not reported 


CAMPBELL COMPANY 


CELLO PROF. PRODUCTS 1354 OLD POST ROAD 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
US 

410-939-1234 

Private 

Operator 

12/23/2005 

Not reported 


OGDEN LLC 


CARROLL COMPANY 2900 W. KINGSLAY ROAD 


GARLAND, TX 75041 
US 

Not reported 

Private 

Owner 

07/07/2006 

Not reported 


THE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS COMPANY 
PROSPECT AVE 

CLEVELAND, OH 44115 

US 

Not reported 

Private 

Owner 

03/15/1996 

07/07/2006 


THE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS COMPANY 
Not reported 

CELEVELAND, OH 

US 

Not reported 

Private 

Operator 

03/15/1996 

12/23/2005 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
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Database(s) 
CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 
Historical Generators: 
Date form received by agency: 03/31/2008 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Classification: Small Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency: 02/20/2006 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Site name: SHERWIN-WILLIAMS - HAVRE DE GRACE 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency: 02/20/2006 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Site name: SHERWIN-WILLIAMS - HAVRE DE GRACE 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency: 02/25/2004 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Site name: SHERWIN WILLIAMS CONSUMER GROUP 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency: 02/25/2002 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Site name: SHERWIN WILLIAMS CONSUMER GROUP 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency: 02/23/2000 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Site name: SHERWIN-WILLIAMS CONSUMER GROUP 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency:02/05/1999 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Site name: SHERWIN WILLIAMS CONSUMERS GROUP 
Classification: Small Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency: 02/26/1998 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Site name: SHERWIN WILLIAMS 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency:01/24/1996 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
Site name: CELLO CORP 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Date form received by agency:02/04/1994 
Facility name: CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 


Site name: CELLO CORPORATION 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000290025 
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Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 1000290025 


Classification: 


Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency:03/20/1992 


Facility name: 
Site name: 
Classification: 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
CELLO CORPORATION 
Large Quantity Generator 


Date form received by agency:02/27/1990 


Facility name: 
Site name: 
Classification: 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS VICE SHERWIN-WILLIAMS 
CELLO CORPORATION 
Large Quantity Generator 


D001 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D002 

A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D001 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D002 

A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Facility Has Received Notices of Violations: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 


Not reported 
Generators - General 
06/26/1987 
10/04/1990 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
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CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Regulation violated: 

Area of violation: 

Date violation determined: 

Date achieved compliance: 

Violation lead agency: 
Enforcement action: 
Enforcement action date: 
Enf. disposition status: 
Enf. disp. status date: 


Enforcement lead agency: 
Proposed penalty amount: 


Final penalty amount: 
Paid penalty amount: 


Evaluation Action Summary: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 


06/26/1987 
Not reported 
Not reported 
State 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


Not reported 
Generators - General 
04/08/1986 
01/05/1987 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
04/09/1986 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Not reported 
Generators - General 
12/09/1985 
01/05/1987 

State 

WRITTEN INFORMAL 
12/09/1985 

Not reported 

Not reported 

State 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


03/07/2006 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


02/07/2000 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


04/21/1994 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


01/11/1994 
COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Area of violation: 
Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 

Area of violation: 

Date achieved compliance: 
Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
State 


10/04/1990 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


06/26/1987 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Generators - General 

10/04/1990 

State 


01/05/1987 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


04/08/1986 

FOCUSED COMPLIANCE INSPECTION 
Generators - General 

01/05/1987 

State 


04/08/1986 

COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


12/09/1985 
COMPLIANCE SCHEDULE EVALUATION 
Generators - General 


Date achieved compliance: 01/05/1987 
Evaluation lead agency: State 
TRIS: 
Click this hyperlink while viewing on your computer to access 
1 additional US_TRIS: record(s) in the EDR Site Report. 
SSTS: 
Product: CELLO #10 HOSPITAL DISINFECTANT 
Contact: Not reported 
Status: Not reported 
Registration Number: 000257MD001 
Report Year: 2003 
Permit: Registered 
Product Number: 04737100129059667 
Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 


Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 


Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
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CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Region: 
Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 

Contact: 

Status: 

Registration Number: 
Report Year: 


03 
Not reported 
Not reported 


SAFER BOWL NON ACID BOWL CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

04737100097014531 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO CITRICIDE DISINFECTANT 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

00683600165059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO DBC BATHROOM CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

04737100097059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO FRESH PINE 
Not reported 

Not reported 
000257MD001 

2003 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Registered 

0136480001 1059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO GLADIATOR 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 
00183900083059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO LEMON EXTRA 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 
04737100131059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO MINT ODOR 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 
00683600167059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 


TC03849603.10r Page 291 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Not reported 


Product: CELLO RITE PINE DISINFECTANT CLEANER 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 001839001 12059667 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 


Product Class: 
Product Use: 


Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 


UOM: Not reported 
Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 


Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


Product: CELLO S’GONE 

Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 00183900084059667 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 


Product Class: 
Product Use: 


Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 


UOM: Not reported 
Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 


Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


Product: CELLO S’GONE 

Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 01090000057059667 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 


Product Class: 
Product Use: 


Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 


UOM: Not reported 
Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 


Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


Product: CELLO SAFE-T-BOWL PLUS 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 04737100097059667 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 
Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO SIR JOHN BOWL CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

00183900104059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO SOLARCIDE HBV 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 
06117800001059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO SWITER SOWL CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

00183900105059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product: CELLO THE RIGHT 1 PLUS 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MDO001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 04737100101059667 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: CELLO TRURITE BLEACH 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 06760300009059667 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: H+H SUPER PINE 

Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 01364800010056264 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: H+H SUPER PINE 

Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 0136480001 1056264 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: MANNY’S #4 FRESH MINT 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MDO001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 00683600167011949 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: MANNY’S #5 256 EXTERMINATOR 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 04737100129011949 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: 03 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: MANNY’S DISINFECTANT BOWL CLEANER 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2003 

Permit: Registered 

Product Number: 00183900104011949 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 

Region: 03 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: MANNY’S SAFE-T-BOWL PLUS 
Contact: Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 


Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 
04737100097011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MANNY’S SOLARCIDE HBV 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 
06117800001011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MANNY’S SPRAY N WIPE 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 
04737100097011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


NORKEM NAVAJO PINE 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

001839001 12064334 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Market: 
Region: 
Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


ODORITE MINT DISINFECTANT 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

00683600167016275 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


PINE FRESH DISINFECTANT CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

00988600019055552 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


SAFE-N-KLEEN NON ACID BOWL CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2003 

Registered 

04737100097055552 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO BRITE CARPET SANITIZER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 


2003 

Registered 
00683600108059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


#15 FRESH LEMON DISENFECTANT CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 

104737100131011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO #10 HOSPITAL DISINFECTANT 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 

104737100129000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO BRITE CARPET SANITIZING CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 

100683600108059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


Product: CELLO CITRICIDE 

Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2004 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 100683600165000257 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 


Product Class: 
Product Use: 


Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 


UOM: Not reported 
Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 


Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


Product: CELLO DBC BATHROOM CLEANER 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2004 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 104737100097000257 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 


Product Class: 
Product Use: 


Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 


UOM: Not reported 
Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 


Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


Product: CELLO F-1000 SANITIZER 

Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2004 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 100683600070000257 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 


Product Class: 
Product Use: 


Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 


UOM: Not reported 
Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 


Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Not reported 
Not reported 


Product: CELLO FRESH PINE 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 
Registration Number: 000257MD001 
Report Year: 2004 

Permit: Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


100988600019000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO LEMON EXTRA 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
104737100131000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO MINT ODOR 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
100683600167000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


CELLO RITE PINE DISINFECTANT 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 

1001839001 12000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 


CELLO SAFE-T-BOWL PLUS 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
104737100097000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


DBC BATHROOM CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
104737100097059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


GLADIATOR 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
100183900083059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


JRP PINE FRESH DISINFECTANT CLEANER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 

100988600019055552 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product Use: 
UOM: 
Market: 
Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 


All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MANNY’S CARPET SANITIZER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
100683600108011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MANNY’S CMC #4 DISINFECTANT 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 

100683600167011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MANNY’S CMC #5 256 EXTERMINATOR DIS 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 

104737100129011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MANNY’S GLADIATOR TB 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 


Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
100183900083011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MANNY’S SPRAY LIQUID DISINFECTANT CREAMER 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 

104737100097011949 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MINT ODOR 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
100683600167059667 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


ODONTIC MINT DISINFECTANT 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2004 

Not reported 
100683600167016275 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 
Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: SAFE’N-KLEEN BOWL CLEANER 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2004 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 104737100097055552 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: SAFE-T-BOWL PLUS 

Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2004 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 104737100097059667 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: SAFER BOAT NON ACID BATHROOM CLEANER 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2004 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 104737100097014531 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 

Region: Not reported 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: CITRACIDE 
Contact: Not reported 
Status: Not reported 


Registration Number: 000257MD001 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 


2005 

Not reported 
00683600165000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


#10 HOSPITAL DET. DIS. 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2005 

Not reported 
04737100129000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


SOLARCIDE HBV 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2005 

Not reported 
06117800001000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


SAEF-T-BOWL 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2005 

Not reported 
04737100097000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Zero product: Not reported 
Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: RITE PINE 

Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2005 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 001839001 12000257 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: MINT ODOR DIS. CLNR 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2005 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 00683600167000257 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: LEMON EXTRA "AND ABN" 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257MD001 

Report Year: 2005 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 04737100131000257 

Product Type: End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Product Class: Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
Product Use: All other products 

UOM: Not reported 

Market: Marketed in the United States 
Region: Not reported 

Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: GLADIATOR 
Contact: Not reported 
Status: Not reported 
Registration Number: 000257MD001 
Report Year: 2005 

Permit: Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


00183900083000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


FRESH PINE DIS. 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2005 

Not reported 
00988600019000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


F-1000 SANITIZER 

Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2005 

Not reported 
00683600070000257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MINT ODOR DIS. & CLEANER (#-#-257) 
Not reported 
Not reported 
000257-MD-001 
2006 

Not reported 
006836-00167 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 1000290025 


Product: LEMON EXTRA + ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS (#-#-257) 
Contact: Not reported 

Status: Not reported 

Registration Number: 000257-MD-001 

Report Year: 2006 

Permit: Not reported 

Product Number: 047371-00131 

Product Type: Not reported 


Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 
Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


CLADIATOR (#-#-257) 
Not reported 
Not reported 
000257-MD-001 
2006 

Not reported 
006836-00083 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


BREEZE RTU (#-#-4313) / SAFE-T-BOWL ((#-#-257 
Not reported 
Not reported 
000257-MD-001 
2006 

Not reported 
047371-00097 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


776 DIS, VIR & CLNR & ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2006 

Not reported 

004313-00022 

Not reported 

Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 1000290025 
Product Use: Not reported 
UOM: Not reported 
Market: Not reported 
Region: Not reported 
Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: #10 HOSP. DISINFECTANT + ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS ( 
Contact: Not reported 
Status: Not reported 
Registration Number: 000257-MD-001 
Report Year: 2006 

Permit: Not reported 
Product Number: 047371-00129 
Product Type: Not reported 
Product Class: Not reported 
Product Use: Not reported 
UOM: Not reported 
Market: Not reported 
Region: Not reported 
Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: SHOWER PATROL & ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS (#-#-4313) 
Contact: Not reported 
Status: Not reported 
Registration Number: 000257-MD-001 
Report Year: 2006 

Permit: Not reported 
Product Number: 006836-00086 
Product Type: Not reported 
Product Class: Not reported 
Product Use: Not reported 
UOM: Not reported 
Market: Not reported 
Region: Not reported 
Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: SOLARCIDE (#-#-257) 
Contact: Not reported 
Status: Not reported 
Registration Number: 000257-MD-001 
Report Year: 2006 

Permit: Not reported 
Product Number: 061178-00001 
Product Type: Not reported 
Product Class: Not reported 
Product Use: Not reported 
UOM: Not reported 
Market: Not reported 
Region: Not reported 
Zero product: Not reported 


Pesticide RUP report: Not reported 


Product: 776 DIS, VIR & CLNR & ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS 
Contact: Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 1000290025 


Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 


Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

00431300022 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


#10 HOSP. DISINFECTANT + ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS (#-#-257) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

04737100129 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


BREEZE RTU (#-#-4313) / SAFE-T-BOWL ((#-#-257) + ABNS 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

04737100097 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


SHOWER PATROL & ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS (#-#-4313) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

00683600086 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 1000290025 


Market: 
Region: 
Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


PINE Il PINE ODOR + SUPPLEMENTALS 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

00431300041 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


OMNI-Q (#-#-4313) / GLADIATOR (#-#-257) + SUPPLEMENTALS 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

00183900083 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MULTI-Q + SUPPLEMENTALS (#-#-4313) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

01032400063 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 

All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MINT ODOR DIS. & CLEANER (#-#-257) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 


2007 

Registered 

00683600167 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MINT KLEANSE (#-#-68613) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

00683600165 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 


LEMON EXTRA DIS (#-#-257) / NEUTRACIDE 64 (#-#-4313) + SUPPL 


Not reported 

Not reported 

000257MD001 

2007 

Registered 

04737100131 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Disinfectant, germicide, sanitizer 
All other products 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
03 

Not reported 

Not reported 


#10 HOSP. DISINFECTANT + ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS 
F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 


Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

47371-129-257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
3 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 


No 
2 


776 DIS, VIR & CLNR & ABNS/SUPPLEMENTALS 
F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

4313-22 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


BREEZE RTU 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

47371-97-4313 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


GLADIATOR 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

1839-83-257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


LEMON EXTRA DIS. 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 

Status: 
Registration Number: 
Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


47371-131-257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


SAFE-T-BOWL + ABNS 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

47371-97-257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


SHOWER PATROL DIS. 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

6836-86-4313 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


OMNI-Q (#-#-4313) 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

1839-83-4313 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 
UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 


Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 
Contact: 
Status: 


Registration Number: 


Report Year: 
Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 


NEUTRACIDE 64 + SUPPLEMENTALS 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

47371-131-4313 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


MULTI-Q SANITIZER 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

10324-63-4313 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


MINT ODOR DIS. 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

6836-167-257 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


MINT KLEANSE DIS. 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

6836-165-68613 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Product Use: 

UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 
Pesticide RUP report: 


Product: 

Contact: 

Status: 

Registration Number: 
Report Year: 

Permit: 

Product Number: 
Product Type: 
Product Class: 
Product Use: 

UOM: 

Market: 

Region: 

Zero product: 
Pesticide RUP report: 


NY MANIFEST: 


EPA ID: 
Country: 

Mailing Name: 
Mailing Contact: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing Address 2: 
Mailing City: 
Mailing State: 
Mailing Zip: 
Mailing Zip4: 
Mailing Country: 
Mailing Phone: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 


Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 
3 

No 

2 


PINE II PINE ODOR 

F TERRANOVA SR CHEMIST P: 410-939-8854 
Not reported 

000257-MD-001 

2008 

Not reported 

4313-41 

End-use blend, formulation, or concentrate 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Marketed in the United States 

3 

No 

2 


MDD003073962 
USA 

SHERWIN WILLIAMS DIVERSIFIED BRANDS INC 
EARL SEXTON 
1354 OLD POST RD 
Not reported 

HAVRE DE GRACE 
MD 

21078 

Not reported 

USA 

410-939-1234 


NYG0575226 

Not reported 
NYD049253719 

Not reported 

03/05/1998 

03/05/1998 

Not reported 

03/06/1998 

Not reported 

Not reported 
MDD003073962 
NYD049253719 

Not reported 

1306A0NY 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
03122 

P - Pounds 

007 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 

01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00286 

P - Pounds 

008 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
01412 

P - Pounds 

004 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

98 


NYG0575235 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

03/05/1998 

03/05/1998 

Not reported 

03/06/1998 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

1306A0NY 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00501 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00146 

P - Pounds 

005 

CF - Fiber or plastic boxes, cartons 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00204 

P - Pounds 

007 

CF - Fiber or plastic boxes, cartons 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

98 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 


NYG1454229 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

08/20/1998 

08/20/1998 

Not reported 

08/24/1998 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

1306AONY 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
01443 

P - Pounds 

004 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00190 

P - Pounds 

004 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

98 


NYG1454238 

Not reported 
NYD049253719 

Not reported 

08/20/1998 

08/20/1998 

Not reported 

08/24/1998 

Not reported 

Not reported 
MDD003073962 
NYD049253719 

Not reported 

1306AONY 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00334 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 
B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

98 


NYG1454346 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 1000290025 


Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 


NYD049253719 

Not reported 

08/20/1998 

08/20/1998 

Not reported 

08/24/1998 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

1306AONY 

D009 - MERCURY 0.2 MG/L TCLP 
00080 

P - Pounds 

004 

CF - Fiber or plastic boxes, cartons 


R Material recovery of more than 75 percent of the total material. 


01.00 

D009 - MERCURY 0.2 MG/L TCLP 
00026 

P - Pounds 

002 

CF - Fiber or plastic boxes, cartons 


R Material recovery of more than 75 percent of the total material. 


01.00 
98 


NYG1455714 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

09/03/1998 

09/03/1998 

Not reported 

09/04/1998 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

22969NNY 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00020 

G - Gallons (liquids only)* (8.3 pounds) 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00020 

G - Gallons (liquids only)* (8.3 pounds) 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 

Number of Containers: 
Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 

Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 

Number of Containers: 
Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 

Number of Containers: 
Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 

Number of Containers: 
Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 


D022 - CHLOROFORM 6.0 MG/L TCLP 
00015 

G - Gallons (liquids only)* (8.3 pounds) 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

98 


NYG1455723 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

09/03/1998 

09/03/1998 

Not reported 

09/04/1998 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

22969NNY 

D022 - CHLOROFORM 6.0 MG/L TCLP 
00015 

G - Gallons (liquids only)* (8.3 pounds) 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00018 

G - Gallons (liquids only)* (8.3 pounds) 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

U181 - 5-NITRO-O-TOLUIDINE 

00001 

G - Gallons (liquids only)* (8.3 pounds) 

001 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

98 


NYG1455732 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
Not reported 
09/03/1998 
09/03/1998 

Not reported 
09/04/1998 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 

Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 


Not reported 

MDD003073962 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

22969NNY 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00001 

G - Gallons (liquids only)* (8.3 pounds) 

001 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00014 

G - Gallons (liquids only)* (8.3 pounds) 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

98 


NYG1880604 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

07/05/2001 

07/05/2001 

Not reported 

07/06/2001 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

8604BENY 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
01077 

P - Pounds 

002 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
01090 

P - Pounds 

002 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

2001 


NYG1880613 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 1000290025 


Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 


07/05/2001 

07/05/2001 

Not reported 

07/06/2001 

Not reported 

Not reported 
MDD003073962 
NYD049253719 

Not reported 

8604BENY 

D022 - CHLOROFORM 6.0 MG/L TCLP 
00308 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 


R Material recovery of more than 75 percent of the total material. 


01.00 
2001 


NYG4494033 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

11/17/2005 

11/17/2005 

Not reported 

11/18/2005 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

T183042TN 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00360 

P - Pounds 

001 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 
T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

2005 


NYG4666563 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
Not reported 
03/17/2005 
03/17/2005 

Not reported 
03/18/2005 

Not reported 
Not reported 
MDD003073962 
AC12161NY 
Not reported 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


TSDF ID: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 
Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


NYD049253719 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00181 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00024 

P - Pounds 

001 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 
Not reported 

01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00041 

P - Pounds 

001 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
02197 

P - Pounds 

004 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 

Not reported 

2005 


NYG4666572 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
Not reported 
03/17/2005 
03/17/2005 

Not reported 
03/18/2005 

Not reported 
Not reported 
MDD003073962 
AC12161NY 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00326 

P - Pounds 

001 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
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Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 1000290025 


Container Type: DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 
Handling Method: T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
Specific Gravity: 01.00 

Waste Code: D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
Quantity: 00056 

Units: P - Pounds 

Number of Containers: 002 

Container Type: DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 
Handling Method: Not reported 

Specific Gravity: 01.00 

Waste Code: D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
Quantity: 00059 

Units: P - Pounds 

Number of Containers: 001 

Container Type: DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 
Handling Method: T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
Specific Gravity: 01.00 

Waste Code: D009 - MERCURY 0.2 MG/L TCLP 
Quantity: 00003 

Units: P - Pounds 

Number of Containers: 001 

Container Type: CF - Fiber or plastic boxes, cartons 

Handling Method: R Material recovery of more than 75 percent of the total material. 
Specific Gravity: 01.00 

Waste Code: Not reported 

Quantity: Not reported 

Units: Not reported 

Number of Containers: Not reported 

Container Type: Not reported 

Handling Method: B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
Specific Gravity: Not reported 

Year: 2005 

Document ID: NYG4840119 

Manifest Status: Not reported 

Trans1 State ID: NYD049253719 

Trans2 State ID: Not reported 

Generator Ship Date: 02/16/2005 

Trans1 Recv Date: 02/16/2005 

Trans2 Recv Date: Not reported 

TSD Site Recv Date: 02/18/2005 


Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 


Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

AC12161NY 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00132 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00398 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 

Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 


MAP FINDINGS 


Database(s) 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 
Not reported 

01.00 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
Not reported 

2005 


NYG4840101 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

02/16/2005 

02/16/2005 

Not reported 

02/18/2005 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

AC12161NY 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00076 

P - Pounds 

002 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 
B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

D022 - CHLOROFORM 6.0 MG/L TCLP 
00118 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

Not reported 

01.00 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


R Material recovery of more than 75 percent of the total material. 


Not reported 
2005 


NYG5041701 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 


Number of Containers: 


Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 


05/19/2005 

05/19/2005 

Not reported 

05/20/2005 

Not reported 

Not reported 

MDD003073962 

AC12161NY 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00234 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00197 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

Not reported 

01.00 

D001 - NON-LISTED IGNITABLE WASTES 
00344 

P - Pounds 

001 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 
01.00 

D002 - NON-LISTED CORROSIVE WASTES 
00007 

P - Pounds 

002 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
01.00 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

B Incineration, heat recovery, burning. 

Not reported 

2005 


Not reported 
Not reported 
OHD042311209 
Not reported 
2009-04-21 
2009-04-21 

Not reported 
2009-04-23 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 

TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 

Quantity: 

Units: 

Number of Containers: 
Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 

Year: 

Manifest Tracking Num: 
Import Ind: 

Export Ind: 

Discr Quantity Ind: 
Discr Type Ind: 

Discr Residue Ind: 
Discr Partial Reject Ind: 
Discr Full Reject Ind: 
Manifest Ref Num: 

Alt Fac RCRA Id: 

Alt Fac Sign Date: 


Mgmt Method Type Code: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 

TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 

Number of Containers: 
Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 

Year: 

Manifest Tracking Num: 
Import Ind: 

Export Ind: 

Discr Quantity Ind: 
Discr Type Ind: 

Discr Residue Ind: 
Discr Partial Reject Ind: 
Discr Full Reject Ind: 


Not reported 

MDD003073962 

Not reported 

Not reported 

NYD049253719 

Not reported 

1889.0 

P - Pounds 

4.0 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 


T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 


1.0 
2009 
00256291 9FLE 


2222222 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
H141 


Not reported 
Not reported 
OHD042311209 
Not reported 
2009-05-26 
2009-05-26 

Not reported 
2009-05-29 

Not reported 
Not reported 
MDD003073962 
Not reported 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
Not reported 
907.0 

P - Pounds 

2.0 

DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 


T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 


1.0 
2009 
002618832FLE 


2222222 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Manifest Ref Num: 
Alt Fac RCRA Id: 
Alt Fac Sign Date: 


Mgmt Method Type Code: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 
Quantity: 

Units: 

Number of Containers: 
Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 
Year: 

Manifest Tracking Num: 
Import Ind: 

Export Ind: 

Discr Quantity Ind: 
Discr Type Ind: 

Discr Residue Ind: 
Discr Partial Reject Ind: 
Discr Full Reject Ind: 
Manifest Ref Num: 
Alt Fac RCRA Id: 

Alt Fac Sign Date: 


Mgmt Method Type Code: 


Document ID: 
Manifest Status: 
Trans1 State ID: 
Trans2 State ID: 
Generator Ship Date: 
Trans1 Recv Date: 
Trans2 Recv Date: 
TSD Site Recv Date: 
Part A Recv Date: 
Part B Recv Date: 
Generator EPA ID: 
Trans1 EPA ID: 
Trans2 EPA ID: 
TSDF ID: 

Waste Code: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
H141 


Not reported 
Not reported 
OHR000162800 
Not reported 
2012-03-22 
2012-03-22 

Not reported 
2012-03-24 

Not reported 
Not reported 
MDD003073962 
Not reported 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
Not reported 
312.0 

P - Pounds 

1.0 


DF - Fiberboard or plastic drums (glass) 
T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 


1.0 
2012 
005292667FLE 


2222222 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
H141 


Not reported 
Not reported 
OHR000162800 
Not reported 
2012-04-17 
2012-04-17 

Not reported 
2012-04-23 

Not reported 
Not reported 
MDD003073962 
Not reported 
Not reported 
NYD049253719 
Not reported 


Database(s) 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000290025 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CELLO PROFESSIONAL PRODUCTS (Continued) 


Quantity: 

Units: 

Number of Containers: 
Container Type: 
Handling Method: 
Specific Gravity: 

Year: 

Manifest Tracking Num: 
Import Ind: 

Export Ind: 

Discr Quantity Ind: 
Discr Type Ind: 

Discr Residue Ind: 
Discr Partial Reject Ind: 
Discr Full Reject Ind: 
Manifest Ref Num: 

Alt Fac RCRA Id: 

Alt Fac Sign Date: 
Mgmt Method Type Code: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000290025 


407.0 

P - Pounds 

1.0 

DM - Metal drums, barrels 

T Chemical, physical, or biological treatment. 
1.0 

2012 

005308123FLE 

N 


N 
N 
N 
N 
N 


Zz 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
H141 


Click this hyperlink while viewing on your computer to access 
86 additional NY_MANIFEST: record(s) in the EDR Site Report. 


74 CLEANING SOLUTIONS GROUP SITE 


1354 OLD POST ROAD 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD LRP: 
Factsheet URL: 
Voluntary Cleanup Program: 
On State Master List: 


Brownfield Assesment Complete: 


NPL: 

Federal Facility: 
Alias: 

Groundwater: 

MD Num: 
Assessment On-Going: 
Remediation On-Going: 
Withdrawn: 
Determination Issued: 
GW Chlorinated: 

GW Petroleum: 

GW Metals: 

GW Pesticides: 

GW PCB: 

GW PAH: 

Soil Chlorinated: 

Soil Metals: 

Soil Pesticides: 

Soil PCB: 

Soil PAH: 

Soil Petroleum: 
Sediment Chlorinated: 
Sediment Petroleum: 
Sediment Metals: 
Sediment Pesticides: 
Sediment PCB: 


MDLRP S$110090195 
N/A 


No Fact Sheet Available. 
Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Cello Property, Cello Corp. 
No 

Not reported 
No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
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CLEANING SOLUTIONS GROUP SITE (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$110090195 


Sediment PAH: No 
SW Chlorinated: No 
SW Petroleum: No 
SW Metals: No 
SW Pesticides: No 
SW PCB: No 
SW PAH: No 
Site Assessment: No 
Point X(GIS Field): 208026.0001 
Point Y(GIS Field): 476346.0001 
74 CLEANING SOLUTIONS GROUP SITE (CELLO PROPERTY, CELLO CORP.) 


1354 OLD POST ROAD 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


VCP: 
Applicants Name: 
Applicants Address: 
Applicants City: 
Applicants Zip: 
Party Status: 
RAP accepted on: 
Sign posted on: 
Date withdrawn: 


Application submitted on: 


Application accepted on: 
Determination: 
Date issued: 


Applicants Name: 
Applicants Address: 
Applicants City: 
Applicants Zip: 
Party Status: 

RAP accepted on: 
Sign posted on: 
Date withdrawn: 


Application submitted on: 


Application accepted on: 
Determination: 
Date issued: 


Applicants Name: 
Applicants Address: 
Applicants City: 
Applicants Zip: 
Party Status: 

RAP accepted on: 
Sign posted on: 
Date withdrawn: 


Application submitted on: 


Application accepted on: 
Determination: 
Date issued: 


The Sherwin-Williams Company 
101 Prospect Avenue, N.W. 
Cleveland 

44115 

Responsible Person 

Not reported 

Not reported 

06/03/2009 

07/14/2006 

04/21/2009 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Ogden, LLC 

2900 West Kingsley Road 
Garland 

75041 

Inculpable Person 
Not reported 

Not reported 
04/21/2009 
07/14/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


Carroll Company 
2900 West Kingsley Road 
Garland 

75041 

Inculpable Person 
Not reported 

Not reported 
04/21/2009 
07/14/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


MD VCP $108253229 
N/A 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


75 HAVRE DE GRACE WASTEWATER PLANT MD OCPCASES __U003734554 
1 JERRY FOSTER WAY MD UST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 MD NPDES 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 04-1870HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Well/GW Contamination - Commercial Heating Oil 
Date Open: 05/12/2004 
Date Closed: 10/09/2007 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 2095 


UST: 
Facility Id: 2095 
Oper Name: Jim Gill 
Form Name: Donna K. Geiger 
Form Title: Deputy Director Public Works 
Form Date: 11/21/2011 
Owner Id: 1408 
Owner: 
Owner Name: City of Havre de Grace 


Owner Address: 


711 Pennington Avenue 


Owner City: Havre De Grace 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21078 


Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


(410) 939-1800 
Arthur Doty 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Currently In Use 
Tank Capacity: 3000 
Substance Description: Heating Oil 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 01/01/1965 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Other 


Tank ID: 2 

Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 2000 

Substance Description: Heating Oil 

Tank Compartment: False 

Compartment Compartment: A 

Date Intalled: 01/01/1965 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Other 


Tank ID: 3 

Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 1000 

Substance Description: Heating Oil 

Tank Compartment: False 

Compartment Compartment: A 

Date Intalled: 01/01/1986 


Tank Material Desc: 


Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
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HAVRE DE GRACE WASTEWATER PLANT (Continued) 


Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Other 


4 
Permanently Out Of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1986 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Other 


5 

Permanently Out Of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1986 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Other 


6 

Permanently Out Of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1986 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Other 


7 

Currently In Use 

1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1986 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Other 


9 

Currently In Use 

150 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1986 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Other 


NPDES: 
Facility Status: IR 
Bay Trib Number: 02139996 
Watershed: UPPER CHESAPEAKE BAY 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003734554 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


HAVRE DE GRACE WASTEWATER PLANT (Continued) U003734554 
Permit Type: WMA2M 
Description: MAJOR SURFACE MUNICIPAL DISCH 
Sic Number: 4952 
Permit Number: O6DP0673 
Npdes Number: MD0021750 
App Description: FOR RENEWAL WITH EXPANSION TO 2.3 MGD 
Latitude/Longitude: 393200 / 760600 
Last Issued: 01/01/2007 
Expiration Date: 12/31/2011 


CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE 
711 PENNINGTON AVENUE 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 


Owner Address 2: Not reported 
Owner City: HAVRE DE GRACE 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21078 
Received: Not reported 
Comments: Not reported 
75 CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE FLEET MAINTENANCE SHOP MD OCPCASES —_ U003733801 


4 JERRY FOSTER WAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MD UST N/A 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 06-0757HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Compliance Inspections (C3, 4, 4A, 5, 9, 10, 11) 
Date Open: 03/08/2006 
Date Closed: 02/05/2008 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 10957 
Facility ID: 09-0777HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 06/24/2009 
Date Closed: 09/14/2010 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: NO 
Registration Number: 10957 
Facility ID: 12-0062HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 08/01/2011 
Date Closed: 11/21/2011 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 10957 
UST: 
Facility Id: 10957 
Oper Name: Jack Polk 
Form Name: Jack Polk 
Form Title: Fleet Manager 
Form Date: 08/01/2011 
Owner Id: 1408 
Owner: 


City of Havre de Grace 
711 Pennington Avenue 
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CITY OF HAVRE DE GRACE FLEET MAINTENANCE SHOP (Continued) U003733801 
Owner City: Havre De Grace 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21078 


Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


(410) 939-1800 
Arthur Doty 


1 
Permanently Out Of Use 

10000 

Gasohol 

False 

A 

12/01/1988 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 

Permanently Out Of Use 

10000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

12/01/1988 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


3 

Permanently Out Of Use 

275 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

05/01/1987 

Cathodically Protected Steel (Coating w/CP - Galvanic) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


76 SUNOCO SERVICE STATION 
1633 PULASKY HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


RCRA NonGen / NLR: 


RCRA NonGen/NLR_~ 1000329758 
FINDS MDD000751859 


Date form received by agency: 08/18/1980 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


SUNOCO SERVICE STATION 
1633 PULASKY HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
MDD000751859 

S_& PATRICIA WILSON 

1633 PULASKY HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
US 

(215) 555-1212 

Not reported 

03 

Non-Generator 

Handler: Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous waste 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
SUNOCO SERVICE STATION (Continued) 1000329758 
Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: WILSON, S & PATRICIA 
Owner/operator address: OWNERSTREET 
OWNERCITY, AK 99999 

Owner/operator country: Not reported 

Owner/operator telephone: (215) 555-1212 

Legal status: Private 

Owner/Operator Type: Owner 

Owner/Op start date: Not reported 

Owner/Op end date: Not reported 

Owner/operator name: OPERNAME 

Owner/operator address: OPERSTREET 

OPERCITY, AK 99999 

Owner/operator country: Not reported 

Owner/operator telephone: (215) 555-1212 

Legal status: Private 

Owner/Operator Type: Operator 

Owner/Op start date: Not reported 

Owner/Op end date: Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 


Waste code: D000 

Waste name: Not Defined 

Waste code: DO01 

Waste name: IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 


LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


Violation Status: No violations found 
FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110003506545 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
SUNOCO SERVICE STATION (Continued) 1000329758 
Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 
RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 
and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 
corrective action activities required under RCRA. 
76 WILSON GETTY SERVICE MD OCPCASES —_U003737309 
1633 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 95-2421HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 04/28/1995 
Date Closed: 04/28/1995 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 6408 


UST: 
Facility Id: 6408 
Oper Name: Arthur Wilson 
Form Name: Arthur Wilson, Jr. 
Form Title: Owner 
Form Date: 06/02/1990 
Owner Id: 3901 
Owner: 
Owner Name: Arthur Wilson, Jr. 
Owner Address: 1633 Pulaski Highway 
Owner City: Havre De Grace 
Owner State: MD 
Owner Zip: 21078 
Owner Phone: (301) 939-3555 
Owner Contact: Arthur Wilson, Jr. 
Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 3000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 06/01/1950 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Not Listed 
Tank ID: 2 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 3000 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 


WILSON GETTY SERVICE (Continued) U003737309 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 06/01/1950 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Not Listed 
Tank ID: 3 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 3000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 06/01/1950 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Not Listed 
Tank ID: 4 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 4000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 06/01/1952 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Not Listed 
Tank ID: 5 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 6000 
Substance Description: Gasoline 
Tank Compartment: False 
Compartment Compartment: A 
Date Intalled: 06/01/1960 
Tank Material Desc: Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Pipe Material Desc: Not Listed 
76 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015258469 
1633 PULASKI HWY N/A 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: BUDGET AUTO SALES 

Year: 2008 

Address: 1633 PULASKI HWY 

Name: BUDGET AUTOMOTIVE 

Year: 2009 

Address: 1633 PULASKI HWY 

Name: BUDGET AUTOMOTIVE SALES & SVC 
Year: 2010 

Address: 1633 PULASKI HWY 
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Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


76 WILSON GETTY SERVICE 
1633 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


MD HIST UST $104632006 
N/A 


Facility ID: 3007497 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 48 
Capacity: Not reported 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007497 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 48 
Capacity: Not reported 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007497 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: 48 
Capacity: Not reported 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007497 
Tank ID: 004 
Age: 42 
Capacity: Not reported 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007497 
Tank ID: 005 
Age: 36 
Capacity: Not reported 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 

76 NORI’S SERVICE 


1625 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007479 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 19 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007479 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 19 
Capacity: 3,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007479 


MD HIST UST $104631991 
N/A 
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NORI’S SERVICE (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


$104631991 


Tank ID: 003 
Age: 19 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Used Oil 
Facility ID: 3007479 
Tank ID: 004 
Age: 4 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007479 
Tank ID: 005 
Age: 4 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007479 
Tank ID: 006 
Age: 19 
Capacity: 3,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
76 NORI’S SERVICE STATION 


1625 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 92-2043HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 03/09/1992 
Date Closed: 05/20/1997 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 898 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 


Owner Address: 


Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


898 

William A. Nori, Jr. 
William A. Nori 
Owner 
05/15/1997 

673 


William A. Nori 

1625 Pulaski Highway 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(301) 939-0933 
William A. Nori 


MD OCPCASES U004013694 
MD UST N/A 
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Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


NORI’S SERVICE STATION (Continued) 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Tank Status: Permanently Out of Use 
Tank Capacity: 3000 


Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Gasoline 
False 

A 
01/01/1971 
Not Listed 
Not Listed 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
3000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 


4 
Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1976 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

08/01/1992 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 


6 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004013694 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPAID Number 


NORI’S SERVICE STATION (Continued) U004013694 
Date Intalled: 08/01/1992 
Tank Material Desc: Not Listed 
Pipe Material Desc: Not Listed 
76 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015257337 
1625 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: AMERICAN AUTO SALES LLC 
Year: 2008 
Address: 1625 PULASKI HWY 
76 EXXON STATION 2-2751 MD HIST UST S104631941 


1609 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 3007402 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 25 
Capacity: 4,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007402 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 25 
Capacity: 8,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007402 
Tank ID: 003 

Age: 25 
Capacity: 8,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 3007402 
Tank ID: 004 

Age: 26 
Capacity: 500 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Used Oil 
Facility ID: 3007402 
Tank ID: 005 

Age: 26 
Capacity: 500 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Heating Oil 


N/A 
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76 EXXON RAS 22751 
1609 PULASKI HGWY. 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 22751 


RCRA-LQG: 
Date form received by agency: 02/15/1994 


Handler Activities Summary: 


Facility name: 
Site name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


MAP FINDINGS 


EXXON RAS 22751 


EXXON CO. USA 


1609 PULASKI HGWY. 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 227510000 


MDD985383843 
PO BOX 2180 


HOUSTON, TX 772522180 
ALDA S POOL 


Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
(713) 656-7709 
Not reported 
03 


Large Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates 1,000 kg or more of hazardous waste during any 
calendar month; or generates more than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste 
during any calendar month; or generates more than 100 kg of any 
residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the 
cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely hazardous 
waste during any calendar month; or generates 1 kg or less of acutely 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000690962 
MDD985383843 


hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1 


kg of acutely hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less 

of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 

from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 
100 kg of that material at any time 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: 


No 


Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 


Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Violation Status: 


No violations found 
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76 EXXON 1609 PULASKI HIGHWAY FINDS 
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1609 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


FINDS: 


Registry ID: 


110001280079 


Environmental Interest/Information System 


MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


AFS (Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS) Facility 
Subsystem) replaces the former Compliance Data System (CDS), the 
National Emission Data System (NEDS), and the Storage and Retrieval of 
Aerometric Data (SAROAD). AIRS is the national repository for 
information concerning airborne pollution in the United States. AFS is 
used to track emissions and compliance data from industrial plants. 
AFS data are utilized by states to prepare State Implementation Plans 
to comply with regulatory programs and by EPA as an input for the 
estimation of total national emissions. AFS is undergoing a major 
redesign to support facility operating permits required under Title V 

of the Clean Air Act. 


MD-PEMIS (Maryland - Permanent (Air) Emission) database houses data 
related to Air Emissions. Also known to the EPA as National Emissions 
Inventory (NEI). 


76 HAVRE DE GRACE EXXON #2751 MD OCPCASES 
1609 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 91-O909HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 10/31/1990 
Date Closed: 11/02/1990 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 14311 


Facility ID: 93-1591HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 02/03/1993 
Date Closed: 10/28/1993 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 14311 


UST: 
Facility Id: 


Oper Name: 
Form Name: 


Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


14311 

R. L. Bowen 

R. L. Bowen 

M & C Specialist 
03/10/1993 

21 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1016052538 
N/A 


U003865844 
N/A 
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HAVRE DE GRACE EXXON #2751 (Continued) 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Exxon Company, U.S.A. 
P.O. Box 4386 

Houston 

TX 

77210 

(800) 350-0531 

M. E. Grinnell 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
4000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


4 

Permanently Out of Use 
500 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1971 

Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


5 

Permanently Out of Use 
500 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003865844 
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77 


78 
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HAVRE DE GRACE EXXON #2751 (Continued) 


Date Intalled: 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


01/01/1971 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U003865844 


MTBR LLC 


320 BLENHEIM LANE 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


05-0896HA 

CLOSED/Tank Closure - Commercial Heating Oil 
02/07/2005 

05/10/2005 

YES 

YES 

15854 


MD OCPCASES' $107176587 
N/A 


STATE MILITARY RESERVATION-MD NATL GUARD 


333 OLD BAY LANE 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


96-1855HA 

CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
03/27/1996 

02/18/2011 

YES 

YES 

3454 


MARYLAND NATIONAL GUARD- BLDG 02 


301 OLD BAY LANE 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


90-1719HA 
CLOSED/ 
02/13/1990 
10/25/1990 
Not reported 
Not reported 
3454 


05-0662HA 

CLOSED/Tank Closure - Commercial Heating Oil 
11/18/2004 

08/15/2006 

YES 

YES 

3454 


MD OCPCASES $104599321 
N/A 


MD OCPCASES $104613865 
N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


79 GRESSER, JACK 


1634 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6007164 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 16 

Capacity: 1,000 

Tank Status: Currently in use 

Product: Heating Oil 
ADULT BOOK STORE 


1634 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 


Facility ID: 00-1347HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/B-9 
Date Open: 02/16/2000 
Date Closed: 02/22/2000 
Release: NO 

Cleanup: NO 


Registration Number: 10958 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


10958 

Neil Beutsch 
Melissa Stallings 
Cashier 
02/16/2000 
6829 


BFC Realty 

6325 Erdman Ave. 
Baltimore 

MD 

21205 

(410) 324-1298 
Neil Beutsch 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1980 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD HIST UST $104638216 
N/A 


MD OCPCASES U003733802 
MD UST N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
80 BILL DENNYS CARSTAR COLLISION RCRA-CESQG _ 1004720371 
1715 PULASKI HWY MDR000004812 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
RCRA-CESQG: 

Date form received by agency: 06/23/1995 

Facility name: BILL DENNYS CARSTAR COLLISION 

Facility address: 1715 PULASKI HWY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 210782207 

EPA ID: MDR000004812 

Contact: EDITH DENNY 

Contact address: 1715 PULASKI HWY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 210782207 

Contact country: US 

Contact telephone: (410) 939-5797 

Contact email: Not reported 

EPA Region: 03 

Classification: Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 

Description: Handler: generates 100 kg or less of hazardous waste per calendar 


month, and accumulates 1000 kg or less of hazardous waste at any time; 
or generates 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste per calendar 
month, and accumulates at any time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous 
waste; or 100 kg or less of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or 
other debris resulting from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any 

land or water, of acutely hazardous waste; or generates 100 kg or less 
of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 
from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates at any 
time: 1 kg or less of acutely hazardous waste; or 100 kg or less of 

any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from 
the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: BILLY D DENNY 
Owner/operator address: 1715 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Owner/operator country: Not reported 
Owner/operator telephone: (410) 939-5797 
Legal status: Private 
Owner/Operator Type: Owner 
Owner/Op start date: Not reported 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


BILL DENNYS CARSTAR COLLISION (Continued) 1004720371 


Used oil transfer facility: 
Used oil transporter: 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Violation Status: 


No 
No 


D001 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


F001 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT HALOGENATED SOLVENTS USED IN DEGREASING: 
TETRACHLOROETHYLENE, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, METHYLENE CHLORIDE, 
1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE, CARBON TETRACHLORIDE, AND CHLORINATED 
FLUOROCARBONS; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS USED IN DEGREASING 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 

ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED 
IN F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE 

SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


F002 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TETRACHLOROETHYLENE, 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, 1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE, 
CHLOROBENZENE, 1,1,2-TRICHLORO-1,2,2-TRIFLUOROETHANE, 
ORTHO-DICHLOROBENZENE, TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE, AND 
1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, 
BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR MORE 
OF THE ABOVE HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE LISTED IN F001, F004, OR 
F005, AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND 
SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


F003 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 
ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES. 


F005 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TOLUENE, METHYL ETHYL 
KETONE, CARBON DISULFIDE, ISOBUTANOL, PYRIDINE, BENZENE, 
2-ETHOXYETHANOL, AND 2-NITROPROPANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 
ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS 
LISTED IN F001, F002, OR F004; AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF 
THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


No violations found 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


80 (PREVIOUS) H & S DIST. CO. 
1715 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-2103HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 02/08/1994 
Date Closed: 02/09/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 14340 


Facility ID: 94-2103HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 02/08/1994 
Date Closed: 02/09/1994 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 14340 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


14340 

Not reported 
David Samuels 
Owner 
09/19/1994 
9137 


(Previous) David Samuels 
611 Northgate Road 
Aberdeen 

MD 

21001 

(410) 838-1375 

David Samuels 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
2000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1982 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1978 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES U004011726 
MD UST N/A 
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Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
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(PREVIOUS) H & S DIST. CO. (Continued) 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


01/01/1976 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004011726 


80 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 
Address: 


Name: 
Year: 


BILL DENNYS CARSTAR COLLISON REPAIR 
1999 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


BILL DENNYS CARSTAR COLLISON REPAIR 
2000 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


BILL DENNYS BODY REPAIR INC 
2001 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


BILL DENNYS BODY REPAIR INC 
2002 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


AUTO & TRUCK HEADQUARTERS INC 
2003 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


AUTO & TRUCK HEADQUARTERS INC 
2004 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


AUTO & TRUCK HEADQUARTERS 
2005 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


AUTO & TRUCK HEADQUARTERS 
2006 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


AUTO & TRUCK HEADQUARTERS 
2007 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


AUTO & TRUCK HEADQUARTERS 
2008 
1715 PULASKI HWY 


BILL DENNYS AUTO REPAIR 
2009 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015268537 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


(Continued) 


| MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1015268537 


Address: 1715 PULASKI HWY 
Name: BILL DENNYS CARSTAR REPAIR 
Year: 2010 
Address: 1715 PULASKI HWY 
Name: BILL DENNYS BODY REPAIR 
Year: 2011 
Address: 1715 PULASKI HWY 
Name: BILL DENNYS BODY REPAIR 
Year: 2012 
Address: 1715 PULASKI HWY 
80 FORMER H & S DISTRIBUTING CO. 


1715 PULASKI HWY 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 


Tank Status: 


Product: 


6007009 

001 

18 

1,000 

Not Regulated 
Heating Oil 


6007009 
002 

18 

2,000 
Removed 
Gasoline 


6007009 
003 

Not reported 
1,000 
Removed 
Gasoline 


6007009 
004 

Not reported 
1,000 
Removed 
Gasoline 


MD HIST UST $104638092 
N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
81 OSBORNE BOAT SALES MD OCPCASES 
1754 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 97-1861HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Tank Closure - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 04/14/1997 
Date Closed: 06/03/1997 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 17107 
UST: 
Facility Id: 17107 
Oper Name: Demps Brawley 
Form Name: Demps Brawley 
Form Title: General Manager 
Form Date: 09/19/1990 
Owner Id: 11464 
Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 

Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 

Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 
Compartment Compartment: 
Date Intalled: 

Tank Material Desc: 


Osborne Boat Sales 
1754 Pulaski Highway 
Havre De Grace 

MD 

21078 

(301) 939-0650 
Demps Brawley 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

09/01/1978 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

09/01/1978 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


U004068534 
N/A 
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| MAP FINDINGS 


OSBORNE BOAT SALES (Continued) 


Pipe Material Desc: Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004068534 


FORMER OSBORNE BOAT SALES 
1754 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical LUST: 
Recover Type: 
County: 

Case Number: 
Open/Closed: 


MD HISTLUST $102657013 
N/A 


Monitoring - No active remediation. Sampling of monitoring wells only 


HARFORD 
97-1861HA 
CLOSED 


81 


1754 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 


RGA LUST: 


1999 FORMER OSBORNE BOAT SALES 
1998 FORMER OSBORNE BOAT SALES 
1997 FORMER OSBORNE BOAT SALES 


MD RGALUST $114355663 
N/A 


1754 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1754 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1754 PULASKI HIGHWAY 


OBORNE BOAT SALES 
1754 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


MD HIST UST $104638144 
N/A 


Facility ID: 6007073 

Tank ID: 001 

Age: 18 

Capacity: 550 

Tank Status: Currently in use 

Product: Heating Oil 

Facility ID: 6007073 

Tank ID: 002 

Age: 18 

Capacity: 250 

Tank Status: Currently in use 

Product: Heating Oil 
F.W. HAXEL CO. 


1750 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 94-2907HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 05/05/1994 
Date Closed: 01/10/1995 
Release: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES U004012929 
MD UST N/A 
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F.W. 


| MAP FINDINGS 


HAXEL CO. (Continued) 


Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 

Facility Status/Code: 
Date Open: 

Date Closed: 
Release: 

Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


UST: 


Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


Not reported 
526 


94-2907HA 
CLOSED/ 
05/05/1994 
01/10/1995 
Not reported 
Not reported 
526 


05-0373HA 


CLOSED/Soil Contamination - Commercial Heating Oil 


09/21/2004 
10/18/2005 
YES 

YES 

526 


526 

Ken Weininger 
Philip F. Haxel, Jr. 
President 
07/08/2004 

6022 


Pearl Street Express LLC 
200-202 N. Pearl Street 
Baltimore 

MD 

21201 

(410) 539-5579 

Lynn Warner 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
500 

Heating Oil 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


Substance Description: 


Tank Compartment: 


04/01/1970 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
500 

Heating Oil 

False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


04/01/1972 
Not Listed 
Not Listed 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004012929 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


81 


F.W. HAXEL CO. (Continued) 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

04/01/1972 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 


4 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

04/01/1972 

Not Listed 

Not Listed 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


U004012929 


ALFRED PALUMBO 
1750 PULASKI HWY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 6007062 
Tank ID: 001 

Age: 24 
Capacity: 500 

Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 6007062 
Tank ID: 002 

Age: 24 
Capacity: 500 

Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Heating Oil 
Facility ID: 6007062 
Tank ID: 003 

Age: 24 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007062 
Tank ID: 004 

Age: 24 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Removed 
Product: Used Oil 


MD HIST UST $104638135 
N/A 
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EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


82 SHOWERINGS BOTTLE MD OCPCASES_ $108472132 
340 OLD BAY LANE N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 7-1776HA 
Facility Status/Code: © CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 03/07/1987 
Date Closed: 05/02/1988 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 
Registration Number: Not reported 
83 MD RGALUST S114355664 
1757 PULASKI HIGHWAY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
RGA LUST: 
1999 FRIENDLY OILCOMPANY 1757 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
1998 FRIENDLY OILCOMPANY 1757 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
83 FRIENDLY OIL COMPANY MDHISTLUST $102873612 
1757 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Historical LUST: 
Recover Type: Monitoring - No active remediation. Sampling of monitoring wells only 
County: HARFORD 
Case Number:  97-2367HA 
Open/Closed: OPEN 
83 AERO ENERGY HDG PLANT MD UST 1001905148 
1751 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD HIST UST N/A 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
UST: 


Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 


Owner Name: 


Owner Address: 


Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 


2085 

Mike Harner 
Brian Ebergardt 
Contractor 
03/03/2009 
1398 


Mid-Atlantic Cooperative Solutions T/A Aero Energy 
230 Lincoln Way East 

New Oxford 

PA 

17350 

(717) 624-4311 

Rich Jarcy 


1 
Permanently Out of Use 
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Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


AERO ENERGY HDG PLANT (Continued) 


Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


2000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1973 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


2 

Permanently Out of Use 
1000 

Diesel 

False 

A 

01/01/1973 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


3 

Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1973 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out of Use 
550 

Used Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1973 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out Of Use 
3000 

Other 

False 

A 

11/06/1988 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out Of Use 
500 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

Not reported 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Copper 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1001905148 
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1751 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


| MAP FINDINGS 
Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 
AERO ENERGY HDG PLANT (Continued) 
Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 6007145 
Tank ID: 001 
Age: 23 
Capacity: 2,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007145 
Tank ID: 002 
Age: 19 
Capacity: 1,000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Diesel 
Facility ID: 6007145 
Tank ID: 003 
Age: 23 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Gasoline 
Facility ID: 6007145 
Tank ID: 004 
Age: 23 
Capacity: 550 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
83 MID-ATLANTIC COOPERATIVE SOLUTIONS - HAVRE DE GRACE 


Facility Id: 4148 
Bill Name: MID-ATLANTIC COOPERATIVE SOLUTIONS, INC. 
Bill Addr: 1751 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
Bill Addr2: Not reported 
Bill City/State/Zip: HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Bill Phone: 4109393300 
Owner: MID-ATLANTIC COOPERATIVE SOLUTIONS, INC. 
Owner Address: DBA AERO ENERGY 
Owner City State Zip: NEW OXFORD, PA 17350 
Tanks: 
Tank ID: 1 
Capacity: 1000000 
Product: HEATING OIL - #2 
Tank ID: 2 
Capacity: 20000 
Product: DIESEL FUEL 
Tank ID: 3 
Capacity: 20000 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1001905148 


MD AST A100182803 


N/A 
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Map ID | 
Direction 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) 
MID-ATLANTIC COOPERATIVE SOLUTIONS - HAVRE DE GRACE (Continued) 
Product: DIESEL FUEL 
Tank ID: 4 
Capacity: 20000 
Product: KEROSENE 
Tank ID: 5 
Capacity: 20000 
Product: DIESEL FUEL 
Tank ID: 6 
Capacity: 20000 
Product: DIESEL FUEL 
Tank ID: 7 
Capacity: 500 
Product: DIESEL FUEL 
Tank ID: 8 
Capacity: 500 
Product: DIESEL FUEL 
84 CONSTAR INC RCRA-SQG 
1801 CLARK RD FINDS 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 MD SWRCY 
PA MANIFEST 


RCRA-SQG: 


Date form received by agency: 12/05/2012 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Telephone ext.: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 

Land type: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


CONSTAR INC 

1801 CLARK RD 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MDD981945199 

KATHY MARSHALLSEA 

1801 CLARK RD 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

US 

410-939-1200 

212 

Not reported 

03 

Private 

Small Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


CONSTAR INC 
1 CROWN WAY 


TC03849603.10r 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


A100182803 


1000204648 
MDD981945199 
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Map ID | 
Direction 

Distance 

Distance (ft.)Site 


CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


PHILADELPHIA, PA 19136 
US 

Not reported 

Private 

Owner 

01/01/2000 

Not reported 


OPERNAME 
OPERSTREET 
OPERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 
Private 

Operator 

Not reported 

Not reported 


DON IVEY 
Not reported 
MD 

US 

Not reported 
Private 
Operator 
10/01/2009 
Not reported 


CROWN CORK AND SEAL 
9300 ASHTON RD 
PHILADELPHIA, PA 19136 
Not reported 

(215) 698-5100 

Private 

Owner 

Not reported 

Not reported 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: 


No 


Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 


Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Historical Generators: 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 
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Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


Date form received by agency: 03/09/2010 


Facility name: 
Classification: 


MAP FINDINGS 
EDR ID Number 
Database(s) EPA ID Number 
1000204648 
CONSTAR INC 


Not a generator, verified 


Date form received by agency: 08/28/1987 


Facility name: 
Site name: 
Classification: 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


CONSTAR INC 
CONSTAR INTL 
Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generator 


D000 
Not Defined 


D001 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D022 
CHLOROFORM 


F001 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT HALOGENATED SOLVENTS USED IN DEGREASING: 
TETRACHLOROETHYLENE, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, METHYLENE CHLORIDE, 
1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE, CARBON TETRACHLORIDE, AND CHLORINATED 
FLUOROCARBONS; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS USED IN DEGREASING 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 

ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED 
IN F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE 

SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


F002 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TETRACHLOROETHYLENE, 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, 1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE, 
CHLOROBENZENE, 1,1,2-TRICHLORO-1,2,2-TRIFLUOROETHANE, 
ORTHO-DICHLOROBENZENE, TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE, AND 
1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, 
BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR MORE 
OF THE ABOVE HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE LISTED IN F001, F004, OR 
F005, AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND 
SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


F003 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 
ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES. 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CONSTAR INC (Continued) 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 


U002 
ACETONE (I) 


U044 
CHLOROFORM 


U188 
PHENOL 


U209 
ETHANE, 1,1,2,2-TETRACHLORO- 


D000 
Not Defined 


D001 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D022 
CHLOROFORM 


F001 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT HALOGENATED SOLVENTS USED IN DEGREASING: 
TETRACHLOROETHYLENE, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, METHYLENE CHLORIDE, 
1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE, CARBON TETRACHLORIDE, AND CHLORINATED 
FLUOROCARBONS; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS USED IN DEGREASING 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF 

ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED 
IN F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE 

SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


FO02 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TETRACHLOROETHYLENE, 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, 1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE, 
CHLOROBENZENE, 1,1,2-TRICHLORO-1,2,2-TRIFLUOROETHANE, 
ORTHO-DICHLOROBENZENE, TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE, AND 
1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, 
BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR MORE 
OF THE ABOVE HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE LISTED IN F001, F004, OR 
F005, AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND 
SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


F003 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: XYLENE, ACETONE, ETHYL 
ACETATE, ETHYL BENZENE, ETHYL ETHER, METHYL ISOBUTYL KETONE, N-BUTYL 
ALCOHOL, CYCLOHEXANONE, AND METHANOL; ALL SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONLY THE ABOVE SPENT 
NON-HALOGENATED SOLVENTS; AND ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS 
CONTAINING, BEFORE USE, ONE OR MORE OF THE ABOVE NON-HALOGENATED 
SOLVENTS, AND, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR 
MORE OF THOSE SOLVENTS LISTED IN F001, F002, F004, AND F005, AND STILL 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
CONSTAR INC (Continued) 1000204648 
BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND SPENT SOLVENT 
MIXTURES. 
Waste code: U002 
Waste name: ACETONE (I) 
Waste code: U044 
Waste name: CHLOROFORM 
Waste code: U188 
Waste name: PHENOL 
Waste code: U209 
Waste name: ETHANE, 1,1,2,2-TETRACHLORO- 
Violation Status: No violations found 


Evaluation Action Summary: 


Evaluation date: 12/05/2012 
Evaluation: COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Area of violation: Not reported 
Date achieved compliance: Not reported 
Evaluation lead agency: State 
Evaluation date: 11/14/1995 
Evaluation: COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Area of violation: Not reported 
Date achieved compliance: Not reported 
Evaluation lead agency: State 
FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110003520431 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


MD-EPSC (Maryland - Environmental Permit Service Center) promotes 
multi-media pollution prevention and provides permit assistance to 
business and industries. An online permit guide is available and lists 

all permits, licenses and approvals that are issued by MDE. 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 

and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 

corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


US National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) module of 
the Compliance Information System (ICIS) tracks surface water permits 
issued under the Clean Water Act. Under NPDES, all facilities that 
discharge pollutants from any point source into waters of the United 
States are required to obtain a permit. The permit will likely contain 

limits on what can be discharged, impose monitoring and reporting 
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CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


| MAP FINDINGS 


requirements, and include other provisions to ensure that the 
discharge does not adversely affect water quality. 


MD SWRCY: 
Facility Type: 
Fax: 
Telephone: 
Contact: 
Product: 
Material Accepted: 
Other Info: 


PA MANIFEST: 
Year: 
Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 
TSD Date: 
TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 


plastics 

Not reported 

(410) 939-1200 

Jim Kane, Plant Manager 
Injection-Molded Plastic Bottles, PET 
Plastic, PET 


Not reported 


2007 
000741979JJK 

Not reported 
MDD981945199 
01/03/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-1200 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D022 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
55 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 

0007451 15JJK 

Not reported 
MDD981945199 
02/13/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-1200 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 
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CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 


MAP FINDINGS 


Not reported 

1 

1 

F003 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
30 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
000741979JJK 

Not reported 
MDD981945199 
01/03/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-1200 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

Do01 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
55 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
000747445JJK 
Not reported 
MDD981945199 
01/30/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-1200 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 
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CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA ld: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 


DO09 
10 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 


Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 


50 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2007 
000747445JJK 
Not reported 
MDD981945199 
01/30/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-1200 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

NONE 

5 


Fiber or plastic boxes, cartons, cases 


20 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2007 

0007451 15JJK 

Not reported 
MDD981945199 
02/13/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-1200 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D001 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
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CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 
Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 


MAP FINDINGS 


30 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 
000741979JJK 

Not reported 
MDD981945199 
01/03/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-1200 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

F003 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
55 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2007 

0007451 15JJK 

Not reported 
MDD981945199 
02/13/2007 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-939-1200 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D022 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
30 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 
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CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


TSP EPA Id: 
Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


MAP FINDINGS 


Not reported 
Not reported 


2006 

PAH290146 

T 

MDD981945199 
05/10/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

F003 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
50 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH290146 

T 

MDD981945199 
05/10/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

D022 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
50 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site 


CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 
Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 


MAP FINDINGS 


2006 

PAH320995 

T 

MDD981945199 
07/31/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

F003 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
55 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH288376 

T 

MDD981945199 
02/22/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

D022 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
50 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 
PAH290146 
T 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site 


CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 


MAP FINDINGS 


MDD981945199 
05/10/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

DoOo1 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
50 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH320995 

T 

MDD981945199 
07/31/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

Do01 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
55 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 
000746922JJK 
T 
MDD981945199 
09/25/2006 

Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 


TC03849603.10r Page 370 of 389 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 


MAP FINDINGS 


Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 

550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

Do01 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
30 

Gallons (liquids only) 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 
000746922JJK 

T 

MDD981945199 
09/25/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

F003 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
30 

Gallons (liquids only) 
Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 
PAH288442 

T 
MDD981945199 
03/03/2006 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


TSD Epa Id: 
TSD Date: 
TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


TSD Facility Address: 


TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 


MAP FINDINGS 


PAD067098822 

Not reported 

CYCLE CHEM INC 

550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

F003 

1 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
20 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2006 

PAH288658 

T 

MDD981945199 
02/23/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

D001 

1 


Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 


20 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2006 
PAH288658 

T 
MDD981945199 
02/23/2006 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 
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Map ID | 


MAP FINDINGS 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


CONSTAR INC (Continued) 


TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 


550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

{ 

{ 

F003 

{ 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000204648 


Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 


20 

Pounds 

Not reported 
Not reported 
Not reported 


2006 

PAH320995 

T 

MDD981945199 
07/31/2006 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

410-939-1200 

1 

1 

D022 

1 


RCRA-LQG_ 1006808290 


Container Type: Metal drums, barrels, kegs 

Waste Quantity: 55 

Unit: Gallons (liquids only) 

Handling Code: Not reported 

TSP EPA Id: Not reported 

Date TSP Sig: Not reported 
Click this hyperlink while viewing on your computer to access 
9 additional PA MANIFEST: record(s) in the EDR Site Report. 

85 ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC 
1850 CLARK RD 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


RCRA-LQG: 


Date form received by agency:03/10/2003 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 


ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC 


1850 CLARK RD 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


MDR000507954 
CLARK RD 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


JOE DIPAULO 


FINDS MDR000507954 
PA MANIFEST 


TC03849603.10r Page 373 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC (Continued) 1006808290 
Contact address: CLARK RD 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Contact country: US 
Contact telephone: (410) 272-2000 
Contact email: Not reported 
EPA Region: 03 
Land type: Private 
Classification: Large Quantity Generator 
Description: Handler: generates 1,000 kg or more of hazardous waste during any 


calendar month; or generates more than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste 
during any calendar month; or generates more than 100 kg of any 
residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting from the 
cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely hazardous 
waste during any calendar month; or generates 1 kg or less of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1 
kg of acutely hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less 

of any residue or contaminated soil, waste or other debris resulting 

from the cleanup of a spill, into or on any land or water, of acutely 
hazardous waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 
100 kg of that material at any time 


Owner/Operator Summary: 


Owner/operator name: ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC 
Owner/operator address: Not reported 

Not reported 
Owner/operator country: US 
Owner/operator telephone: Not reported 
Legal status: Private 
Owner/Operator Type: Operator 
Owner/Op start date: 10/01/2002 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 
Owner/operator name: CLARK ROAD LLC 
Owner/operator address: Not reported 

Not reported 
Owner/operator country: US 
Owner/operator telephone: Not reported 
Legal status: Private 
Owner/Operator Type: Owner 
Owner/Op start date: 11/14/2001 
Owner/Op end date: Not reported 


Handler Activities Summary: 
U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC (Continued) 1006808290 


Used oil transfer facility: 
Used oil transporter: 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Waste code: 
Waste name: 


Violation Status: 


Evaluation Action Summary: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


Evaluation date: 
Evaluation: 
Area of violation: 


Date achieved compliance: 


Evaluation lead agency: 


FINDS: 


Registry ID: 


No 
No 


D001 


IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 


LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 
FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 
WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D002 

A WASTE WHICH HAS A PH OF LESS THAN 2 OR GREATER THAN 12.5 IS 
CONSIDERED TO BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. SODIUM HYDROXIDE, A 
CAUSTIC SOLUTION WITH A HIGH PH, IS OFTEN USED BY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN 
OR DEGREASE PARTS. HYDROCHLORIC ACID, A SOLUTION WITH A LOW PH, IS 
USED BY MANY INDUSTRIES TO CLEAN METAL PARTS PRIOR TO PAINTING. WHEN 
THESE CAUSTIC OR ACID SOLUTIONS BECOME CONTAMINATED AND MUST BE 
DISPOSED, THE WASTE WOULD BE A CORROSIVE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 


D005 
BARIUM 


U028 
1,2-BENZENEDICARBOXYLIC ACID, BIS(2-ETHYLHEXYL) ESTER 


No violations found 


08/06/2010 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


08/05/2005 

COMPLIANCE EVALUATION INSPECTION ON-SITE 
Not reported 

Not reported 

State 


110014456560 


Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 


and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


US EPA TRIS (Toxics Release Inventory System) contains information 
from facilities on the amounts of over 300 listed toxic chemicals that 
these facilities release directly to air, water, land, or that are 
transported off-site. 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 


Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 


ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC (Continued) 1006808290 


MD-PEMIS (Maryland - Permanent (Air) Emission) database houses data 
related to Air Emissions. Also known to the EPA as National Emissions 
Inventory (NEI). 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 

and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 

corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


PA MANIFEST: 
Year: 
Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 
TSD Date: 
TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 
Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 
Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 


2008 

004951062JJK 

T 

MDR000507954 
12/09/2008 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-272-2000 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

2 

NONE 

4 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
400 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2008 
000238094FLE 

T 

MDR000507954 
08/27/2008 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-272-2000 
PAD067098822 
Not reported 
CYCLE CHEM INC 
550 INDUSTRIAL DRIVE 
LEWISBERRY 

PA 

Not reported 

1 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


MAP FINDINGS 


ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC (Continued) 


Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 
Container Type: 
Waste Quantity: 
Unit: 

Handling Code: 
TSP EPA Id: 

Date TSP Sig: 


Year: 

Manifest Number: 
Manifest Type: 
Generator EPA Id: 
Generator Date: 
Mailing Address: 
Mailing City,St,Zip: 
Contact Name: 
Contact Phone: 
TSD Epa Id: 

TSD Date: 

TSD Facility Name: 
TSD Facility Address: 
TSD Facility City: 
TSD Facility State: 
Facility Telephone: 
Page Number: 
Line Number: 
Waste Number: 
Container Number: 


1 
U028 

4 

Metal drums, barrels, kegs 
1200 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2008 

004951062JJK 

T 

MDR000507954 
12/09/2008 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-272-2000 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

1 

D002 

2 

Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
700 

Pounds 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 


2008 

004951062JJK 

T 

MDR000507954 
12/09/2008 

Not reported 

Not reported 

Not reported 
410-272-2000 
PAD010154045 

Not reported 

ENVIRITE OF PENNSYLVANIA INC 
730 VOGELSONG ROAD 
YORK 

PA 

Not reported 

1 

3 

NONE 

1 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1006808290 
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Map ID | 


MAP FINDINGS 


Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


ONGUARD INDUSTRIES LLC (Continued) 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) 


1006808290 


Container Type: Fiberboard or plastic drums, barrels, kegs 
Waste Quantity: 50 
Unit: Pounds 
Handling Code: Not reported 
TSP EPA Id: Not reported 
Date TSP Sig: Not reported 
86 BONNETT PROPERTY MD OCPCASES' S104617760 
1919 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 00-0670HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank Leak 
Date Open: 10/08/1999 
Date Closed: 05/01/2000 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: Not reported 
87 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015303990 
2006 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: DELTA AUTO IMPORTS 
Year: 2006 
Address: 2006 PULASKI HWY 
87 AMES SHOPPING PLAZA MD VCP $106779587 


2015-2113 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


VCP: 
Applicants Name: 
Applicants Address: 


MD LRP N/A 


Rock Glenn Commercial LLC 
141 North Main Street 


Applicants City: Bel Air 

Applicants Zip: 21014 

Party Status: Inculpable Person 
RAP accepted on: 10/13/2005 


Sign posted on: 

Date withdrawn: 
Application submitted on: 
Application accepted on: 
Determination: 


Not reported 
Not reported 
10/20/2004 
12/03/2004 
Not reported 


EPA ID Number 


Date issued: Not reported 
MD LRP: 
Factsheet URL: http://www.mde.state.md.us/assets/document/brownfields/Ames_Shopping_P 
aza.pdf 
Voluntary Cleanup Program: Yes 
On State Master List: No 
Brownfield Assesment Complete: No 
NPL: No 
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MAP FINDINGS 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


AMES SHOPPING PLAZA (Continued) $106779587 


Federal Facility: 
Alias: 


Groundwater: 
MD Num: 


Assessment On-Going: 
Remediation On-Going: 


Withdrawn: 


Determination Issued: 


GW Chlorinated: 
GW Petroleum: 
GW Metals: 

GW Pesticides: 
GW PCB: 

GW PAH: 

Soil Chlorinated: 
Soil Metals: 

Soil Pesticides: 
Soil PCB: 

Soil PAH: 

Soil Petroleum: 


Sediment Chlorinated: 
Sediment Petroleum: 


Sediment Metals: 


Sediment Pesticides: 


Sediment PCB: 
Sediment PAH: 
SW Chlorinated: 
SW Petroleum: 
SW Metals: 

SW Pesticides: 
SW PCB: 

SW PAH: 

Site Assessment: 


Point X(GIS Field): 
Point Y(GIS Field): 


88 HARFORD DURACOOL LLC 


2129 PULASKI HWY 


ABERDEEN, MD 21001 


RCRA-SQG: 


No 

Master Cleaners, Pantry Pride, Value Foods; Moffits Computers, 
Tropical Fish and Pet Store 
No 

Not reported 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

Yes 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 

No 
207022.01680000001 
474669.75650000002 


RCRA-SQG_ 1001196531 
MDR000013482 


Date form received by agency: 03/09/2010 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Mailing address: 


Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 


Contact telephone: 


Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


HARFORD DURACOOL LLC 

2129 PULASKI HWY 

ABERDEEN, MD 21001 
MDR000013482 

P O BOX 1026 

ABERDEEN, MD 21001 

DAVID D PIERCEY 

TN AVE NORTH 

PARSONS, TN 38363 

US 

731-847-5380 
DAVID.PIERCEY@MANITOWOC.COM 
03 

Small Small Quantity Generator 
Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPA ID Number 
HARFORD DURACOOL LLC (Continued) 1001196531 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 
Owner/operator telephone: 
Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


THE MANITOWOC CO 
SOUTH 44TH ST 
MANITOWOC, WI 54221 
US 

Not reported 

Private 

Owner 

05/01/2000 

Not reported 


THE MANITOWOC CO 
SOUTH 44TH ST 
MANITOWOC, WI 54221 
US 

Not reported 

Private 

Operator 

05/01/2000 

Not reported 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: 


No 


Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 


Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 
Historical Generators: 
Date form received by agency:03/27/1997 


Facility name: 
Classification: 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


HARFORD DURACOOL LLC 
Small Quantity Generator 


DO01 

IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTES ARE THOSE WASTES WHICH HAVE A FLASHPOINT OF 
LESS THAN 140 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT AS DETERMINED BY A PENSKY-MARTENS 
CLOSED CUP FLASH POINT TESTER. ANOTHER METHOD OF DETERMINING THE 

FLASH POINT OF A WASTE IS TO REVIEW THE MATERIAL SAFETY DATA SHEET, 

WHICH CAN BE OBTAINED FROM THE MANUFACTURER OR DISTRIBUTOR OF THE 


TC03849603.10r Page 380 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
HARFORD DURACOOL LLC (Continued) 1001196531 
MATERIAL. LACQUER THINNER IS AN EXAMPLE OF A COMMONLY USED SOLVENT 
WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED AS IGNITABLE HAZARDOUS WASTE. 
Violation Status: No violations found 
89 EDR US Hist Auto Stat 1015322119 
2110 PULASKI HWY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
EDR Historical Auto Stations: 
Name: BAY CHEVRON SERVICE 
Year: 2006 
Address: 2110 PULASKI HWY 
89 MASTER CLEANERS - HAVRE DE GRACE FINDS 1012114718 
2113A PULASKI HIGHWAY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
FINDS: 
Registry ID: 110038956957 
Environmental Interest/Information System 
AFS (Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS) Facility 
Subsystem) replaces the former Compliance Data System (CDS), the 
National Emission Data System (NEDS), and the Storage and Retrieval of 
Aerometric Data (SAROAD). AIRS is the national repository for 
information concerning airborne pollution in the United States. AFS is 
used to track emissions and compliance data from industrial plants. 
AFS data are utilized by states to prepare State Implementation Plans 
to comply with regulatory programs and by EPA as an input for the 
estimation of total national emissions. AFS is undergoing a major 
redesign to support facility operating permits required under Title V 
of the Clean Air Act. 
89 MASTER CLEANERS - HAVRE DE GRACE MD DRYCLEANERS- S$107544445 
2113A PULASKI HIGHWAY N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
Drycleaners: 
Facility ID: 025-0108 
SIC Code: 7216 


Facility Status: — Inactive 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


89 MASTER CLEANERS RCRA-SQG_ 1000400770 
2113 PULASKI HWY FINDS MDD982678666 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 
RCRA-SQG: 


Date form received by agency: 05/25/1990 


Facility name: 
Facility address: 


EPA ID: 
Contact: 
Contact address: 


Contact country: 
Contact telephone: 
Contact email: 
EPA Region: 
Classification: 
Description: 


Owner/Operator Summary: 
Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Owner/operator name: 
Owner/operator address: 


Owner/operator country: 


Owner/operator telephone: 


Legal status: 
Owner/Operator Type: 
Owner/Op start date: 
Owner/Op end date: 


Handler Activities Summary: 


MASTER CLEANERS 

2113 PULASKI HWY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

MDD982678666 

DONG_CHOON AHN 

2113 PULASKI HWY 

HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 

US 

(301) 939-0483 

Not reported 

03 

Small Small Quantity Generator 

Handler: generates more than 100 and less than 1000 kg of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month and accumulates less than 6000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time; or generates 100 kg or less of hazardous 
waste during any calendar month, and accumulates more than 1000 kg of 
hazardous waste at any time 


AHN DONG CHOON 
OWNERSTREET 
OWNERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 

Private 

Owner 

Not reported 

Not reported 


OPERNAME 
OPERSTREET 
OPERCITY, AK 99999 
Not reported 

(215) 555-1212 
Private 

Operator 

Not reported 

Not reported 


U.S. importer of hazardous waste: No 
Mixed waste (haz. and radioactive): No 


Recycler of hazardous waste: No 
Transporter of hazardous waste: No 
Treater, storer or disposer of HW: No 
Underground injection activity: No 
On-site burner exemption: No 
Furnace exemption: No 
Used oil fuel burner: No 
Used oil processor: No 
User oil refiner: No 
Used oil fuel marketer to burner: No 


TC03849603.10r 


Page 382 of 389 


| MAP FINDINGS 


Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MASTER CLEANERS (Continued) 1000400770 
Used oil Specification marketer: No 
Used oil transfer facility: No 
Used oil transporter: No 


Hazardous Waste Summary: 
Waste code: 
Waste name: 


FO02 

THE FOLLOWING SPENT HALOGENATED SOLVENTS: TETRACHLOROETHYLENE, 
METHYLENE CHLORIDE, TRICHLOROETHYLENE, 1,1,1-TRICHLOROETHANE, 
CHLOROBENZENE, 1,1,2-TRICHLORO-1,2,2-TRIFLUOROETHANE, 
ORTHO-DICHLOROBENZENE, TRICHLOROFLUOROMETHANE, AND 
1,1,2-TRICHLOROETHANE; ALL SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES/BLENDS CONTAINING, 
BEFORE USE, A TOTAL OF TEN PERCENT OR MORE (BY VOLUME) OF ONE OR MORE 
OF THE ABOVE HALOGENATED SOLVENTS OR THOSE LISTED IN F001, F004, OR 
F005, AND STILL BOTTOMS FROM THE RECOVERY OF THESE SPENT SOLVENTS AND 
SPENT SOLVENT MIXTURES. 


Violation Status: No violations found 


FINDS: 


Registry ID: 110001780966 

Environmental Interest/Information System 
MD-RCRA (Maryland - Resource Conservation And Recovery Act Information 
System) houses state information relating to the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA). 


RCRAInfo is a national information system that supports the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) program through the tracking of 
events and activities related to facilities that generate, transport, 

and treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste. RCRAInfo allows RCRA 
program staff to track the notification, permit, compliance, and 

corrective action activities required under RCRA. 


89 BAY OIL, INC. MD OCPCASES _ 1000522228 
2110 PULASKI HIGHWAY MD UST N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 MD HIST UST 

OCP: 
Facility ID: 8-1588HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Soil Contamination - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 04/20/1988 
Date Closed: 07/27/2005 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 10912 
Facility ID: 90-1576HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Soil Contamination - Motor/Lube Oil 
Date Open: 01/23/1990 
Date Closed: 07/27/2005 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 
Registration Number: 10912 
Facility ID: 02-1447HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Vehicle Accident 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


BAY OIL, INC. (Continued) 


Date Open: 05/14/2002 
Date Closed: 08/10/2004 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: Not reported 


UST: 
Facility Id: 
Oper Name: 
Form Name: 
Form Title: 
Form Date: 
Owner Id: 


Owner: 
Owner Name: 
Owner Address: 
Owner City: 
Owner State: 
Owner Zip: 
Owner Phone: 
Owner Contact: 


Tanks: 
Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 
Tank Status: 
Tank Capacity: 


10912 

Marilyn Johnson 
Marilyn R. Johnson 
President 
12/22/2011 

6729 


Bay Oil, Inc. 

2110 Pulaski Hwy. 
Havre De Grace 
MD 

21078 

(410) 939-1010 
Marilyn Johnson 


1 
Currently In Use 

10000 

Diesel 

True 

A 

01/01/1999 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


1 
Currently In Use 

5000 

Kerosene 

True 

B 

01/01/1999 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 

Currently In Use 

10000 

Diesel 

True 

A 

01/01/1999 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


2 
Currently In Use 
5000 


Database(s) 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000522228 
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Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


BAY OIL, INC. (Continued) 


Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Tank ID: 

Tank Status: 

Tank Capacity: 
Substance Description: 
Tank Compartment: 


Compartment Compartment: 


Date Intalled: 
Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Gasohol 

True 

B 

01/01/1999 

Composite (Steel w/ FRP) 
Fiberglass Reinforced Plastic 


3 

Permanently Out Of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


4 
Permanently Out Of Use 
8000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


5 

Permanently Out Of Use 
6000 

Gasoline 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


7 

Permanently Out Of Use 
4000 

Heating Oil 

False 

A 

01/01/1975 

Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


1000522228 
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BAY OIL, INC. (Continued) 


Tank ID: 8 

Tank Status: Permanently Out Of Use 
Tank Capacity: 4000 

Substance Description: Heating Oil 

Tank Compartment: False 


Compartment Compartment: A 


Date Intalled: 


Tank Material Desc: 
Pipe Material Desc: 


Historical UST: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


01/01/1975 
Asphalt Coated or Bare Steel 
Bare or Galvanized Steel 


6007063 

001 

21 

8,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


6007063 

002 

21 

8,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


6007063 

003 

21 

6,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


6007063 

004 

21 

4,000 

Currently in use 
Gasoline 


6007063 

005 

21 

4,000 

Currently in use 
Not reported 


6007063 

006 

21 

4,000 

Currently in use 
Not reported 


Database(s) 


EDR ID Number 


EPA ID Number 


1000522228 
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Map ID 
Direction 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site 


90 MICHELE MCCLUNE 
35 ROBIN HOOD RD 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 96-0614HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 09/21/1995 
Date Closed: 10/10/1995 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


EDR ID Number 


Database(s) EPA ID Number 


MD OCPCASES $104848591 
N/A 


91 POOL CONCEPTS INC 
2226 PULASKI HIGHWAY 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 9-0347HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/ 
Date Open: 08/08/1988 
Date Closed: 04/19/1991 
Release: Not reported 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES $108473903 
N/A 


92 GAF TRANSPORTATION 
PULASKI HWY - EAST SHOULDER 
ABERDEEN, MD 21001 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 07-0100HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Vehicle Accident 
Date Open: 08/01/2006 
Date Closed: 09/28/2006 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: 


Not reported 


93 WELSH PROPERTY 
2321 OLD POST RD 
ABERDEEN, MD 21001 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 00-0934HA 
Facility Status/Code: | CLOSED/Aboveground Tank Leak - Emergency 
Date Open: 11/19/1999 
Date Closed: 09/27/2000 
Release: YES 
Cleanup: YES 


Registration Number: Not reported 


MD OCPCASES $108091925 
N/A 


MD OCPCASES $104618001 
N/A 
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Distance (ft.)Site 


94 


95 


HARFORD SYSTEMS 


| MAP FINDINGS 


2225 PULASKI HIGHWAY 


ABERDEEN, MD 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Historical LUST: 
Recover Type: 
County: 

Case Number: 
Open/Closed: 


Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 
Age: 
Capacity: 
Tank Status: 
Product: 


Monitoring - No active remediation. 


93-0098HA 
CLOSED/ 
07/14/1992 
05/10/1993 
Not reported 
Not reported 
20125 


HARFORD 
93-0098HA 
CLOSED 


3007351 


001 
14 
4,000 


Removed 
Heating Oil 


3007351 


002 


Not reported 


6,000 


Removed 
Heating Oil 


EDR ID Number 
Database(s) EPA ID Number 
MD OCPCASES § $101183307 


MD HIST LUST N/A 
MD HIST UST 


Sampling of monitoring wells only 


ROYE WILLIAMS ELEM SCHOOL 


201 OAKINGTON RD 


HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 


OCP: 
Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Facility ID: 


Facility Status/Code: 


Date Open: 
Date Closed: 
Release: 
Cleanup: 


Registration Number: 


Historical UST: 
Facility ID: 
Tank ID: 


7-1867HA 
CLOSED/B-9 
03/20/1987 
03/12/1999 
NO 

NO 

1916 


01-0874HA 

CLOSED/Surface Spill from UST - Motor/Lube Oil 
12/27/2000 

08/24/2001 

YES 

YES 

1916 


6015026 


001 


MD OCPCASES_ 1001700834 
MD HIST UST N/A 
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Map ID 
Direction EDR ID Number 
Distance 
Distance (ft.)Site Database(s) EPAID Number 
ROYE WILLIAMS ELEM SCHOOL (Continued) 1001700834 
Age: 8 
Capacity: 10000 
Tank Status: Currently in use 
Product: Heating Oil 
95 ROYE WILLIAMS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL MD OCPCASES_ $113768707 
201 OAKINGTON ROAD N/A 
HAVRE DE GRACE, MD 21078 
OCP: 
Facility ID: 13-0794HA 
Facility Status/Code: | OPEN/Tank Closure - Commercial Heating Oil 
Date Open: 06/27/2013 
Date Closed: Not reported 
Release: NO 
Cleanup: Not reported 


Registration Number: 1916 
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Count: 104 records 


ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 


ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN 
ABERDEEN PROVING GR( 
BAINBRIDGE 
BAINBRIDGE 


BAINBRIDGE 
BAINBRIDGE 
CHARLESTOWN 
ELKTON 
HARFORD 
HARFORD 


HARFORD COUNTY 
HARFORD COUNTY 
HARFORD COUNTY 
HAVRE DE GRACE 


HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 


$104632008 
U003865356 
$106489090 
U004012345 
1002940263 
1000354701 

$104638103 
$104631823 
$104641570 
$104642764 
$110090182 


$102020730 
$102020731 
U003986337 
U004068590 
1016168914 
$110089628 
1004522176 
U003734464 
U004182461 
1000230084 
$104631989 
$104638179 
$110090187 
1000483696 


$104228746 
$112069746 
$110089866 
1014202450 
$109326185 
$109325858 


M300000359 
M300000360 
M300000358 
$10924581 1 


$110089959 
1003864737 
$111312457 


ORPHAN SUMMARY 


Site Name 


HARCO ELECTRONICS, INC. 

HARCO ELECTRONICS INC. 

STARLIGHT CLEANERS 

ABERDEEN GETTY #29812 

ABERDEEN DUMP 

ABERDEEN DUMP 

MARKET PLACE SHOPPING PLAZA 

OAKINGTON FARM 

JFK SERVICE AREA - NORTH END 

JFK SERVICE AREA - SOUTH END 

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUNDS - MICHAELSVILLE 
AREA 

ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND - EDGEWOOD AREA 
ABERDEEN PROVING GROUND-MICHAELSVILLE LF 
HARCO DISTRIBUTORS INC. 

P & G MINI MART 

MDTA BRIDGE H-X863001 

ABERDEEN DUMP 

CLEAN-A-RAMA 

NATIONSBANK ABERDEEN PG BANKING CENTER 
HARFORD SYSTEMS, INC. 

HARFORD SYSTEM INC 

EXXON R\S #28762 

EQUITABLE BANK, A.P.G. 

BAINBRIDGE NAVAL TRAINING CENTER 

NAVAL TRAINING CENTER BAINBRIDGE 


NAVAL TRAINING CENTER BAINBRIDGE 
NAVAL TRAINING CENTER BAINBRIDGE 
CARPENTERS POINT PROOF RANGE 
REGINALD THOMPSON PROPERTY 

RYDER TRANSPORATION #1909 
MID-ATLANTIC COOPERATIVE SOLUTIONS - HAVRE 
DE GRACE 

LAFARGE NORTH AMERICA, INC. 

FLORIDA ROCK INDUSTRIES, INC. 

FLORIDA ROCK INDUSTRIES, INC. 
GREENBERG GIBBONS COMMERCIAL CORP 
ABANDONED LOTS 10 THRU 15 

HAVRE DE GRACE PLANT 

HAVRE DE GRACE PLT 

FORMER WEBER FARM 


Site Address 


ROUTE 22, CARSINS RUN 

RT 22. CARSIN’S RUN 

113 BEL AIR AVENUE, WEST 

BELAIR & MT ROYAL AVENUE (401 BELAIR RD) 
MICHAEL LN 

MICHAEL LN 

MIDDLETON ROAD AND ROUTE 22 
OAKINGTON RD. 

NORTH OF RT. 24, MARYLAND HOUSE 
NORTH OF RT. 24, MARYLAND HOUSE 
OFF ROUTE 40 


OFF RT 40 

OFF RT 40 

OLD POST RD. 

1500 OLD PALA ROAD 

-95 OVER SWAN CREEK 

POST ROAD; SOUTHEAST OF MICHAEL LANE 
POST ROAD 

2400 ROCK ISLAND ROAD 

US ROUTE 40 

US RT 40 

US RT 40 & BELAIR AVENUE 

ROCK ISLAND RD. NEAR HARFORD ST. 
ROUTE 222 

U.S. HIGHWAY 222 


US HWY 222 

US HWY 222 

CARPENTERS POINT ROAD 
OFF OF OLD FIELD POINT ROAD 
911 OLD PHILADELPHIA ROAD 
1751 PULASKI HIGHWAY 


CHURCHVILLE QUARRY 
HAVRE DE GRACE QUARRY 
HAVRE DE GRACE QUARRY 
ADJACENT TO 1517 RTE 40 


200 BLOCK OF JUNIATA STREET 

200 BLOCK JUNIATA STREET 

BULLE ROCK PKWY; TOUCH OF GOLD DR; SUMMER SQUALL CT; 
MASTER 
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21078 
21078 
21078 


Database(s) 


MD HIST UST 

MD UST 

MD DRYCLEANERS 
MD UST 
CERC-NFRAP 

MD SHWS, MD RGA HWS 
MD HIST UST 

MD HIST UST 

MD HIST UST 

MD HIST UST 

MD LRP 


MD SHWS, MD RGA HWS 

MD SHWS 

MD UST 

MD UST 

RCRA-LQG 

MD LRP 

FINDS, MD DRYCLEANERS, US AIRS 
MD UST 

MD UST 

RCRA-CESQG, FINDS, NY MANIFES” 
MD HIST UST 

MD HIST UST 

MD LRP 

CERCLIS, RCRA NonGen / NLR, US 
ENG CONTROLS, US INST CONTRO 
ROD, NY MANIFEST 

MD SHWS, MD RGA HWS 

PA MANIFEST 

MD LRP 

CERCLIS 

MD ENG CONTROLS 

MD OCPCASES, MD ENG CONTROL 


US MINES 
US MINES 
US MINES 
PA MANIFEST 


MD LRP 
CERCLIS, FINDS 
MD LRP 


Count: 104 records 


HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
HAVRE DE GRACE 
NORTHEAST 

PER 

PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 


PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 


PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 


$104638116 
1012100710 
$110089847 
$110089879 
U004012087 
U004068602 
$104631962 
$108933690 
$110090121 

$114531992 
$114531991 

$114531990 
1004720882 
U003865841 
$104631931 

U003979228 
U003738751 
$106843529 
$110579083 
U004109666 
$101517430 
1003864710 
1014954371 

$107544441 

1007370749 
1000523614 
1000354990 
$104638128 
1011489070 
U003765511 
1011845398 
$104632316 
1012100484 
1012100387 
1012100352 
$102530393 
$104631102 
$104642549 
U003865517 
U003865880 
$110090111 


$104637357 
U003887808 


$104637412 
$104637413 


ORPHAN SUMMARY 
Site Name 


ARVID, INC. 

RIEGEL SCRAP YARD 

HAVRE DE GRACE DUMP 

MULLINS LANDFILL 

TIDEWATER MARINA 

J. M. HUBER CORPORATION 
J.M.HUBER CORPORATION 
MARYLAND TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
GLENN HEIGHTS 

GRAVEL HILL RUBBLE LANDFILL 
GRAVEL HILL RUBBLE LANDFILL 
GRAVEL HILL RUBBLE LANDFILL 
HAVRE DE GRACE ELEMENTARY SCH 
COCA-COLA ENTERPRISES, INC. 
DELAWARE COCA-COLA BOTTLING 
OAKINGTON FARM 

TYDINGS PROPERTY 

HAVRE DE GRACE FIREWORKS 
MONUMENTAL FIREWORKS 
ABANDONED SERVICE STATION 
MULLINS LF 

MULLINS LANDFILL 

MDTA BRIDGE H-X907001 
MCSPADDEN CLEANERS 

EFC SYSTEMS INC 

AMOCO #60120-TANKS 

HAVRE DE GRACE DUMP 

ROCK RUN UNITED METHODIST CHURCH 
HARFORD COUNTY BRIDGE 22 

OLD HAVRE DE GRACE POST OFFICE 
MONUMENTAL FIREWORKS 


GILBERT TANK FARM - PARCEL 472 
GILBERT TANK FARM - PARCEL 463 
GILBERT TANK FARM-PARCEL 460 
ALGER COUNTRY STORE 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER BRIDGE 
PHILLIPS 66 CO. #26097 
PERRYVILLE PLANT 

PHILLIPS 66 CO. #26097 

IKEA INDUSTRIAL PARK (F/K/A 
WOODLANDS-COUDON, INC. SITE) 
GOOD SHEPHERD SCHOOL 


FRENCHTOWN RD. SEWER PUMPING STATION W/O 


SUMPTER DR. 
FRENCHTOWN PUMPING STATION 
SUMPLER DR.\FRENCHTOWN PUMPING 


Site Address 


401 CONCORD ST. & GIRARD 

CORNER OF LEWIS AND CONCORD STREETS 
END OF ARUNDEL LANE 

END OF MULLINS ROAD 

FOOT OF BOURBON STREET(RIGHT CORNER) 
FOUNTAIN AND ADAMS STREETS 
FOUNTAIN AND ADAMS STS. 

FRONT 900 SUPERIOR STREET 

GLENN HEIGHTS SUBDIVISION OFF ROUTE 40 
GRAVEL HILL ROAD 

GRAVEL HILL ROAD, HAVRE DE GRACE MD 21078 
GRAVEL HILL RD. 

600 JUNIATA ST 

315 JUNIATA ST. 

315 JUNIATA ST. 

OAKINGTON ROAD 

901 OAKINGTON ROAD 

NORTH OF CHAPEL ROAD 

OFF POST ROAD 

OLD POST ROAD AND SENECA STREET 
OLD POST RD RT 132 

OLD POST RD RTE 132 

I-95 OVER THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVE 
PENNINGTON AVENUE 

1325 POST RD 

101 PULASKI HWY 

QUARRY RD 

ROCK RUN ROAD 

ROCK RUN RD OVER ROCK RUN 

308 UNION AVE 

UNKNOWN (OFF POST ROAD) 

200 N WASHINGTON ST 

WATER STREET 

WATER STREET 

WATER STREET 

RT 272 (CALVERT) 

ROUTE 40 SUSQUEHANNA ROAD 
ROUTE 40 

RT. 40 

RT. 40 

ROUTE 7 AND WOODLANDS FARM LANE 


AIKEN AVENUE 
FRENCHTOWN RD. 


FRENCHTOWN ROAD 
FRENCHTOWN ROAD 
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21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 


21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 
21078 


21903 
21903 
21903 
21903 
21903 
21903 


21903 
21903 


21903 
21903 


Database(s) 


MD HIST UST 

US BROWNFIELDS, FINDS 
MD LRP 

MD LRP 

MD UST 

MD UST 

MD HIST UST 

NY MANIFEST 

MD LRP 

MD RGA LF 

MD RGA LF 

MD RGA LF 
RCRA-CESQG, FINDS 

MD UST 

MD HIST UST 

MD UST 

MD UST 

MD BROWMFIELDS, MD LRP 
MD LRP 

MD UST 

MD SHWS, MD RGA HWS 
CERC-NFRAP 

RCRA-LQG 

MD DRYCLEANERS 
RCRA-CESQG 
RCRA-SQG, FINDS 

MD SHWS, MD RGA HWS 
MD HIST UST 

RCRA-SQG 

MD OCPCASES, MD UST 
CERCLIS 

MD HIST UST, MD LEAD 
US BROWNFIELDS, FINDS 
US BROWNFIELDS, FINDS 
US BROWNFIELDS, FINDS 
MD HIST LUST 

MD HIST UST 

MD HIST UST 

MD UST 

MD UST 

MD LRP 


MD HIST UST 
MD UST 


MD HIST UST 
MD HIST UST 


Count: 104 records 


PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PERRYVILLE 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 
PORT DEPOSIT 


$104637410 
$110090317 
1016168916 
1016168919 
1016168918 
1016168917 
1000377114 
1015743576 
$104634862 
1004527714 
$110090090 
U003836305 
$107659686 
$106843528 
1014954322 
U004175830 
1003903939 
$104642685 
$104642543 
$104634707 
$104637300 


ORPHAN SUMMARY 


Site Name 


FRONT STREET PUMPING STATION 
PERRYVILLE RAIL YARD 

MDTA BRIDGE CE-X925011 

MDTA BRIDGE CE-X939001 

MDTA BRIDGE CE-X934001 

MDTA BRIDGE CE-X925021 
CHESAPEAKE & POTOMAC TELE CO 
MDTA BRIDGE CEX95200 
CHESAPEAKE JOB CORPS CENTER 
IA COSTRUCTION CORP - PORT DEPOSIT 
BAINBRIDGE RESIDENTIAL, PHASE IA 
ROYAL FARMS #94 

SILVER CROSS APTS. 

PORT DEPOSIT MGP 

CECIL COUNTY BRIDGE CE 0052 
FORMER CRAB SHACK 
BAINBRIDGE MARKET 
POFFENBARGER, ROGER 
BAINBRIDGE MARKET LTD 
BENJAMANN’S SERV. STATION 
ROBERT L. JACKSON 


Site Address 


FRONT STREET 

FRONT STREET 

-95 NB OVER FRENCHTOWN RD 
1-95 OVER MILL CREEK 

US RTE 222 OVER 1-95 

-95 SB OVER FRENCHTOWN RD 
SUSQUEHANNA AVENUE 
WINCH RD OVER 1-95 

RT. 222 

ROUTE 275 

INTERSECTION OF MD ROUTE 222 AND BAINBRIDGE BOULEVARD 
1336 JACOB TOME HIGHWAY 
125 JACOB TOME HIGHWAY 
MAIN STREET (ROUTE 222) 
PRINCIPIO RD OVER 

1053 SUSQUEHANNA ROAD 
1195 TOME HIGHWAY 

1195 TOME HIGHWAY 

1195 TOME HIGHWAY 

1829 TONE HWY. 

1379 TONE HWY. 
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Database(s) 


MD HIST UST 

MD LRP 

RCRA-LQG 

RCRA-LQG 

RCRA-LQG 

RCRA-LQG 

RCRA NonGen / NLR, FINDS 
RCRA-LQG 

MD HIST UST 
RCRA-CESQG, FINDS 

MD LRP 

MD OCPCASES, MD UST 
MD OCPCASES, MD LEAD 
MD BROWMFIELDS, MD LRP 
RCRA-SQG 

MD UST 

MD UST 

MD OCPCASES, MD HIST UST 
MD HIST UST 

MD HIST UST 

MD HIST UST 


GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 


To maintain currency of the following federal and state databases, EDR contacts the appropriate governmental agency 


on a monthly or quarterly basis, as required. 


Number of Days to Update: Provides confirmation that EDR is reporting records that have been updated within 90 days 
from the date the government agency made the information available to the public. 


FEDERAL RECORDS 


NPL: National Priority List 


National Priorities List (Superfund). The NPL is a subset of CERCLIS and identifies over 1,200 sites for priority 
cleanup under the Superfund Program. NPL sites may encompass relatively large areas. As such, EDR provides polygon 
coverage for over 1,000 NPL site boundaries produced by EPA’s Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center 


(EPIC) and regional EPA offices. 


Date of Government Version: 10/25/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/11/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/28/2014 
Number of Days to Update: 78 


NPL Site Boundaries 


Sources: 


Source: EPA 

Telephone: N/A 

Last EDR Contact: 01/21/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/21/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


EPA’s Environmental Photographic Interpretation Center (EPIC) 


Telephone: 202-564-7333 


EPA Region 1 
Telephone 617-918-1143 


EPA Region 3 
Telephone 215-814-5418 


EPA Region 4 
Telephone 404-562-8033 


EPA Region 5 
Telephone 312-886-6686 


EPA Region 10 
Telephone 206-553-8665 


Proposed NPL: Proposed National Priority List Sites 


EPA Region 6 
Telephone: 214-655-6659 


EPA Region 7 
Telephone: 913-551-7247 


EPA Region 8 
Telephone: 303-312-6774 


EPA Region 9 
Telephone: 415-947-4246 


A site that has been proposed for listing on the National Priorities List through the issuance of a proposed rule 
in the Federal Register. EPA then accepts public comments on the site, responds to the comments, and places on 
the NPL those sites that continue to meet the requirements for listing. 


Date of Government Version: 10/25/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/11/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/28/2014 
Number of Days to Update: 78 


DELISTED NPL: National Priority List Deletions 


Source: EPA 

Telephone: N/A 

Last EDR Contact: 01/09/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/21/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP) establishes the criteria that the 
EPA uses to delete sites from the NPL. In accordance with 40 CFR 300.425.(e), sites may be deleted from the 


NPL where no further response is appropriate. 


Date of Government Version: 10/25/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/11/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/28/2014 
Number of Days to Update: 78 


Source: EPA 

Telephone: N/A 

Last EDR Contact: 01/09/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/21/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 


NPL LIENS: Federal Superfund Liens 
Federal Superfund Liens. Under the authority granted the USEPA by CERCLA of 1980, the USEPA has the authority 
to file liens against real property in order to recover remedial action expenditures or when the property owner 
received notification of potential liability. USEPA compiles a listing of filed notices of Superfund Liens. 


Date of Government Version: 10/15/1991 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/02/1994 Telephone: 202-564-4267 

Date Made Active in Reports: 03/30/1994 Last EDR Contact: 08/15/2011 

Number of Days to Update: 56 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 11/28/2011 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


CERCLIS: Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System 
CERCLIS contains data on potentially hazardous waste sites that have been reported to the USEPA by states, municipalities, 
private companies and private persons, pursuant to Section 103 of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, 
and Liability Act (CERCLA). CERCLIS contains sites which are either proposed to or on the National Priorities 
List (NPL) and sites which are in the screening and assessment phase for possible inclusion on the NPL. 


Date of Government Version: 04/26/2013 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/29/2013 Telephone: 703-412-9810 

Date Made Active in Reports: 08/09/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/11/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 72 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/10/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


CERCLIS-NFRAP: CERCLIS No Further Remedial Action Planned 
Archived sites are sites that have been removed and archived from the inventory of CERCLIS sites. Archived status 
indicates that, to the best of EPA’s knowledge, assessment at a site has been completed and that EPA has determined 
no further steps will be taken to list this site on the National Priorities List (NPL), unless information indicates 
this decision was not appropriate or other considerations require a recommendation for listing at a later time. 
This decision does not necessarily mean that there is no hazard associated with a given site; it only means that, 
based upon available information, the location is not judged to be a potential NPL site. 


Date of Government Version: 04/26/2013 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/29/2013 Telephone: 703-412-9810 

Date Made Active in Reports: 08/09/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/11/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 72 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/10/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


LIENS 2: CERCLA Lien Information 
A Federal CERCLA (’Superfund’) lien can exist by operation of law at any site or property at which EPA has spent 


Superfund monies. These monies are spent to investigate and address releases and threatened releases of contamination. 
CERCLIS provides information as to the identity of these sites and properties. 


Date of Government Version: 02/06/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/25/2013 Telephone: 202-564-6023 

Date Made Active in Reports: 05/10/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 15 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


CORRACTS: Corrective Action Report 
CORRACTS identifies hazardous waste handlers with RCRA corrective action activity. 


Date of Government Version: 09/10/2013 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/02/2013 Telephone: 800-424-9346 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/02/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 75 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


RCRA-TSDF: RCRA - Treatment, Storage and Disposal 
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Transporters are individuals or entities that 
move hazardous waste from the generator offsite to a facility that can recycle, treat, store, or dispose of the 
waste. TSDFs treat, store, or dispose of the waste. 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 


Date of Government Version: 09/10/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/02/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 75 


RCRA-LQG: RCRA - Large Quantity Generators 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 800-438-2474 

Last EDR Contact: 01/02/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 

as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Large quantity generators (_QGs) generate 

over 1,000 kilograms (kg) of hazardous waste, or over 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per month. 


Date of Government Version: 09/10/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/02/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 75 


RCRA-SQG: RCRA - Small Quantity Generators 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 800-438-2474 

Last EDR Contact: 01/02/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 

as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Small quantity generators (SQGs) generate 
between 100 kg and 1,000 kg of hazardous waste per month. 


Date of Government Version: 09/10/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/02/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 75 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 800-438-2474 

Last EDR Contact: 01/02/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


RCRA-CESQG: RCRA - Conditionally Exempt Small Quantity Generators 
RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 
as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Conditionally exempt small quantity generators 
(CESQGs) generate less than 100 kg of hazardous waste, or less than 1 kg of acutely hazardous waste per month. 


Date of Government Version: 09/10/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/02/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 75 


RCRA NonGen/ NLR: RCRA - Non Generators 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 800-438-2474 

Last EDR Contact: 01/02/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


RCRAInfo is EPA’s comprehensive information system, providing access to data supporting the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) of 1976 and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendments (HSWA) of 1984. The database 
includes selective information on sites which generate, transport, store, treat and/or dispose of hazardous waste 

as defined by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). Non-Generators do not presently generate hazardous 


waste. 


Date of Government Version: 09/10/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/02/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 75 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 800-438-2474 

Last EDR Contact: 01/02/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 
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GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 


US ENG CONTROLS: Engineering Controls Sites List 
A listing of sites with engineering controls in place. Engineering controls include various forms of caps, building 


foundations, liners, and treatment methods to create pathway elimination for regulated substances to enter environmental 
media or effect human health. 


Date of Government Version: 12/17/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/14/2014 Telephone: 703-603-0695 

Date Made Active in Reports: 01/28/2014 Last EDR Contact: 12/09/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 14 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


US INST CONTROL: Sites with Institutional Controls 
A listing of sites with institutional controls in place. Institutional controls include administrative measures, 
such as groundwater use restrictions, construction restrictions, property use restrictions, and post remediation 
care requirements intended to prevent exposure to contaminants remaining on site. Deed restrictions are generally 
required as part of the institutional controls. 


Date of Government Version: 12/17/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/14/2014 Telephone: 703-603-0695 

Date Made Active in Reports: 01/28/2014 Last EDR Contact: 12/09/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 14 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


ERNS: Emergency Response Notification System 
Emergency Response Notification System. ERNS records and stores information on reported releases of oil and hazardous 


substances. 

Date of Government Version: 09/30/2013 Source: National Response Center, United States Coast Guard 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/01/2013 Telephone: 202-267-2180 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 Last EDR Contact: 02/07/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 66 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Annually 


HMIRS: Hazardous Materials Information Reporting System 
Hazardous Materials Incident Report System. HMIRS contains hazardous material spill incidents reported to DOT. 


Date of Government Version: 09/30/2013 Source: U.S. Department of Transportation 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/01/2013 Telephone: 202-366-4555 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/16/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/03/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 76 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Annually 


DOT OPS: Incident and Accident Data 
Department of Transporation, Office of Pipeline Safety Incident and Accident data. 


Date of Government Version: 07/31/2012 Source: Department of Transporation, Office of Pipeline Safety 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/07/2012 Telephone: 202-366-4595 

Date Made Active in Reports: 09/18/2012 Last EDR Contact: 02/06/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 42 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/19/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


US CDL: Clandestine Drug Labs 
A listing of clandestine drug lab locations. The U.S. Department of Justice ("the Department") provides this 
web site as a public service. It contains addresses of some locations where law enforcement agencies reported 
they found chemicals or other items that indicated the presence of either clandestine drug laboratories or dumpsites. 
In most cases, the source of the entries is not the Department, and the Department has not verified the entry 
and does not guarantee its accuracy. Members of the public must verify the accuracy of all entries by, for example, 
contacting local law enforcement and local health departments. 
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Date of Government Version: 08/06/2013 Source: Drug Enforcement Administration 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/11/2013 Telephone: 202-307-1000 

Date Made Active in Reports: 10/03/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/05/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 22 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/17/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


US BROWMFIELDS: A Listing of Brownfields Sites 
Brownfields are real property, the expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of which may be complicated by the presence 
or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, or contaminant. Cleaning up and reinvesting in these 
properties takes development pressures off of undeveloped, open land, and both improves and protects the environment. 
Assessment, Cleanup and Redevelopment Exchange System (ACRES) stores information reported by EPA Brownfields 
grant recipients on brownfields properties assessed or cleaned up with grant funding as well as information on 
Targeted Brownfields Assessments performed by EPA Regions. A listing of ACRES Brownfield sites is obtained from 
Cleanups in My Community. Cleanups in My Community provides information on Brownfields properties for which information 
is reported back to EPA, as well as areas served by Brownfields grant programs. 


Date of Government Version: 09/24/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/24/2013 Telephone: 202-566-2777 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/24/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 73 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/07/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


DOD: Department of Defense Sites 
This data set consists of federally owned or administered lands, administered by the Department of Defense, that 
have any area equal to or greater than 640 acres of the United States, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Virgin Islands. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005 Source: USGS 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/10/2006 Telephone: 888-275-8747 

Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007 Last EDR Contact: 01/15/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 62 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


FUDS: Formerly Used Defense Sites 
The listing includes locations of Formerly Used Defense Sites properties where the US Army Corps of Engineers 
is actively working or will take necessary cleanup actions. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2011 Source: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/26/2013 Telephone: 202-528-4285 

Date Made Active in Reports: 03/13/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/13/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 15 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


LUCIS: Land Use Control Information System 
LUCIS contains records of land use control information pertaining to the former Navy Base Realignment and Closure 


properties. 

Date of Government Version: 08/20/2013 Source: Department of the Navy 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/23/2013 Telephone: 843-820-7326 

Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/18/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 70 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/03/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


CONSENT: Superfund (CERCLA) Consent Decrees 
Major legal settlements that establish responsibility and standards for cleanup at NPL (Superfund) sites. Released 
periodically by United States District Courts after settlement by parties to litigation matters. 


Date of Government Version: 06/30/2013 Source: Department of Justice, Consent Decree Library 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/07/2013 Telephone: Varies 

Date Made Active in Reports: 10/03/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/26/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 57 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 
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ROD: Records Of Decision 


Record of Decision. ROD documents mandate a permanent remedy at an NPL (Superfund) site containing technical 
and health information to aid in the cleanup. 


Date of Government Version: 04/26/2013 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/11/2013 Telephone: 703-416-0223 

Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/12/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 143 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Annually 


UMTRA: Uranium Mill Tailings Sites 
Uranium ore was mined by private companies for federal government use in national defense programs. When the mills 
shut down, large piles of the sand-like material (mill tailings) remain after uranium has been extracted from 
the ore. Levels of human exposure to radioactive materials from the piles are low; however, in some cases tailings 
were used as construction materials before the potential health hazards of the tailings were recognized. 


Date of Government Version: 09/14/2010 Source: Department of Energy 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/07/2011 Telephone: 505-845-0011 

Date Made Active in Reports: 03/01/2012 Last EDR Contact: 11/26/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 146 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/10/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


DEBRIS REGION 9: Torres Martinez Reservation Illegal Dump Site Locations 


A listing of illegal dump sites location on the Torres Martinez Indian Reservation located in eastern Riverside 
County and northern Imperial County, California. 


Date of Government Version: 01/12/2009 Source: EPA, Region 9 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/07/2009 Telephone: 415-947-4219 

Date Made Active in Reports: 09/21/2009 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 137 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


ODI: Open Dump Inventory 


An open dump is defined as a disposal facility that does not comply with one or more of the Part 257 or Part 258 
Subtitle D Criteria. 


Date of Government Version: 06/30/1985 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/09/2004 Telephone: 800-424-9346 

Date Made Active in Reports: 09/17/2004 Last EDR Contact: 06/09/2004 

Number of Days to Update: 39 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


US MINES: Mines Master Index File 


Contains all mine identification numbers issued for mines active or opened since 1971. The data also includes 
violation information. 


Date of Government Version: 08/01/2013 Source: Department of Labor, Mine Safety and Health Administration 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/05/2013 Telephone: 303-231-5959 

Date Made Active in Reports: 10/03/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/06/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 28 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/17/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


TRIS: Toxic Chemical Release Inventory System 
Toxic Release Inventory System. TRIS identifies facilities which release toxic chemicals to the air, water and 
land in reportable quantities under SARA Title Ill Section 313. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2011 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/31/2013 Telephone: 202-566-0250 

Date Made Active in Reports: 09/13/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/27/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 44 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/10/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Annually 
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TSCA: Toxic Substances Control Act 
Toxic Substances Control Act. TSCA identifies manufacturers and importers of chemical substances included on the 
TSCA Chemical Substance Inventory list. It includes data on the production volume of these substances by plant 


site. 

Date of Government Version: 12/31/2006 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/29/2010 Telephone: 202-260-5521 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/02/2010 Last EDR Contact: 12/26/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 64 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/07/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Every 4 Years 


FTTS: FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act) 
FTTS tracks administrative cases and pesticide enforcement actions and compliance activities related to FIFRA, 
TSCA and EPCRA (Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know Act). To maintain currency, EDR contacts the 
Agency on a quarterly basis. 


Date of Government Version: 04/09/2009 Source: EPA/Office of Prevention, Pesticides and Toxic Substances 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/16/2009 Telephone: 202-566-1667 

Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009 Last EDR Contact: 11/21/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 25 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/10/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


FTTS INSP: FIFRA/ TSCA Tracking System - FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, & Rodenticide Act)/TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act) 
A listing of FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) inspections and enforcements. 


Date of Government Version: 04/09/2009 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/16/2009 Telephone: 202-566-1667 

Date Made Active in Reports: 05/11/2009 Last EDR Contact: 11/21/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 25 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/10/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


HIST FTTS: FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Administrative Case Listing 
A complete administrative case listing from the FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) for all ten EPA regions. The 
information was obtained from the National Compliance Database (NCDB). NCDB supports the implementation of FIFRA 
(Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act) and TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act). Some EPA regions 
are now closing out records. Because of that, and the fact that some EPA regions are not providing EPA Headquarters 
with updated records, it was decided to create a HIST FTTS database. It included records that may not be included 
in the newer FTTS database updates. This database is no longer updated. 


Date of Government Version: 10/19/2006 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/01/2007 Telephone: 202-564-2501 

Date Made Active in Reports: 04/10/2007 Last EDR Contact: 12/17/2007 

Number of Days to Update: 40 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/17/2008 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


HIST FTTS INSP: FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System Inspection & Enforcement Case Listing 
A complete inspection and enforcement case listing from the FIFRA/TSCA Tracking System (FTTS) for all ten EPA 
regions. The information was obtained from the National Compliance Database (NCDB). NCDB supports the implementation 
of FIFRA (Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act) and TSCA (Toxic Substances Control Act). Some 
EPA regions are now closing out records. Because of that, and the fact that some EPA regions are not providing 
EPA Headquarters with updated records, it was decided to create a HIST FTTS database. It included records that 
may not be included in the newer FTTS database updates. This database is no longer updated. 


Date of Government Version: 10/19/2006 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/01/2007 Telephone: 202-564-2501 

Date Made Active in Reports: 04/10/2007 Last EDR Contact: 12/17/2008 

Number of Days to Update: 40 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/17/2008 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 
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SSTS: Section 7 Tracking Systems 


Section 7 of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, as amended (92 Stat. 829) requires all 
registered pesticide-producing establishments to submit a report to the Environmental Protection Agency by March 
1st each year. Each establishment must report the types and amounts of pesticides, active ingredients and devices 
being produced, and those having been produced and sold or distributed in the past year. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2009 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/10/2010 
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/25/2011 
Number of Days to Update: 77 


ICIS: Integrated Compliance Information System 


Source: EPA 

Telephone: 202-564-4203 

Last EDR Contact: 01/28/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Annually 


The Integrated Compliance Information System (ICIS) supports the information needs of the national enforcement 
and compliance program as well as the unique needs of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 


program. 


Date of Government Version: 07/20/2011 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/10/2011 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/10/2012 
Number of Days to Update: 61 


PADS: PCB Activity Database System 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 202-564-5088 

Last EDR Contact: 10/09/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


PCB Activity Database. PADS Identifies generators, transporters, commercial storers and/or brokers and disposers 
of PCB’s who are required to notify the EPA of such activities. 


Date of Government Version: 06/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/17/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 107 


MLTS: Material Licensing Tracking System 


Source: EPA 

Telephone: 202-566-0500 

Last EDR Contact: 01/28/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Annually 


MLTS is maintained by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission and contains a list of approximately 8,100 sites which 
possess or use radioactive materials and which are subject to NRC licensing requirements. To maintain currency, 


EDR contacts the Agency on a quarterly basis. 


Date of Government Version: 07/22/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/02/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 91 


RADINFO: Radiation Information Database 


Source: Nuclear Regulatory Commission 
Telephone: 301-415-7169 

Last EDR Contact: 12/09/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


The Radiation Information Database (RADINFO) contains information about facilities that are regulated by U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) regulations for radiation and radioactivity. 


Date of Government Version: 09/30/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/09/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 23 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 202-343-9775 

Last EDR Contact: 01/10/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/21/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


FINDS: Facility Index System/Facility Registry System 
Facility Index System. FINDS contains both facility information and ‘pointers’ to other sources that contain more 
detail. EDR includes the following FINDS databases in this report: PCS (Permit Compliance System), AIRS (Aerometric 
Information Retrieval System), DOCKET (Enforcement Docket used to manage and track information on civil judicial 
enforcement cases for all environmental statutes), FURS (Federal Underground Injection Control), C-DOCKET (Criminal 
Docket System used to track criminal enforcement actions for all environmental statutes), FFIS (Federal Facilities 
Information System), STATE (State Environmental Laws and Statutes), and PADS (PCB Activity Data System). 
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Date of Government Version: 03/08/2013 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/21/2013 Telephone: (215) 814-5000 

Date Made Active in Reports: 07/10/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/10/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 111 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


RAATS: RCRA Administrative Action Tracking System 
RCRA Administration Action Tracking System. RAATS contains records based on enforcement actions issued under RCRA 
pertaining to major violators and includes administrative and civil actions brought by the EPA. For administration 
actions after September 30, 1995, data entry in the RAATS database was discontinued. EPA will retain a copy of 
the database for historical records. It was necessary to terminate RAATS because a decrease in agency resources 
made it impossible to continue to update the information contained in the database. 


Date of Government Version: 04/17/1995 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/03/1995 Telephone: 202-564-4104 

Date Made Active in Reports: 08/07/1995 Last EDR Contact: 06/02/2008 

Number of Days to Update: 35 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 09/01/2008 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


RMP: Risk Management Plans 
When Congress passed the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, it required EPA to publish regulations and guidance 
for chemical accident prevention at facilities using extremely hazardous substances. The Risk Management Program 
Rule (RMP Rule) was written to implement Section 112(r) of these amendments. The rule, which built upon existing 
industry codes and standards, requires companies of all sizes that use certain flammable and toxic substances 
to develop a Risk Management Program, which includes a(n): Hazard assessment that details the potential effects 
of an accidental release, an accident history of the last five years, and an evaluation of worst-case and alternative 
accidental releases; Prevention program that includes safety precautions and maintenance, monitoring, and employee 
training measures; and Emergency response program that spells out emergency health care, employee training measures 
and procedures for informing the public and response agencies (e.g the fire department) should an accident occur. 


Date of Government Version: 05/08/2012 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/25/2012 Telephone: 202-564-8600 

Date Made Active in Reports: 07/10/2012 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 46 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


BRS: Biennial Reporting System 
The Biennial Reporting System is a national system administered by the EPA that collects data on the generation 


and management of hazardous waste. BRS captures detailed data from two groups: Large Quantity Generators (LQG) 
and Treatment, Storage, and Disposal Facilities. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2011 Source: EPA/NTIS 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/26/2013 Telephone: 800-424-9346 

Date Made Active in Reports: 04/19/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/25/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 52 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/10/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Biennially 


US AIRS (AFS): Aerometric Information Retrieval System Facility Subsystem (AFS) 
The database is a sub-system of Aerometric Information Retrieval System (AIRS). AFS contains compliance data 
on air pollution point sources regulated by the U.S. EPA and/or state and local air regulatory agencies. This 
information comes from source reports by various stationary sources of air pollution, such as electric power plants, 
steel mills, factories, and universities, and provides information about the air pollutants they produce. Action, 
air program, air program pollutant, and general level plant data. It is used to track emissions and compliance 
data from industrial plants. 


Date of Government Version: 10/23/2013 Source: EPA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/06/2013 Telephone: 202-564-5962 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/26/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 30 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Annually 
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FEDERAL FACILITY: Federal Facility Site Information listing 
A listing of National Priority List (NPL) and Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) sites found in the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information System (CERCLIS) Database where EPA Federal Facilities 
Restoration and Reuse Office is involved in cleanup activities. 


Date of Government Version: 05/31/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/08/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 151 


US AIRS MINOR: Air Facility System Data 
A listing of minor source facilities. 


Date of Government Version: 10/23/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/06/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 30 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 703-603-8704 

Last EDR Contact: 01/10/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/21/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


Source: EPA 

Telephone: 202-564-5962 

Last EDR Contact: 12/26/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Annually 


PCB TRANSFORMER: PCB Transformer Registration Database 
The database of PCB transformer registrations that includes all PCB registration submittals. 


Date of Government Version: 02/01/2011 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/19/2011 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/10/2012 
Number of Days to Update: 83 


LEAD SMELTER 1: Lead Smelter Sites 
A listing of former lead smelter site locations. 


Date of Government Version: 01/29/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/14/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 02/27/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 13 


LEAD SMELTER 2: Lead Smelter Sites 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 202-566-0517 

Last EDR Contact: 01/30/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 703-603-8787 

Last EDR Contact: 01/03/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/21/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


A list of several hundred sites in the U.S. where secondary lead smelting was done from 1931and 1964. These sites 
may pose a threat to public health through ingestion or inhalation of contaminated soil or dust 


Date of Government Version: 04/05/2001 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/27/2010 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/02/2010 
Number of Days to Update: 36 


PRP: Potentially Responsible Parties 


Source: American Journal of Public Health 
Telephone: 703-305-6451 

Last EDR Contact: 12/02/2009 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 

Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


A listing of verified Potentially Responsible Parties 


Date of Government Version: 04/15/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/03/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/13/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 72 


Source: EPA 

Telephone: 202-564-6023 

Last EDR Contact: 01/02/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


SCRD DRYCLEANERS: State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners Listing 
The State Coalition for Remediation of Drycleaners was established in 1998, with support from the U.S. EPA Office 
of Superfund Remediation and Technology Innovation. It is comprised of representatives of states with established 
drycleaner remediation programs. Currently the member states are Alabama, Connecticut, Florida, Illinois, Kansas, 
Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Wisconsin. 
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Date of Government Version: 03/07/2011 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/09/2011 Telephone: 615-532-8599 

Date Made Active in Reports: 05/02/2011 Last EDR Contact: 01/20/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 54 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/05/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


2020 COR ACTION: 2020 Corrective Action Program List 
The EPA has set ambitious goals for the RCRA Corrective Action program by creating the 2020 Corrective Action 
Universe. This RCRA cleanup baseline includes facilities expected to need corrective action. The 2020 universe 
contains a wide variety of sites. Some properties are heavily contaminated while others were contaminated but 
have since been cleaned up. Still others have not been fully investigated yet, and may require little or no remediation. 
Inclusion in the 2020 Universe does not necessarily imply failure on the part of a facility to meet its RCRA obligations. 


Date of Government Version: 11/11/2011 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/18/2012 Telephone: 703-308-4044 

Date Made Active in Reports: 05/25/2012 Last EDR Contact: 11/15/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 7 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


EPA WATCH LIST: EPA WATCH LIST 
EPA maintains a "Watch List" to facilitate dialogue between EPA, state and local environmental agencies on enforcement 
matters relating to facilities with alleged violations identified as either significant or high priority. Being 
on the Watch List does not mean that the facility has actually violated the law only that an investigation by 
EPA or a state or local environmental agency has led those organizations to allege that an unproven violation 
has in fact occurred. Being on the Watch List does not represent a higher level of concern regarding the alleged 
violations that were detected, but instead indicates cases requiring additional dialogue between EPA, state and 
local agencies - primarily because of the length of time the alleged violation has gone unaddressed or unresolved. 


Date of Government Version: 06/30/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/13/2013 Telephone: 617-520-3000 

Date Made Active in Reports: 09/13/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/15/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 31 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


COAL ASH DOE: Sleam-Electric Plan Operation Data 
A listing of power plants that store ash in surface ponds. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005 Source: Department of Energy 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/07/2009 Telephone: 202-586-8719 

Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/2009 Last EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 76 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


US FIN ASSUR: Financial Assurance Information 
All owners and operators of facilities that treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste are required to provide 
proof that they will have sufficient funds to pay for the clean up, closure, and post-closure care of their facilities. 


Date of Government Version: 10/28/2013 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/29/2013 Telephone: 202-566-1917 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/18/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 38 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/03/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


US HIST CDL: National Clandestine Laboratory Register 
A listing of clandestine drug lab locations. The U.S. Department of Justice ("the Department") provides this 
web site as a public service. It contains addresses of some locations where law enforcement agencies reported 
they found chemicals or other items that indicated the presence of either clandestine drug laboratories or dumpsites. 
In most cases, the source of the entries is not the Department, and the Department has not verified the entry 
and does not guarantee its accuracy. Members of the public must verify the accuracy of all entries by, for example, 
contacting local law enforcement and local health departments. 
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Date of Government Version: 09/01/2007 Source: Drug Enforcement Administration 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/19/2008 Telephone: 202-307-1000 

Date Made Active in Reports: 03/30/2009 Last EDR Contact: 03/23/2009 

Number of Days to Update: 131 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 06/22/2009 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


COAL ASH EPA: Coal Combustion Residues Surface Impoundments List 
A listing of coal combustion residues surface impoundments with high hazard potential ratings. 


Date of Government Version: 08/17/2010 Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/03/2011 Telephone: N/A 

Date Made Active in Reports: 03/21/2011 Last EDR Contact: 12/13/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 77 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


FEMA UST: Underground Storage Tank Listing 
A listing of all FEMA owned underground storage tanks. 


Date of Government Version: 01/01/2010 Source: FEMA 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/16/2010 Telephone: 202-646-5797 

Date Made Active in Reports: 04/12/2010 Last EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 55 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 
STATE AND LOCAL RECORDS 


SHWS: Notice of Potential Hazardous Waste Sites 
State Hazardous Waste Sites. State hazardous waste site records are the states’ equivalent to CERCLIS. These sites 
may or may not already be listed on the federal CERCLIS list. Priority sites planned for cleanup using state funds 
(state equivalent of Superfund) are identified along with sites where cleanup will be paid for by potentially 
responsible parties. Available information varies by state. 


Date of Government Version: 10/01/2009 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/11/2009 Telephone: 410-537-3000 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/14/2009 Last EDR Contact: 02/10/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 3 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/26/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


SWFILF: Permitted Solid Waste Disposal Facilities 
Solid Waste Facilities/Landfill Sites. SWF/LF type records typically contain an inventory of solid waste disposal 
facilities or landfills in a particular state. Depending on the state, these may be active or inactive facilities 
or open dumps that failed to meet RCRA Subtitle D Section 4004 criteria for solid waste landfills or disposal 


sites. 

Date of Government Version: 10/01/2013 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/04/2013 Telephone: 410-537-3375 

Date Made Active in Reports: 11/21/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/04/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 17 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/17/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Annually 


UIC: Underground Injection Wells Database 
A listing of underground injection well locations. The UIC Program is responsible for regulating the construction, 
operation, permitting, and closure of injection wells that place fluids underground for storage or disposal. 


Date of Government Version: 06/14/2013 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/30/2013 Telephone: 410-537-3507 

Date Made Active in Reports: 08/27/2013 Last EDR Contact: 02/10/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 28 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


TC03849603.10r Page GR-12 


GOVERNMENT RECORDS SEARCHED / DATA CURRENCY TRACKING 


SWRCY: Recycling Directory 
A listing of recycling facilities. 


Date of Government Version: 10/22/2013 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/29/2013 Telephone: 410-631-3314 

Date Made Active in Reports: 11/21/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/17/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 23 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/07/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


OCPCASES: Oil Control Program Cases 
Cases monitored by the Oil Control Program. these cases can be leaking underground storage tanks and other belowground 
releases, leaking aboveground storage tanks, spills and inspections. 


Date of Government Version: 06/30/2013 Source: Department of Environment 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/12/2013 Telephone: 410-537-3433 

Date Made Active in Reports: 08/26/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/03/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 45 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/21/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


HIST LUST: Recovery Sites 


In 1999, the Department of the Environment stopped adding new sites to its Recovery Sites Database. Current leaking 
underground storage tank information maybe found in the OCPCASES database. 


Date of Government Version: 03/01/1999 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/22/1999 Telephone: 410-537-3433 

Date Made Active in Reports: 04/16/1999 Last EDR Contact: 02/19/2001 

Number of Days to Update: 25 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


UST: Registered Underground Storage Tank List 
Registered Underground Storage Tanks. UST’s are regulated under Subtitle | of the Resource Conservation and Recovery 
Act (RCRA) and must be registered with the state department responsible for administering the UST program. Available 
information varies by state program. 


Date of Government Version: 06/30/2013 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/12/2013 Telephone: 410-537-3433 

Date Made Active in Reports: 08/26/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 45 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


Historical UST: Historical UST Registered Database 
In 1997 the Department of the Environment sent out registration forms to all the owner's listed in the UST database. 
Once they got the registration forms back they entered the information into a new UST database. we call this database 
UST. Because not all owners returned their forms, we kept the old UST database and labeled it HIST UST so that 
we would not be missing any past UST records. This listing is no longer updated or maintained by the agency. It 
is current through November 1996. 


Date of Government Version: 11/21/1996 Source: Department of Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/10/1997 Telephone: 410-537-3433 

Date Made Active in Reports: 10/22/1997 Last EDR Contact: 05/15/2000 
Number of Days to Update: 42 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


AST: Permitted Aboveground Storage Tanks 
Registered Aboveground Storage Tanks. 


Date of Government Version: 08/23/2013 Source: Department of The Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/27/2013 Telephone: 410-537-3000 

Date Made Active in Reports: 10/01/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 35 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 
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ENG CONTROLS: Engineering Controls Site listing 


Engineering controls include various forms of caps, building foundations, liners, and treatment methods to create 
pathway elimination for regulated substances to enter environmental media or effect human health. 


Date of Government Version: 11/10/2008 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/21/2008 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/17/2008 
Number of Days to Update: 26 


Source: Department of the Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3422 

Last EDR Contact: 09/16/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 12/30/2013 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INST CONTROL: Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants 
Sites included in the Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants listing that have Deed Restrictions. 


Date of Government Version: 02/21/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/28/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/29/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 32 


Source: Department of the Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3493 

Last EDR Contact: 12/20/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/31/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


VCP: Voluntary Cleanup Program Applicants/Participants 
The Voluntary Cleanup Program, administrated by the Dept. of the Environment, streamlines the environmental cleanup 
process for sites, usually industrial or commercial properties, that are contaminated, or perceived to be contaminated, 
by hazardous substances. Developers and lenders are provided with certain limitations on liability and participants 
in the program are provided certainty in the process by knowing exactly what will be required. 


Date of Government Version: 02/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/28/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/29/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 32 


DRYCLEANERS: Registered Drycleaning Facilities 
A listing of registered drycleaning facilities. 


Date of Government Version: 10/10/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/15/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/21/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 37 


BROWNMFIELDS: Eligible Brownfields Properties 


Source: Dept. of the Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3000 

Last EDR Contact: 12/20/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/31/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


Source: Department of the Environmental 
Telephone: 410-537-3220 

Last EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


The Site Assessment Section of the State Superfund Division is responsible for conducting federally funded assessments 
of eligible brownfields properties. These assessments are undertaken to determine whether there are environmental 


cleanup requirements at these sites. 


Date of Government Version: 07/08/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/11/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 09/25/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 14 


NPDES: Wastewater Permit Listing 
A listing of wastewater permit locations. 


Date of Government Version: 10/31/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/11/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/18/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 7 


Source: Department of Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3000 

Last EDR Contact: 12/13/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


Source: Department of the Environment 
Telephone: 410-537-3507 

Last EDR Contact: 12/10/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 
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AIRS: Permit and Facility Information Listing 
A listing of permitted facilities and emissions information. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2012 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/05/2013 Telephone: 410-537-3220 

Date Made Active in Reports: 01/08/2014 Last EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 34 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


LEAD: Lead Inspection Database 
The Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program data of lead inspection for the state. 


Date of Government Version: 10/01/2013 Source: Department of Environment, Lead Poisoning Prevention Program 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/02/2013 Telephone: 410-537-3000 

Date Made Active in Reports: 11/21/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/13/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 50 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


COAL ASH: Coal Ash Disposal Site Listing 
Coal combustion byproduct site locations. 


Date of Government Version: 08/13/2010 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 01/05/2011 Telephone: 410-537-3507 

Date Made Active in Reports: 01/31/2011 Last EDR Contact: 12/26/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 26 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/07/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


RGA LF: Recovered Government Archive Solid Waste Facilities List 
The EDR Recovered Government Archive Landfill database provides a list of landfills derived from historical databases 
and includes many records that no longer appear in current government lists. 


Date of Government Version: N/A Source: EDR 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/01/2013 Telephone: N/A 

Date Made Active in Reports: 01/16/2014 Last EDR Contact: 06/01/2012 
Number of Days to Update: 199 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


RGA HWS: Recovered Government Archive State Hazardous Waste Facilities List 
The EDR Recovered Government Archive State Hazardous Waste database provides a list of SHWS incidents derived 
from historical databases and includes many records that no longer appear in current government lists. 


Date of Government Version: N/A Source: EDR 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/01/2013 Telephone: N/A 

Date Made Active in Reports: 01/03/2014 Last EDR Contact: 06/01/2012 
Number of Days to Update: 186 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


LRP: Land Restoration Program 


A listing of Land Restoration Program sites. Site types included in the database are: Voluntary Cleanup Program, 
National Priority List, Brownfields, Site Assessment, Formerly Used Defense Site, State Master List, Non Master 
List, Groundwater Investigation and Federal Facility. 


Date of Government Version: 07/08/2013 Source: Department of the Environment 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/11/2013 Telephone: 410-537-3000 

Date Made Active in Reports: 09/25/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/13/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 14 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/24/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


RGA LUST: Recovered Government Archive Leaking Underground Storage Tank 
The EDR Recovered Government Archive Leaking Underground Storage Tank database provides a list of LUST incidents 
derived from historical databases and includes many records that no longer appear in current government lists. 
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Date of Government Version: N/A 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/01/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/03/2014 
Number of Days to Update: 186 


TRIBAL RECORDS 


INDIAN RESERV: Indian Reservations 


Source: EDR 

Telephone: N/A 

Last EDR Contact: 06/01/2012 
Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


This map layer portrays Indian administered lands of the United States that have any area equal to or greater 


than 640 acres. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2005 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/08/2006 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/11/2007 
Number of Days to Update: 34 


Source: USGS 

Telephone: 202-208-3710 

Last EDR Contact: 01/15/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


INDIAN ODI: Report on the Status of Open Dumps on Indian Lands 


Location of open dumps on Indian land. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/1998 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 12/03/2007 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/24/2008 
Number of Days to Update: 52 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 703-308-8245 

Last EDR Contact: 11/04/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 02/17/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN LUST R5: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
Leaking underground storage tanks located on Indian Land in Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin. 


Date of Government Version: 08/20/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/23/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 70 


Source: EPA, Region 5 

Telephone: 312-886-7439 

Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN LUST R10: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land in Alaska, Idaho, Oregon and Washington. 


Date of Government Version: 11/06/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/07/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 29 


Source: EPA Region 10 

Telephone: 206-553-2857 

Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


INDIAN LUST R9: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land in Arizona, California, New Mexico and Nevada 


Date of Government Version: 03/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 03/01/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 04/12/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 42 


Source: Environmental Protection Agency 
Telephone: 415-972-3372 

Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


INDIAN LUST R8: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land in Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah and Wyoming. 


Date of Government Version: 08/27/2012 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/28/2012 
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/16/2012 
Number of Days to Update: 49 


Source: EPA Region 8 

Telephone: 303-312-6271 

Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 
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INDIAN LUST R7: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land in lowa, Kansas, and Nebraska 


Date of Government Version: 08/27/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/27/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 66 


Source: EPA Region 7 

Telephone: 913-551-7003 

Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN LUST R6: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land in New Mexico and Oklahoma. 


Date of Government Version: 09/12/2011 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 09/13/2011 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/11/2011 
Number of Days to Update: 59 


Source: EPA Region 6 

Telephone: 214-665-6597 

Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN LUST R4: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
LUSTs on Indian land in Florida, Mississippi and North Carolina. 


Date of Government Version: 08/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/02/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 91 


Source: EPA Region 4 

Telephone: 404-562-8677 

Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


INDIAN LUST R1: Leaking Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
A listing of leaking underground storage tank locations on Indian Land. 


Date of Government Version: 02/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/01/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 184 


Source: EPA Region 1 

Telephone: 617-918-1313 

Last EDR Contact: 01/30/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN UST R1: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 1 (Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont and ten Tribal 


Nations). 


Date of Government Version: 02/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/01/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 01/28/2014 
Number of Days to Update: 272 


Source: EPA, Region 1 

Telephone: 617-918-1313 

Last EDR Contact: 01/30/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN UST R4: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 4 (Alabama, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee 


and Tribal Nations) 


Date of Government Version: 08/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/02/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 91 


Source: EPA Region 4 

Telephone: 404-562-9424 

Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 
Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


INDIAN UST R5: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 
The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 5 (Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin and Tribal Nations). 
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Date of Government Version: 08/20/2013 Source: EPA Region 5 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/23/2013 Telephone: 312-886-6136 

Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 70 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN UST R6: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 


The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 6 (Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma, New Mexico, Texas and 65 Tribes). 


Date of Government Version: 05/10/2011 Source: EPA Region 6 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 05/11/2011 Telephone: 214-665-7591 

Date Made Active in Reports: 06/14/2011 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 34 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Semi-Annually 


INDIAN UST R7: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 


The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 7 (lowa, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska, and 9 Tribal Nations). 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2012 Source: EPA Region 7 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/28/2013 Telephone: 913-551-7003 

Date Made Active in Reports: 04/12/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 43 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN UST R8: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 


The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 8 (Colorado, Montana, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, Wyoming and 27 Tribal Nations). 


Date of Government Version: 07/29/2013 Source: EPA Region 8 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/01/2013 Telephone: 303-312-6137 

Date Made Active in Reports: 11/01/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 92 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


INDIAN UST R9: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 


The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 9 (Arizona, California, Hawaii, Nevada, the Pacific Islands, and Tribal Nations). 


Date of Government Version: 07/29/2013 Source: EPA Region 9 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/30/2013 Telephone: 415-972-3368 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 129 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


INDIAN UST R10: Underground Storage Tanks on Indian Land 


The Indian Underground Storage Tank (UST) database provides information about underground storage tanks on Indian 
land in EPA Region 10 (Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, Washington, and Tribal Nations). 


Date of Government Version: 02/05/2013 Source: EPA Region 10 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 02/06/2013 Telephone: 206-553-2857 

Date Made Active in Reports: 04/12/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/27/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 65 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/12/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Quarterly 


INDIAN VCP R1: Voluntary Cleanup Priority Listing 
A listing of voluntary cleanup priority sites located on Indian Land located in Region 1. 
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Date of Government Version: 09/17/2013 Source: EPA, Region 1 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 10/01/2013 Telephone: 617-918-1102 

Date Made Active in Reports: 12/06/2013 Last EDR Contact: 01/03/2014 

Number of Days to Update: 66 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/14/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


INDIAN VCP R7: Voluntary Cleanup Priority Lisitng 
A listing of voluntary cleanup priority sites located on Indian Land located in Region 7. 


Date of Government Version: 03/20/2008 Source: EPA, Region 7 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: 04/22/2008 Telephone: 913-551-7365 

Date Made Active in Reports: 05/19/2008 Last EDR Contact: 04/20/2009 

Number of Days to Update: 27 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 07/20/2009 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 
EDR PROPRIETARY RECORDS 


EDR MGP: EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plants 
The EDR Proprietary Manufactured Gas Plant Database includes records of coal gas plants (manufactured gas plants) 
compiled by EDR’s researchers. Manufactured gas sites were used in the United States from the 1800’s to 1950’s 
to produce a gas that could be distributed and used as fuel. These plants used whale oil, rosin, coal, or a mixture 
of coal, oil, and water that also produced a significant amount of waste. Many of the byproducts of the gas production, 
such as coal tar (oily waste containing volatile and non-volatile chemicals), sludges, oils and other compounds 
are potentially hazardous to human health and the environment. The byproduct from this process was frequently 
disposed of directly at the plant site and can remain or spread slowly, serving as a continuous source of soil 
and groundwater contamination. 


Date of Government Version: N/A Source: EDR, Inc. 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A Telephone: N/A 

Date Made Active in Reports: N/A Last EDR Contact: N/A 

Number of Days to Update: N/A Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 


Data Release Frequency: No Update Planned 


EDR US Hist Auto Stat: EDR Exclusive Historic Gas Stations 
EDR has searched selected national collections of business directories and has collected listings of potential 
gas station/filling station/service station sites that were available to EDR researchers. EDR’s review was limited 
to those categories of sources that might, in EDR’s opinion, include gas station/filling station/service station 
establishments. The categories reviewed included, but were not limited to gas, gas station, gasoline station, 
filling station, auto, automobile repair, auto service station, service station, etc. This database falls within 
a category of information EDR classifies as "High Risk Historical Records", or HRHR. EDR’s HRHR effort presents 
unique and sometimes proprietary data about past sites and operations that typically create environmental concerns, 
but may not show up in current government records searches. 


Date of Government Version: N/A Source: EDR, Inc. 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A Telephone: N/A 

Date Made Active in Reports: N/A Last EDR Contact: N/A 

Number of Days to Update: N/A Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 


EDR US Hist Cleaners: EDR Exclusive Historic Dry Cleaners 
EDR has searched selected national collections of business directories and has collected listings of potential 
dry cleaner sites that were available to EDR researchers. EDR’s review was limited to those categories of sources 
that might, in EDR’s opinion, include dry cleaning establishments. The categories reviewed included, but were 
not limited to dry cleaners, cleaners, laundry, laundromat, cleaning/laundry, wash & dry etc. This database falls 
within a category of information EDR classifies as "High Risk Historical Records", or HRHR. EDR’s HRHR effort 
presents unique and sometimes proprietary data about past sites and operations that typically create environmental 
concerns, but may not show up in current government records searches. 


Date of Government Version: N/A Source: EDR, Inc. 

Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A Telephone: N/A 

Date Made Active in Reports: N/A Last EDR Contact: N/A 

Number of Days to Update: N/A Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 


Data Release Frequency: Varies 
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EDR US Hist Auto Stat: EDR Proprietary Historic Gas Stations - Cole 


Date of Government Version: N/A 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A 
Date Made Active in Reports: N/A 
Number of Days to Update: N/A 


Source: N/A 

Telephone: N/A 

Last EDR Contact: N/A 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


EDR US Hist Cleaners: EDR Proprietary Historic Dry Cleaners - Cole 


Source: N/A 

Telephone: N/A 

Last EDR Contact: N/A 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: N/A 
Data Release Frequency: Varies 


Date of Government Version: N/A 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: N/A 
Date Made Active in Reports: N/A 
Number of Days to Update: N/A 


OTHER DATABASE(S) 


Depending on the geographic area covered by this report, the data provided in these specialty databases may or may not be 
complete. For example, the existence of wetlands information data in a specific report does not mean that all wetlands in the 
area covered by the report are included. Moreover, the absence of any reported wetlands information does not necessarily 
mean that wetlands do not exist in the area covered by the report. 


CT MANIFEST: Hazardous Waste Manifest Data 


Facility and manifest data. Manifest is a document that lists and tracks hazardous waste from the generator through 


transporters to a tsd facility. 


Date of Government Version: 07/30/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/19/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 10/03/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 45 


NJ MANIFEST: Manifest Information 


Hazardous waste manifest information. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2011 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/19/2012 
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/28/2012 
Number of Days to Update: 40 


NY MANIFEST: Facility and Manifest Data 


Source: Department of Energy & Environmental Protection 
Telephone: 860-424-3375 

Last EDR Contact: 11/22/2013 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/03/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Annually 


Source: Department of Environmental Protection 
Telephone: N/A 

Last EDR Contact: 01/17/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 04/28/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Annually 


Manifest is a document that lists and tracks hazardous waste from the generator through transporters to a TSD 


facility. 


Date of Government Version: 11/01/2013 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 11/07/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 11/18/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 11 


PA MANIFEST: Manifest Information 


Hazardous waste manifest information. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2012 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 07/24/2013 
Date Made Active in Reports: 08/19/2013 
Number of Days to Update: 26 


Source: Department of Environmental Conservation 
Telephone: 518-402-8651 

Last EDR Contact: 02/07/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/19/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Annually 


Source: Department of Environmental Protection 
Telephone: 717-783-8990 

Last EDR Contact: 01/20/2014 

Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 05/05/2014 

Data Release Frequency: Annually 
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RI MANIFEST: Manifest information 
Hazardous waste manifest information 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2012 Source: Department of Environmental Management 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 06/21/2013 Telephone: 401-222-2797 

Date Made Active in Reports: 08/05/2013 Last EDR Contact: 11/25/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 45 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/10/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Annually 


WI MANIFEST: Manifest Information 
Hazardous waste manifest information. 


Date of Government Version: 12/31/2012 Source: Department of Natural Resources 
Date Data Arrived at EDR: 08/09/2013 Telephone: N/A 

Date Made Active in Reports: 09/27/2013 Last EDR Contact: 12/11/2013 

Number of Days to Update: 49 Next Scheduled EDR Contact: 03/31/2014 


Data Release Frequency: Annually 


Oil/Gas Pipelines: This data was obtained by EDR from the USGS in 1994. It is referred to by USGS as GeoData Digital Line Graphs 
from 1:100,000-Scale Maps. It was extracted from the transportation category including some oil, but primarily 
gas pipelines. 


Sensitive Receptors: There are individuals deemed sensitive receptors due to their fragile immune systems and special sensitivity 
to environmental discharges. These sensitive receptors typically include the elderly, the sick, and children. While the location of all 
sensitive receptors cannot be determined, EDR indicates those buildings and facilities - schools, daycares, hospitals, medical centers, 
and nursing homes - where individuals who are sensitive receptors are likely to be located. 


AHA Hospitals: 
Source: American Hospital Association, Inc. 
Telephone: 312-280-5991 
The database includes a listing of hospitals based on the American Hospital Association’s annual survey of hospitals. 
Medical Centers: Provider of Services Listing 
Source: Centers for Medicare & Medicaid Services 
Telephone: 410-786-3000 
A listing of hospitals with Medicare provider number, produced by Centers of Medicare & Medicaid Services, 
a federal agency within the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services. 
Nursing Homes 
Source: National Institutes of Health 
Telephone: 301-594-6248 
Information on Medicare and Medicaid certified nursing homes in the United States. 
Public Schools 
Source: National Center for Education Statistics 
Telephone: 202-502-7300 
The National Center for Education Statistics’ primary database on elementary 
and secondary public education in the United States. It is a comprehensive, annual, national statistical 
database of all public elementary and secondary schools and school districts, which contains data that are 
comparable across all states. 
Private Schools 
Source: National Center for Education Statistics 
Telephone: 202-502-7300 
The National Center for Education Statistics’ primary database on private school locations in the United States. 
Daycare Centers: Child Care Providers 
Source: Department of Human Resources 
Telephone: 410-767-7805 


Flood Zone Data: This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR in 2003 & 2011 from the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). Data depicts 100-year and 500-year flood zones as defined by FEMA. 


NWI: National Wetlands Inventory. This data, available in select counties across the country, was obtained by EDR 
in 2002, 2005 and 2010 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 
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STREET AND ADDRESS INFORMATION 


© 2010 Tele Atlas North America, Inc. All rights reserved. This material is proprietary and the subject of copyright protection 
and other intellectual property rights owned by or licensed to Tele Atlas North America, Inc. The use of this material is subject 
to the terms of a license agreement. You will be held liable for any unauthorized copying or disclosure of this material. 
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Corridor Report 
Havre DE Grace, MD 21078 


Inquiry Number: 3849603.8 
February 25, 2014 


The EDR-City Directory Image Report 


6 Armstrong Road 
Shelton, CT 06484 
® 800.352.0050 
E DR Environmental Data Resources Inc www.edrnet.com 
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Thank you for your business. 
Please contact EDR at 1-800-352-0050 
with any questions or comments. 


Disclaimer - Copyright and Trademark Notice 


This Report contains certain information obtained from a variety of public and other sources reasonably available to 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc. It cannot be concluded from this Report that coverage information for the target and 
surrounding properties does not exist from other sources. NO WARRANTY EXPRESSED OR IMPLIED, IS MADE 
WHATSOEVER IN CONNECTION WITH THIS REPORT. ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. SPECIFICALLY 
DISCLAIMS THE MAKING OF ANY SUCH WARRANTIES, INCLUDING WITHOUT LIMITATION, MERCHANTABILITY 
OR FITNESS FOR A PARTICULAR USE OR PURPOSE. ALL RISK IS ASSUMED BY THE USER. IN NO EVENT SHALL 
ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. BE LIABLE TO ANYONE, WHETHER ARISING OUT OF ERRORS OR 
OMISSIONS, NEGLIGENCE, ACCIDENT OR ANY OTHER CAUSE, FOR ANY LOSS OR DAMAGE, INCLUDING, 
WITHOUT LIMITATION, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES. ANY LIABILITY ON 
THE PART OF ENVIRONMENTAL DATA RESOURCES, INC. IS STRICTLY LIMITED TO A REFUND OF THE AMOUNT 
PAID FOR THIS REPORT. Purchaser accepts this Report "AS IS". Any analyses, estimates, ratings, environmental risk 
levels or risk codes provided in this Report are provided for illustrative purposes only, and are not intended to provide, nor 
should they be interpreted as providing any facts regarding, or prediction orforecast of, any environmental risk for any 
property. Only a Phase | Environmental Site Assessment performed by an environmental professional can provide 
information regarding the environmental risk for any property. Additionally, the information provided in this Report is not to 
be construed as legal advice. 


Copyright 2013 by Environmental Data Resources, Inc. All rights reserved. Reproduction in any media or format, in whole or in 
part, of any report or map of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates is prohibited without prior written permission. 


EDR and its logos (including Sanborn and Sanborn Map) are trademarks of Environmental Data Resources, Inc. or its affiliates. 
All other trademarks used herein are the property of their respective owners. 


EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


DESCRIPTION 
Environmental Data Resources, Inc.’s (EDR) City Directory Report is a screening tool designed to assist 


environmental professionals in evaluating potential liability on a target property resulting from past activities. 
EDR’s City Directory Report includes a search of available city directory data at 5 year intervals. 


RESEARCH SUMMARY 


The following research sources were consulted in the preparation of this report. A check mark indicates 
where information was identified in the source and provided in this report. 


Year Target Street Cross Street Source 

2013 4) 4) Cole Information Services 
2008 4 V Cole Information Services 
2003 4 4 Cole Information Services 
1999 | I Cole Information Services 
1995 | | Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1990 4 Vv Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1985 4 VM Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1980 I | Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1975 4) 4) Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1967 VM 4 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


RECORD SOURCES 


EDR is licensed to reproduce certain City Directory works by the copyright holders of those works. The 
purchaser of this EDR City Directory Report may include it in report(s) delivered to a customer. 
Reproduction of City Directories without permission of the publisher or licensed vendor may be a violation of 
copyright. 
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FINDINGS 


TARGET PROPERTY STREET 


Corridor Report 
Havre DE Grace, MD 21078 


Year CD Image Source 
N UNION AVE 

2013 pg A1 Cole Information Services 
2008 pg A3 Cole Information Services 
2003 pg A5 Cole Information Services 
1999 pg A7 Cole Information Services 
1995 pg A10 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1995 pg AQ Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1990 pg A13 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1985 pg A15 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1980 pg A17 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1975 pg A19 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1975 pg A20 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1967 pg A23 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
1967 pg A24 Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
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FINDINGS 


CROSS STREETS 


WARREN ST 


2013 
2008 
2003 
1999 
1995 
1995 
1990 
1985 
1980 
1975 
1975 
1967 


CD Image 


Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 
Pg. 


A2 
A4 

AG 

A8 

Att 
A12 
A14 
A16 
A18 
A21 
A22 
A25 


Source 


Cole Information Services 
Cole Information Services 
Cole Information Services 
Cole Information Services 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 
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City Directory Images 


400 
401 


404 
406 
408 
409 
410 
412 
416 
419 
424 


500 


Target Street Cross Street 
Y 7 


N UNION AVE 


CHIAPPARELLIS OF LITTLE ITALY 
BEAU BARLOW 

BRENDA FOY 

JEFF REESE 

ASHLEY LEWMAN 

BAHOUKAS ANTIQUE MALL 

TC CLEANERS 

OCCUPANT UNKNOWN 
SUMNER FOUNDATION 
JENNIFER ROBINSON 
VANCHERIES UNION AVE CAFE 
DONALD DUNN 

FRANK MESSERALL 

7ELEVEN 

SUES COUNTRY FLOWER SHOP 


Source 


Cole Information Services 


2013 
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500 
504 
511 
515 


550 
556 


717 
719 
721 
723 
727 
729 
731 


907 
912 


Target Street Cross Street 
L Y 


WARREN ST 


ARTS BY THE BAY GALLERY 
NEW BEGINNINGS CHRISTIAN CHURCH 
STUART CHAPMAN 

ANN SIEWIERSKI 
CHARLES COOK 

DEREK WOODS 

JASON MILLER 

JEFF FORSTER 

LEON GRIMES 

LINDA VANORSDALE 
MYRICK JOHNSON 
NETTIE BROOKS 

RUTH DURHAM 

TIMOTHY RICHARDSON 
ANTHONY GODDARD 
BRIAN OUELLETTE 
SANDRA SAPP 

JIM ELLIOTT 

THOMAS WILDMAN 
DENNIS KELLER 
OCCUPANT UNKNOWN 
GORDON MITCHELL 
OCCUPANT UNKNOWN 
JOSEPH CORNACCHIONE 
JOYCE THACKER 

MARY ASHBY 
YOUMENAR HERR 
PATRICIA CAMPBELL 


2013 


Source 
Cole Information Services 
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324 
325 
329 
400 


401 
412 
420 


424 
425 


500 


Target Street Cross Street 
Y 7 


N UNION AVE 


ANDY & BILLS COLLECTIBLES 
NILDA PEREZ 

JOEL FELICIANO 

CRAZY SWEDE 

KENS STEAK & RIB HOUSE 
BRENDA HEROLD 

JOHN FOY 

ERIC WIMER 

ALEXANDE BENIQUEZ 

LARRY WALKER 

BLAINE ERVIN 

OLD CHESAPEAKE HOTEL LLC 
RICK BEYER 

FRANK S GROTT & CO INC 
GRYPHONS INC 

TOME CO 


Source 


Cole Information Services 


2008 
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500 
502 
504 
511 
515 


550 
552 


556 


650 


717 
719 
721 
727 
729 
731 
733 
912 


Target Street Cross Street 


: v 
WARREN ST 

STARRK MOON INC 

CURVES 

MURIELS BOUTIQUE 

CHERYL STRADER 

ANDY BYLER 


CHARLES COOK 
CHARLES SCONION 
DENISE JOHNSON 
GEORGE SINGLETON 
LAWANDA MALLORY 
MARION BROWN 
CECIL HILL 

T JOHNSON 

WANDA WARE 
DEBORAH DOWNEY 
JAMES COCHRAN 
JESSICA HEHL 

K KWOKA 

SANDRA DAVIS 
STANLEY BALDWIN 
SUSAN CHAMBERS 
Ai SALES INC 
INSIGHT HEALTH CORP 
MULLINS TRUCK REPAIR 
JIM ELLIOTT 
THOMAS WILDMAN 
DENNIS KELLER 


BATAGLIA SEC INVESTIGATING SERVICE 


JOSEPH FLYNN 

MARY ASHBY 

THOMAS ABBOTT 

JACKSON FAMILY CARE GENERAL 
JOHN HAWKINS 


2008 


Source 
Cole Information Services 
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323 
327 
331 
400 
401 
404 
406 
409 
410 
412 
416 
420 
424 


425 
500 


Target Street Cross Street 
Y 7 


N UNION AVE 


MICHAEL CHESSICK 
YESTERDAYS TRSR ANTQ & MORE 
ALMA BERGALOWSKI 
SUSAN WHITMAM 

THOMAS TYLER 

JOHN HAMILTON 

JULIE FAUST 

TC CLEANERS 

DAVID WALDEN 

ERIC WIMER 

DAVID BEYER 

ALEXANDE BENIQUEZ 
MARY LIN 

MONTVILLE & SON TAXICAB 
BLAINE ERVIN 

CHERYL STRADER 
COUNTRY FLOWER SHOP 


Source 


Cole Information Services 


2003 
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550 
552 


556 


650 


717 
719 
721 
723 
729 
731 
733 
907 
912 


Target Street Cross Street 
L Y 


WARREN ST 


CLUB MOON INC 
STARRK MOON INC 
MARJORIE NELSON 
MOON RIVER TOURS LIMITED 
NCR CONTRACTORS CORP 
ABIGAIL EARLY 
BARBARA POSTICH 
CHARLES COOK 
DOROTHY ESTES 
ETHEL WILSON 
HATTIE REDFIELD 
JAMES CHRISTY 
JAMES EDWARDS 

L ASHBY 

REBECCA CARR 
SARAH BURKENTINE 
LATOYA FUTRELL 
ADRIAN PYE 

ETHEL TSETSILAS 

S SHORE 

JAMES COCHRAN 
JOHN AMOROSO 
KIM LEMIEUX 

L WRIGHT 

SANDRA DAVIS 
GARY A MULLINS 
GARY MULLINS 

JIM ELLIOTT 
THOMAS WILDMAN 
DENNIS KELLER 
LARRY CHATHAM 
CLIFTON NYQUIST 
MARY ASHBY 
THOMAS ABBOTT 
RONALD JACKSON 
DEBORAH A HAWKINS 
JOHN HAWKINS 


2003 


Source 
Cole Information Services 
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322 
323 
331 


400 
401 


404 
408 


409 
412 
416 
419 
420 
424 


425 


500 


Target Street Cross Street 
Y 7 


N UNION AVE 


DUANE HENRY 

THOMAS OLIVER 

JOAN RICHARDSON 
WONDER BACK ANTIQUES 
CRAZY SWEDE THE 

PHILLIP TYLER 

JOHN HAMILTON 

DAVID WALDEN 

GOLDEN VEIN ANTIQUES 
HAVRE DEGRACE ANTIQUE CENTER 
SUN CLEANERS 

ERIC WIMER 

MIA KILGORE 

WILLIAM SMACK 

VANCHERI RESTAURANT 
MARY DOERR 

SAMMY MAGNESS 
MONTVILLE & SON TAXICAB 
ROBERT OBER 

P WALKER 

R ROBIN 

VICKY RINEHOLT 

CHERYL STRADER 
COUNTRY FLOWER SHOP THE 


Source 
Cole Information Services 


1999 


GROTT FRANK S & COMPANY INCORPORATED FACTORY AGENTS 


RICHARD CTOME 
RICHARD TOME 

STARBIRD CANVAS 

TOME RICHARD C FLORIST 
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504 
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552 


556 
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719 
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Target Street Cross Street 
L Y 


WARREN ST 


R WOOD 

HUNTER ROBINSON 
SCULPTOR SILVEROLI 
STARRK MOON 
AVAS PLACE 
MURIELS BOUTIQUE 
A EARLY 

BARBARA POSTICH 
DOROTHY ESTES 

E SMITH 

FRANCES CANTLER 
JAMES CHRISTY 
LARRY BLACK 
REBECCA CARR 
SARAH BURKIENTINE 
K FIZER 

TIHA LONG 
ANDREW HART 
FORREST MULLINS 
INSIGHT HEALTH CORPORATION 
MULLINS GARY A 
JIM ELLIOTT 
THOMAS WILDMAN 
DENNIS KELLER 
WILLIAM MITCHELL 
MEGAN NYQUIST 
PAUL SALYYERS 
SCOTT THACKER 
SANDRA ABBOTT 
ALBERT JACKSON 
JOHN HAWKINS 


1999 


Source 
Cole Information Services 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
v - Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


N UNION AVE 1995 


939-3292 
Smith Cornelius J 939-3791 
Smith Cornelius J 575-7839 
#U S Postal Service 
Havre de Grace 939-0780 
#U S Postal Service 
Havre de Grace 
For ZIP Code inf 
#City Pharmacy 
#One Hour Photo 
Simmonds M 
Magness Sammy Lee 939-2697 
Washington Ronald + 939-2387 
#Henry Advertising 
#Henry Duane A 


#Susquehanna Trading 
Risby Rudolph V 
Oliver Thomas H 939-1671 
Roe Joseph Scott + 939-0193 
#Wonder Back Antiques 939-6511 


Franklin St 


#Crazy Swede The 939-5440 
Owen Jerry R + 939-5032 
Tyler Phillip 
Hamilton John M 
Roszak Kenneth R 

#Encore Apparel 

#Golden Vein antiques 

#Sun Cleaners 
Kilgore Mia 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 


v - Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


N UNION AVE 1995 


UNION AVE N (Havre de Grace) 21078 
Contd 


416 a 939-6180 93 
419 #Vancheri Restaurant ......... 939-1151 89 
420 RO Oe. dk Seamed fs84200% 939-0334 80 
420 POS BD) sina catewes 5 v5cwds 0939-6120 95 

424 #Montville & Son 
taxicab ............cce ee eee 939-0900 89 

425 VANCHERIE APTS 
Hawley J Franklin............ 939-0588 93 
Vancherie James C .......... 939-3939 -- 
Vancherie Jessie Mrs ........ 939-3939 -- 

Warren St 

500 #Country Flower Shop ........ 939-2720 81 
500 Lambros Zoe ............... 939-1550 93 
500 #Starbird Canvas ............. 939-3041 93 
500 bee Bl): 939-4541 85 

500 #Tome Richard C 
SE baie ko oe waka s Lenwns 939-2720 81 

26-BUS 47-RES 10-NEW 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
- v Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


WARREN ST 1995 


WARREN ST (Aberdeen) 21001 
Map 32:1033-610 


300 Hubbard WilmaE............ 272-6633 
300 a Oe 939-5640 
0-BUS 2-RES 0-NEW 


WARREN ST (Havre de Grace) 21078 
Map 33 A:1055-626 


500 #Sculptor Silveroli ............ 939-2095 
511 NT oi. ies « piediek 5 vA ee 939-6192 
515 Cantier Frances ............. + 939-1928 
515 POE wecus va Pearce as ae 939-2933 
515 PSE 5 du viad d cacewek ee Lae 939-2173 
515 Pee NO OO ac cc pea ceeds hak + 939-5495 
515 Hodges William ............. 939-1072 
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79 
93 


Target Street Cross Street Source 
- v Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


WARREN ST 1995 


WARREN ST (Havre de Grace) 21078 
Contd 


OTe CEG dices ce cckisvteces 939-0691 93 
515 Moore Donald Sr ............ 939-0902 93 
515 Pauley VirginiaL ............ 939-9053 94 
S16 «= Perry Carl 2nd wc ccisstvcee. 939-2533 93 
515 Shafer MajorieD ............ 939-2214 93 
ie ee er +939-1342 95 
552 CORMIN S. 5n 5 + WAC Sin'e sy eee Os +939-7476 95 
552 ~=Fizer Katherine .............. 939-0603 87 
ee De eee rrr 0939-7515 95 


556 Chambers Susan ............ +939-7480 95 
556 a een Perrree + 939-2872 95 
650 Mullins Forrest J ...........4. 939-5159 79 
650 Mullins Gary A’....5.......-. 939-5159 78 
Adams St 
717 SE TN Boece sé sew mas wet 939-5636 93 
719 Dancy M Susan ............. 939-5361 94 
721 Seteey CDOTS Fi cc bs es kdeenes 939-0265 83 
727 Mitchell Gordon B ........... 939-1856 77 
731 Frye William H ........-..... 939-4338 90 
907 Jackson Albert V ............ 939-5462 -- 
912 Hawkins John C ............. 939-5316 83 
916 Croxsell Marvin .............. + 939-7442 95 
918 Joyner DarryiL.............. 0939-9230 95 
920. Barnes Mary ......c.cccees 939-2488 94 
930 Monk Michelle .............. 939-6113 93 
_ 1-BUS 30-RES 7-NEW 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
v - Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


N UNION AVE 1990 


UNION AVE N (Havre de Grace) 21 


Green St 


Smith C J 

Smith Cornelius J 
#U S Postal Service 

Havre de Grace 
#City Pharmacy 
#One Hour Photo 
Bowman K 

Magness Sammy Lee 
#Henry Advertising 
#Henry Duane A 
#Susquehanna Trading 
Risby Rudolph V 
Walters John 
Oliver Thomas H 
#Marci's Antiques 

€ Interiors 
#Bowman's Apartments 


Franklin St 


#Crazy Swede The 
Highbarger Charles L 
Hamilton John M 
Adam Susan 

#Fritz Sterback 

Investment Antiques 
& Collectibles 

#L & H Cleaners 
Boyer Alfred A 
Savoff A E 
Roszak Raymond J 

#Vancheri's Restaurant 
Capriotty DE 
Doerr MA 
Gibson B L 

VANCHERIE APTS 
Gibson J H 
Hawley J Franklin 
Packard Roscoe 
Vancherie James C 
Vancherie Jessie Mrs 


Warren St 


#Montville & Son 
taxicab 

#Beauty Hut 

#Country Flower Shop 

#Danny's Gulf Station 

#Medicine Shoppe The 

Tome Richard 

#Tome Richard C 

florist 
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Target Street Cross Street 


v 


WARREN ST_ 1990 


“WARREN ST (Aberdeen) 21001 


“Map 32: 1033-610 


26 C & J APTS 


300 


Luker Donald R 


Hubbard Wilma E 


Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


272-0392 
272-6633 


_WARREN ST (Havre de Grace) 21078 
“Map 33 A:1055-626 


500 
556 
556 
556 
650 
650 


719 
721 
727 
729 
731 
731 

|, 2933 

907 

Ree oF 
918 
920 


#Dorsey Upholstery 


Fizer Katherine 
Kim Hong Jun 
Reynolds R H 
Mullins Forrest J 
Mullins Gary A 


Adams St 


Mullen M Susan 
Keller Dennis A 
Mitchell Gordon B 
Barnard F T 
DiPietro Jeanette 
Frye William H 


Tarquini Michael E 


Jackson Albert V 
Hawkins John C 
Joyner AC 
Barnes James V 


939-5282 
939-0603 
+939-5394 
939-4795 
939-5159 
939-5159 


1939-1950 
939-0265 
939-1856 
939-2443 

+939-4978 

1939-4338 
939-2937 
939-5462 
939-5316 
939-5908 
939-2488 
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Target Street 


Y 


300 
300 
308 


311 
314 
316 
316 
320 
320 
320 
321 
323 
329 
331 


400 
400 
400 
401 
404 
408 


409 
412 
416 
416 
420 
420 
424 
424 
425 


500 
500 
500 
500 
500 
500 


Cross Street 


N UNION AVE 


Source 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


icc 


Green St 


Smith C J 
Smith Cornelius J 
#0 S Postal Service 
Havre de Grace 
#city Pharmacy 
Maurice Marynell 
Carr Sonya 
Spicer Roger D 
tHenry Advertising 
#Henry Duane A 
#Susquehanna Trading 
Vogt Tyree Crawford 
Oliver Thomas H 
#Dawn's Shear Design 
#Home Beneficial Life 
Insurance Co Inc 


Franklin St 


Brown Edward L 
#c S & Association 
#Crazy Swede The 
Highbarger Charles L 
Hamilton John M 
#Pitcock's Hardware 6 
Paint Store 
#L & H Cleaners 
Savoff A E 
Roszak Raymond J 
Roszak Raymond J 
Capriotty D E 
Doerr MA 
#Poole's Cab Service 
#Poole's Taxi 
VANCHERIE APTS 
Packard Roscoe 
Pearson Steven F 
Vancherie James C 
Vancherie Jessie Mrs 


Warren St 


#Beauty Hut 

#Country Flower Shop 

#Danny's Gulf Station 

#Medicine Shoppe The 

Tome Richard 

#Tome Richard C 
florist 


939-3292 
939-3791 


939-0780 
939-4422 
939-3839 
939-5475 
01939-3256 
939-4252 
939-4252 
939-4252 
939-3871 
939-1671 
939-0339 


939-3840 


+#939-9145 
575-7280 
+939-5440 
939-2327 
939-3910 


939-2522 
939-2515 
939-3078 
939-3318 
939-4306 
939-1272 
939-0334 
0939-9858 
939-2500 


939-4126 
1939-0837 
939-3939 
939-3939 


939-5161 
939-2720 
939-9760 
939-3331 
+939-4541 


9339-2720 
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Cross Street Source 


Target Street 
- v Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


WARREN ST 1985 


~ rz | 


WARREN ST (Aberdeen) 21001 


Map 32 


> 1033-610 


26 C & J APTS 


309 


Yepez Rodrigo H 
Hubbard Wilma E 


#273-6674 | 
272-6633 


WARREN ST (Havre de Grace) 21078 


Map 33A: 1055-626 
300 Wood Robert L 939-5919 
511 Beachley A 8B 939-3473 
515 #Mark Color Ltd 939-0960 
515 #Mark Color Ltd 575-6549 
552 Baxter Christopher +939-3994 
556 Highfill Robert E #939-5646 | 
556 Southerland James +¢939-37646 
650 Mullins Forrest J 939-5159 
650 Mullins Gary A 939-5159 
Adams Sst 
719 Curen John R 939-0817 
721 =Keller Dennis A 939-0265 
727 Mitchell Gordon B 939-1856 
729 =Barnard F T 939-2843 
731 #B & J Pest Control 939-5566 
731B Pentz Scott L #939-1271 | 
733 Tarquini Michael E 0939-2937 
907 Jackson Albert V 939-5462 
907 Price James Jr #939-5442 
912 Hawkins John C 939-5316 
913 Croxsell J A 939-2358 
916 Barnes C 939-1108 
916 Croxsell Clara Pastor 939-2560 
918 Joyner AC 939-5908 
920 Barnes James V 939-2488 
926 Levy Evelyn 939-0955 
-- #Strong Walter seafood 939-2711 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
v - Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


N UNION AVE 1980 


Green St 


aSmith C J rltr 
Smith Cornelius J 
#Postal Service US 
eCity Pharmacy 
Burchette S J 
Groves Jerry L 
Christy G 
Kim Paul M 
Latronico John E 
#Henry Advertising 
Henry Duane A 
Crawford Lea Mrs 
Oliver Thomas H 
#Block H & R Inc 
Branch ofc 
#H & R Block Co 
#Crown Beauty Salon 
#Home Beneficial Life 
Insurance Co Inc 


Franklin St 


Hodges Robert Lee 
Hamilton John M 

Carr Jack N 

#Pitcock's Hardware 6 
Furniture Store 

#L & H Cleaners 

Roszak Raymond J 

Capriotty D E 

Doerr MA 

Hunt J M 

Walker R 

#Havre de Grace Arco 

VANCHERIE APTS 

Brewer V L 

Vancherie James C 

Vancherie Jessie Mrs 

Weymouth Fredk A Mrs 
Witmer Paul D 


Warren St 


#Danny's Gulf Station 
eMedicine Shoppe The 
#Uniform Shoppe The 


939-3292 
939-3791 
939-0780 
939-4422 
+939-9425 
939-0278 
939-0360 
+939-2370 
939-5976 
939-4252 
939-4252 
939-3871 
939-1671 


939-5955 
+939-5955 
939-3626 


939-3840 


+939-1286 
939-3910 
+939-2577 


939-2522 
939-2515 
01939-4306 
+#939-1272 
1939-0334 
0939-2386 
939-3410 
939-9885 


939-4491 
939-3939 
939-3939 
939-4634 
939-1492 


939-9760 
#939-3331 
939-5258 


3849603.8 Page: A17 


Target Street Cross Street 


v 


WARREN ST_ 1980 


WARREN ST (Aberdeen) 21001 
Map 32:1033-610 


26 C &6 J APTS 


300 


Espenshade Frederick 
Johnson Charles D 
Meredith Paul D 
Hubbard Wilma E 


Source 
Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


+#272-1794 | 

+#272-0291 
+#272-5159 | 
272-6633 


WARREN ST (Havre de Grace) 21078 
Map 33A:1055~-6 26 


502 
511 
513 
515 


£50 
» BE2 
552 
552 
556 


650 


eCity Cab Inc 
Beachley A B 
#Baycraft Marine 
#Performance 
Specialties Inc 
Oldham Richard J 
Anderson Fitzhugh F 
Dressler Steven R 
Kim M D 
#J P Wideload Escort 
Service 
Mullins Forrest J 
Mullins Gary A 


Adams St 


Waldrop V K 

Curen John R 

Mitchell Gordon B 

Barnard F T 

Hanscomb BE §S 

Jackson Albert Vv 

White Drema J 

Nicholson Helen 

Croxsell Clara Pastor 

Wainwright D 

Joyner AC 

Barnes James V 

Levy Evelyn 

Jones Nellie R 

#Strong Walter seafood 

#Susquehanna Fish Co 
Seafood 


+#939-0511 
939-3473 
+939-9339 


939-3041 
+939-4 895 
0939-2608 
+939-4979 
#939-9295 


n939-2622 
939-5159 
939-5159 


939-2713 
939-0817 
939-1856 
939-2443 
939-2081 
939-5462 
939-0216 
939-3182 
939-2560 
939-1108 
939-5908 
939-2488 
939-0955 
939-4243 
939-2711 


939-2711 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
v - Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


N UNION AVE 1975 
Green St 


Smith C J realtor 939-3292 
Smith Cormelius J 939-3791 
US Postal Serv Havre de Grace 
939-0780 
City Pharmacy 939-4422 
Deviney James L 939-5511 
Nichols Jonathan O 939-5739 
Petrey L 939-2596 
Ruzicka Mark D 939-0158 
Henry Advertising 939-4252 
Henry Duane A 939-4252 
Crawford Stuart R Mrs 939-3871 
Steiner F W Mrs 939-2033 
Block H & R Co Income Tax br ofc 
939-5955 
Crown Beauty Salon 939-3626 
Poplar Real Estate 939-2800 


Franklin St 


Hamilton John M 939-3910 
Di Giovanni Rocco F 939-4485 
Pitcock's Hardware & Furniture St 
939-2522 
L&H Cleaners 939-2515 
Barnaby M B 939-2978 
A &J Travel Agency 939-2670 
Preston Graham A 939-4665 
Brawner L S 939-2589 
Herring Geo R Mrs 939-1940 
Byrne Frances M Mrs 939-1885 
Chesapeake Amoco svc station 
939-2500 
Chesapeake Cab Co 939-2500 
Brewer Virginia L Miss 939-4491 
Vancherie James C 939-3939 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
v - Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


N UNION AVE 1975 


UNION AVE N 
(Havre de Grace) 21078 Contd 
425  Vancherie Jessie E Mrs 939-3939 
425 Weymouth Fredk A Mrs 939-4634 
425 Witmer Paul D 939-1492 


Warren St 


500 ABC Office Machines Sales & Svc 
939-0011 


S00 Custom Cycle Co 939-1964 
S00 Danny's Gulf Station 939-9760 
901 Ace Auto Sales 939-1560 

-- American Legion Ambulance 
Garage 939-1188 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
- v Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


WARREN ST_ 1975 


WARREN ST (Aberdeen) 21001 
32:1033-610 


20 Travis Larry 272-2866 
21 # Lee Richard W 272-3325 
26 Kilby Mattie L 272-8963 
26 McCommons E L 272-1539 


26 ~=@Peters Philip F Jr 272-4147 
26 Sewell P Raymond 272-1293 


WARREN ST (Havre de Grace) 21078 
33: 1054-627 


500 Havre de Grace Auto Parts 
939-1930 
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Cross Street Source 
v Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


Target Street 


WARREN ST_ 1975 


WARREN ST (Havre de Grace) 21078 Contd 


Sill 
S15 


552 
556 
558 
558 
650 


Beachley A B 


939-3473 


Performance Specialties Inc 


Berry Gordon P 

Hill Cecil F 
Anderson Fitzhugh F 
Williams James A 
Styer Frances E 


Adams St 


Styer Myrna L 
Curen John R 

Baker Larry 

Mitchell William P 
Barnard F T 

Ellers William S 
Newman Timothy P 
Jackson Albert V 
Jenifer Alice J Mrs 
Nicholson Helen 
Croxsell Clara Pastor 
Peaco Catherine Mrs 
Wainwright D 


939-3041 
939-0390 
939-2391 
939-1482 
939-0248 
939-9734 


939-5447 
939-0817 
939-1716 
939-1856 
939-2443 
939-2838 
939-5567 
939-5462 
939-3104 
939-3182 
939-2560 
939-0290 
939-1108 


Joyner Norman septic tank clnrs 


Joyner Samuel E 
Joyner's Septic Tank Service 

939-3759 
939-2488 
939-4243 
939-3097 


Barnes James V 
Jones Nellie R 
Jones Charles E 


939-3759 
939-3189 
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Target Street 


Y 


Cross Street 


N UNION AVE 
Smith C J rltr 
Smith Comelius J 


Source 


Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


1967 


939-3292 
939-3791 


Internal Revenue Service 939-2962 


US Post Ofc 
City Pharmacy 


Newman David drugst 


939-0780 
939-4422 
939-4422 


Citizens National Bank br ofc 


Crooks Jas N 


Adams H Ernestine Mrs 
Crawford Stuart R Mrs 


939-3002 
939-2956 
939-2253 
939-3871 


Vogt Tyree Crawford Mrs 939-3871 


Wright CL 

Steiner F W Mrs 
City Furniture Sales 
Pahr Chas R 

West Joyce Mrs 
Crown Beauty Salon 


939-2507 
939-2033 
939-3686 
939-1823 
939-2531 
939-3626 


American Health & Life Ins Co 


Delp Olan R 
Poplar Real Estate 
Chesapeake Hotel 
Hawk Arthur H 
Workman Wm G 
Hamilton Doris C 
Hamilton Jno M 
Adams Joan D 


939-0960 
939-2094 
939-2800 
939-3606 
939-4207 
939-3067 
939-2738 
939-2738 
939-4137 


Pitcock's Hdwe & Furn Store 


Goodie Shop The 
Barnaby M B 

Woods Mary Mrs 
Bernheim Elise B Mrs 
Caithaml N J 

Elliott Leonard F 
Herring Geo R Mrs 
Byrne Frances M Mrs 
Jackson Wilford E 
Whitby Walter W 


939-2522 
939-3474 
939-2978 
939-2541 
939-3596 
939-3596 
939-3074 
939-1940 
939-1885 
939-3185 
939-4620 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
v - Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


N UNION AVE 1967 


UNION AVE N (Hav de Gr) 21078 Contd 


424 Coen's Taxi Service 939-2500 
425 Brewer Virginia L Miss 939-4491 
425  Vancherie James C 939-3939 
425  Vancherie Jessie E Mrs 939-3939 
425 Weymouth Fredk A Mrs 939-4634 
425 Yaeger Aleda Mrs 939-2926 
Bayer's Gulf Service Sta 939-0781 
Bayer's Gulf Service Sta 939-9760 
Greyhound Bus Depot 939-9760 
Montville & Son taxi 939-0900 
Kings Used Cars 939-3777 
American Legion Ambulance Serv 
939.4466 
Buck & Poplar Insurance Agcy 
939-2800 
Harford Co Parks & Recreation Dept 
939-1800 
Havre de Grace Police 939-2121 
Mid-Town American Serv Sta 
939-9853 
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Target Street Cross Street Source 
- v Stewart's Criss-Cross Directory 


WARREN ST_ 1967 


WARREN ST (Havre de Grace) 21078 
1054-527 


Baldwin Margaret C Mrs 939-2087 
Havre de Grace Auto Parts939-1930 
Beachley A B 939-3473 
Mitchell Chas Jack 939-3240 
Carroll Rug Co 939-4400 
Elite Dy-Dee Wash 939-4400 
Elite Laundry & Dry Clng 939-4400 
Elite Rug Cleaning 939-4400 
Curen John R 939-0817 
Carroll John F 939-3910 
Baker Larry 939-1716 
Hull Bertha Mrs 939-2652 
Mitchell Wm P 939-1856 
Barnard F T 939.2443 
Ellers William S 939-2838 
Wilkinson Jas I 939-3305 
Jackson Louise M 939-4389 
Croxsell Clara Pastor 939-2560 
Joyner Norman septic tank clnrs 
939-3759 
Joyner's Septic Tank Service 
939-3759 
Merchant William 939-2703 
Glover Daisy G 939-4033 
Collins Eligah T 939-3166 
Dyson Estella Mrs 939-4593 
Jenifer Alice J Mrs 939-3104 
Jones Chas E 939-3097 
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Appendix G 
Site Photographs 


BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs ~S 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 1 


Former Pool Concepts, Inc. site, view to the southwest from Pulaski Highway. 
PHOTOGRAPH 2 


Bay Oil, Inc. site, view to the east from Pulaski Highway. 


— BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs ww 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 3 


Former Ames Shopping Plaza site (currently Harbor Shops plaza), view to the northeast from 
Pulaski Highway. 


PHOTOGRAPH 4 


Aero Energy, view to the northwest from Pulaski Highway. 


BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs \S 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 5 


Former Osborne Boat sales site, view to the south from Pulaski Highway. 
PHOTOGRAPH 6 


F.W. Haxel Co. site, view to the southeast from Pulaski Highway. 


—_— BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs ww 
Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 7 


"ae 


— 


Former H&S Distribution site, view to the northwest from Pulaski Highway. 


PHOTOGRAPH 8 


Former Wilson Getty Service site, view to the northwest from Pulaski Highway. 


—. BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs ww 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 
PHOTOGRAPH 9 


Nori’s Service Station site, view to the northwest from Pulaski Highway. 
PHOTOGRAPH 10 
= 


Adult Book Store site, view to the east from Pulaski Highway. 


—. BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs we 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 11 


Debonis Chevrolet site, view to the north from Pulaski Highway. 
PHOTOGRAPH 12 


Cleaning Solutions Group, Inc. (Cello site) with stick-up groundwater monitoring wells 
visible, view to the southeast from Post Road. 


Appendix G - Site Photographs SS 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 13 


Cleaning Solutions Group, Inc. (Cello site), view to the north. 
PHOTOGRAPH 14 


Former C&P Telephone site, view to the northwest. 


BrightFields, Inc. 


—. BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs ww 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 15 


Cytec Engineered Materials, Inc., view to the southeast. 
PHOTOGRAPH 16 


The A-1 Sales, Inc. site, view to the southeast from former Auto Ranch site. 


—. BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs we 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 17 


Former Auto Ranch site, view to the north from Pulaski Highway. 
PHOTOGRAPH 18 


The HdG BP site, view to the southwest from MCK Trucking site. 
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Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 19 


Former MCK Trucking site, view to the east from Lewis Lane. 
PHOTOGRAPH 20 


A portion of the Gilbert Tank site located adjacent to the railroad, view to the northeast from 
Water Street. 
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Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 21 


The HdG WWITP site, view to the southwest. 
PHOTOGRAPH 22 


Electric substation located adjacent to south of railroad corridor in Perryville, view to the 
east. 


ATT 


—  BrightFields, Inc. 
Appendix G - Site Photographs we 


Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 23 


Se te, 
Ne 
re 


Former P.R.R. Shops site, view to the northwest from Broad Street. 
PHOTOGRAPH 24 


Remnant railroad track components on former P.R.R. Shops site. 
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Perryville Yacht Club, view to the west from River Road. 
PHOTOGRAPH 26 


Owens Marina site, view to the southwest from River Road. 
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PHOTOGRAPH 27 


Norfolk Southern Railroad site, view to the northwest from Otsego Street. 
PHOTOGRAPH 28 


Perryville Oil Company site, view to the northwest from Otsego Street. 
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PHOTOGRAPH 29 


Electric substation on Perryville Post Office site, view to the southwest. 
PHOTOGRAPH 30 


Former Coastal Unilube site, view to the southeast. 
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Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 


PHOTOGRAPH 31 


The IKEA site (former Firestone Plant) and Amtrak MOW access road, view to the southeast 
from Firestone Road bridge. 


PHOTOGRAPH 32 


Perryville wastewater treatment plant, view to the southwest from Firestone Road bridge. 
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Susquehanna River Bridge Project ¢ BrightFields File: 3079.01.51 
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The railroad corridor, view to the east from Firestone Road bridge. 
PHOTOGRAPH 34 


Petroleum-like sheen observed on standing water in ditch adjacent to the railroad, view to the 
east from the Firestone Road bridge. 
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Susquehanna River Bridge 
Reconstruction and Expansion Project 


Interagency Review Meeting 
February 19, 2014 
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Project Introduction 


FRA grant awarded to MDOT for NEPA & PE through 
the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail Program. 


=» FRA \is serving as lead federal agency for the NEPA 
Environmental Assessment. USCG and USACE will be 
invited to serve as Cooperating Agencies. 


= MDOT is the grant recipient and project sponsor. 


=» Amtrak, as bridge owner, is providing engineering 
designs and acting in cooperation with FRA and 
MDOT. 
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Purpose of IRM Presentations 


Interagency coordination: 


¢ Proactively asking for your input on issues of concern to 
your agency as we progress through NEPA. 

¢ Not utilizing SHA’s formal “Streamlined Environmental 
and Regulatory Process’. 


¢ Using this forum to facilitate subsequent agency review of 
the EA. 


= Today's IRM — present purpose & need, introduce study 
area and environmental features, overview of conceptual 
engineering. 


=» Next IRM — present conceptual alignments in detail. 


Regional Project Vicinity 


The Susquehanna River Bridge is a critical link along a USDOT- 
designated high-speed rail corridor (Boston to Washington, D.C.) 
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Project Location 


= Existing bridge at Milepost 60 along Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). 


= Spans City of Havre de Grace (Harford County) and the 
Town of Perryville (Cecil County). 


= Project extends approximately 6 miles from OAK 
Interlocking to PRINCE Interlocking. 
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Purpose and Need 


108-year-old structure, obsolete design, aging components. Labor- 
intensive swing span requires ~30 workers per bridge opening. 


Existing 2-track bridge creates speed and capacity bottleneck along 
the NEC. 


Need greater operationally flexibility to accommodate: 
¢ Amtrak (currently 88 trains/wkday) 
¢ MARC (currently 13 trains/wkday) 
¢ Norfolk Southern (currently 7-10/wkday) 


Maintenance windows are limited and 
disruptive; will worsen with time. 


Must accommodate marine traffic 
(existing 52’ vertical clearance). 


Purpose and Need (cont.) 


Major Rehabs and Repairs — 1960s, 1985, 1991, 1998 


» While existing bridge is safe for current and near term operations, 
it is wearing out and approaching the end of its service life. 


= Bridge Inspections 


¢ 1996 Report: Worn/cracked metal pins, loose connections at 
eyebar members, improper seating of swing span ends. 

¢ 2013 Report: Section loss, cracks, corrosion, and 
deteriorations; heavy freight exacerbating losses. 

¢ Superstructure poor to fair structural condition. Some cracking 
& moisture leakage in stone abutments and piers. 


¢ Low bridge fatigue ratings, even at 30 mph. Bridge may have 
exceeded theoretical fatigue life. 


= Even extensive retrofits and component repairs cannot restore 
bridge to state-of-good repair. Component failures will continue. 


Purpose and Need (cont.) 


The purpose of the Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction 
and Expansion Project is to: 


Improve reliability of the existing crossing; 


Enhance passenger and freight rail operations along the 
NEC; 


Maintain navigation along the Susquehanna River; 


Accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and high- 
speed rail operations. 
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Project Description 


Developing conceptual alternatives involving: 

¢ Modification and/or replacement of the existing bridge 

¢ Construction of a new high-level bridge parallel to the 
existing bridge 


= Movable bridge will be replaced with a fixed span at higher 
clearance that can accommodate navigation without 
disrupting rail operations. 


= Number of tracks and layouts will improve operations and 
safety for users that share the crossing: 


¢ Amtrak intercity 
¢ MARC commuter 
¢ Norfolk Southern freight service 


Environmental Resources 


Natural Resources 


¢ Susquehanna River, wetlands, submerged aquatic 
vegetation (SAVs), floodplains, streams, Critical Area 


e Aquatic and terrestrial species 


= Cultural Resources 


¢ Havre de Grace Historic District (listed on the State/National 
Registers [S/NR]) 


¢ Susquehanna River Bridge (S/NR-eligible) 
¢ Rodgers Tavern (S/NR-listed) 


¢ Others (MD inventory, National Historic Landmarks, locally 
designated resources, archaeological resources) 


= Parkland and Community Facilities 
¢ Waterfront and neighborhood parks 


¢ Havre de Grace MS/HS 
¢ Religious institutions 


Natural Resources 


. - “ieee 


i 


Perry sille 
“99 


A AA 
; il 


Note: Based on GIS data sources; to be verified. 
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Conceptual Engineering 


Primary design considerations include: 
¢ Railroad geometry 

¢ Design speed 

¢ Profile / limiting freight grades 

¢ Navigational clearances 

¢ Construction staging to maintain rail ops and navigation 
¢ Right-of-way 

¢ Bridge spacing 


Conceptual Alternatives 


Conceptual alternatives currently under development. 


= Permutations vary by: 
¢ Number of bridges (1 or 2) 
¢ Number of total tracks (3 or 4) 
¢ Existing bridge (rehab, convert, replace) 
¢ New bridge location (east or west of existing alignment) 
¢ Maximum authorized speed (160 mph preferred) 
¢ New bridge type (fixed vs movable) 
¢ Interlockings / flyover / substation variations 
= Obtain a standard of 160 mph while optimizing use of 


existing transportation right-of-way and minimizing adverse 
impacts. 


Study Area and Conceptual Design 


A) Limit of Alignments 
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Agency & Public Involvement 


# Public involvement & agency coordination began early: 


VY May 2013 project introduction letter sent to federal and state 
agencies and local elected officials. 


v June 2013 meeting with elected officials of Perryville and Havre 
de Grace. 


v July 2013 IRM presentation. 


= What did we learn from this early outreach? 
Y Coordinate with USACE and USCG (Cooperating Agencies) for 
efficient NEPA and permitting. 


vY Two active communities with a variety of notable land uses 
close to existing right-of-way (parks, school, Rodgers Tavern, 
etc.). 


Y Initial public feedback emphasized desire for pedestrian and 
bicycle path across the river. 


Agency & Public Coordination Milestones 


RM Meeting — P&N, study area, conceptual engineering 
overview 


Public Information Session — P&N, study area, present March 2014 
conceptual alternatives 

IRM Meeting — Present conceptual alternatives & screening April 2014 
methodology, summarize public input 

Public Information Session — Alternatives evaluation June 2014 
IRM Meeting — Alternatives evaluation June 2014 


February 2014 


Project Newsletter 


Contact Information 


FRA — Michelle Fishburne 
(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
MDOT — Harry Romano 
(hromano@madot.state.md.us) 
MTA — Angela Willis 
(awillis1 @mta.maryland.gov) 
Amtrak — Craig Rolwood 
(craig.rolwood@amtrak.com) 
Amtrak — Amrita Hill 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 


Questions & Comments 
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Purpose of IRM Presentation 


= February 2014 IRM: 
¢ Present project purpose and need. 
e Review environmental features. 
¢ Provide overview of conceptual engineering. 


= Today’s IRM: 


¢ Receive comments and concurrence on purpose and need 
statement. 


¢ Review conceptual alternatives. 
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Purpose and Need 


= The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge include: 


¢ Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure. 
¢ Speed and capacity constraints. 

¢ Operational inflexibility. 

e Maintenance difficulties. 

¢ Conflicts with maritime uses. 


= The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Project is to provide continued rail connectivity along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). 
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Purpose and Need (cont.) 


Goals of the project include: 


Improve rail service reliability and safety. 
Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times. 


Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future 
freight, commuter, intercity, and high-speed rail operations. 


Maintain adequate navigation along the Susquehanna River. 
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Purpose and Need (cont.) 


Written Purpose & Need Statement distributed March 28, 2014. 
Input was requested by April 15, 2014. 


Requesting concurrence for the Purpose & Need Statement today. 


Comments/questions ? 
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Conceptual Alternatives 


Designing to Meet 
Project Purpose & Need 
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RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 
Conceptual Alternatives Development 
Rail Connectivity 


Navigational Requirements 


Logical Termini 


pt) 


Feasibility and Constructability 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development—Design Factors 


Geometry 


Navigational 
Clearances 


Grades 


Relationships to other 


planned projects 


Reduce curves to enable faster train speed. 
Consider existing NEC and NS’s Port Road Route. 


Consider 120 mph to 160 mph for intercity passenger trains. 
160 mph preferred speed for intercity passenger trains. 


Minimize ROW impacts. 
Consider existing swing span. 
Consider constructability. 


Accommodate marine traffic with fixed bridge. 
Horizontal clearance maintained or improved. 


Higher fixed bridge requires steeper grades. 
Heavy freight trains require lower grades. 


Freight rail improvements. 
MARC Maintenance Facility and Penn Line extension. 
NEC Future Tier | EIS. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
Considered many design permutations 


Number of 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
Evaluated many alignments 
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Closure? Maximum 
Alternative Descripti Construction Speed 


> Construct new bridge to the east of existing bridge. 3/4 tracks 
> Remove existing bridge and build second bridge on existing alignment. 3/4 tracks 


> Construct a new bridge to the west of existing 3/4 tracks 

> Flyover in Perryville and a curved bridge alignment. 

> Remove existing bridge and build second bridge on existing alignment. 3/4 tracks Medium 
> Impacts to Rodgers Tavern. 


> Construct a new bridge to the east of existing w/ curved bridge alignment. 3/4 tracks High 
> Remove existing and build second bridge on existing alignment. 3/4 tracks Medium 


3/4 tracks High 
> Construct bridge to the east of existing with a tangent bridge alignment. : 


| > Remove existing bridge and build second bridge on existing alignment. 3/4 tracks Medium 
> Would require rebuild of Lewis Lane overpass in Havre de Grace. ; 
| 3/4 tracks Medium 


| > Construct bridge to the east of existing with a 3-track tangent bridge. 3 tracks Medium 


> Would require rebuild of Lewis Lane overpass in Havre de Grace. 3 tracks Medium 


> Construct bridge to the east of existing with curved bridge alignment. 


> Remove existing bridge and build second bridge on existing alignment. Se eas oun 


> Construct bridge to the east of existing bridge. 

> Extensive and complex elevated structure (“double decker’). 

> Remove existing bridge and build second bridge on existing alignment. 
> Presents construction staging challenges. 


3/4 tracks 


> Bridge location to the east of existing with curved bridge alignment. 


> Remove existing bridge and build second bridge on existing alignment. Seeks 


> Remove existing bridge and build second bridge on existing alignment. 3/4 tracks 


> Bridge location to the east of existing bridge with a 3-track bridge. a iracke 


> New bridge to the west, primarily for freight and MARC. 4 tracks 160 mph 


> Second new bridge along existing alignment primarily for high speed rail. Atacs 450 mph 


(al > Rehabilitate existing bridge. 2 tracks 90 mph 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
Fatal flaw criteria used to develop the initial “long list” 


e Must maintain rail connectivity along the NEC 
all Connectivity (during construction and operations). 
e Must provide sufficient capacity. 


Na Sal cliteae e Must maintain navigation along the Susquehanna 
Ke quirem ents River (during construction and operations). 


e Must have rational end points and consider existing 
Logical Termini infrastructure. 
Os! e USDOT grant defines project limits—NEC from MP 57.3 
in Perryville to MP 63.5 in Havre de Grace. 


Feasibility ana ¢ Must be feasible and practicable from a 
nN ct construction and engineering perspective. 
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Next Steps 


=» Receive agency input to finalize Purpose & Need Statement and 
complete conceptual alternatives “long list”. 


# Solicit public input (including Public Outreach Information Session on 
April 28, 2014 and www.susrailbridge.com). 


= Complete Feasibility Report—studying these conceptual alternatives 
from an engineering and impacts perspective. 


=" Develop alternatives screening criteria. Screen “long list” down to 
shorter list of feasible alternatives. 


= Return to IRM to present alternatives evaluation and feasible 
alternatives. 
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Contact Information 


Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
Harry Romano, MDOT 
(hromano@mdot.state.md.us) 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 


(craig.rolwood@amtrak.com) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 
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Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Interagency Review Meeting 
June 18, 2014 
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Purpose of IRM Presentation 


= February 2014 IRM: 
¢ Presented project purpose and need and environmental features. 


¢ Reviewed environmental features; conceptual engineering 
overview. 


= April 2014 IRM: 
e Received and discussed comments on purpose and need 
statement. 


¢ Reviewed conceptual alternatives. 


= Today’s IRM: 
¢ Provide update on public involvement activities. 


¢ Provide detailed presentation of conceptual alternatives and fatal 
flaw screening. 
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Public Involvement Update 


= Public Information Session hosted on April 28, 2014 at Havre de 
Grace Activity Center. 


¢ Important local resources, business & tourism, “signature bridge’. 
¢ Support for bicycle-pedestrian path. 


= Comments continually received through website comment form, 


regular mail, and via info@susrailbridge.com. 


= Upcoming coordination: 
¢ Local planning departments regarding parks and plans. 
¢ Individual meetings—Cecil County, East Coast Greenway. 


¢ Next Public Information Session to be scheduled in Perryville for 
late Summer 2014. 
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Alignment Alternatives Development 


= Alignments Developed During Conceptual Engineering 
¢ 4 build scenarios. 
¢ 18 different alignments. 


= Alignments Suggested by Members of the Public 


¢ 3 alignments suggested at coordination meetings and through 
website comment form. 


» Recommendations by Value Engineering 
¢ VE in progress. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
18 different alignments 
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Two-Step Screening 


= Step 1: Fatal Flaw Screening—criteria developed from P&N. 
¢ Rail Connectivity. 
¢ Navigation Requirements. 
¢ Logical Termini. 
¢ Feasibility & Constructability. 
¢ Critical Property Impacts (developed from community input). 
> Pass/Faitmust satisfy all criteria to advance. 


= Step 2: Detailed Screening—based on specific project goals. 
¢ Optimize existing and planned infrastructure. 
¢ Construction, design, and operational considerations. 
¢ Environmental/cultural/socioeconomic/property impacts. 
> Compare/contrast ability to meet goals & objectives. 
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Fatal Flaw Screening 
Compare each alignment to fatal flaw criteria 


Rail Connectivity 

inguegon Rail Connectivity Input from 
freight RRs | FTA/MTA 
Input from Navigational Requirements Input from 

USCG an 6 mariners 

Logical Termini 
Feasibility and Constructability 
Input from Critical Property Impacts <— Input from 
Perryville (e.g. Rodgers Tavern, Legion) Havre de Grace 
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Alignment 4A X 
High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing + 1/2-track bridge in place of existing 
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Screening of Conceptual Alternatives 


Fatal Flaw Screening Criteria 
Alignment Description Rail Navigational | Logical Feasibility & Avoids Critical 

High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing 
Peeters ty ce eke cr ee (ee See ee ey eee 
Paes to 1A but new bridge tighter to existing — Pa Sa ee ea eee 
1B |temporary closure of swing span Vi Wi Ni Wi Y 

High-speed 2-track to the west of existing 

1 or 2-track in place of existing — clear of swing span rl tes eS 

> Flyover in Perryville N Y Y N 

Fs ana an NE 

closure of swing span Y \ 

Curved high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing 
Polite | ee | 
FS ae 

closure of swing span N Y Y Y Y 

Straight high-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing 
Piecing |) oe Se | ee 
eee en 

closure of swing span 
peer 3-track bridge to the east on 4B 

alignment — temporary closure of swing span 

> Removes existing bridge and does not replace 

| pemen 3-track bridge to the east on 4C 


alignment — temporary closure of swing span 
> Removes existing bridge and does not replace 
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Avoids Critical 
Property 
Impacts 


Logical Feasibility & 
Termini | Constructability 


High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing 
1 or 2-track in place of existing — clear of swing 
Span 

>Substantial curve to avoid right-of-way impacts 
High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing but 
elevated through Havre de Grace 
1 or 2-track in place of existing 

> Extensive, complicated double decker structure 
High-speed 2-track bridge to east of existing 
1 or 2-track in place of existing 

> Significant curvature to avoid substation 

ara to 1B but with fewer right-of-way impacts 

due to lower design speed 
High-speed 3-track bridge to the east of existing on 
8A alignment — temporary closure of swing span. 

> Removes existing bridge and does not replace 
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Rehab Existing Bridge—Inspection Report 


= Existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is: 
¢ Structurally deficient. 
¢ Functionally obsolete. 
¢ Fracture critical. 


= Not feasible from construction and engineering perspective and 
will eventually fail to provide continued rail connectivity and meet 
navigational requirements. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 


Considered many design permutations 


Number of New Bridge 
Alignment 
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Feasible Alignments 


« Fatal flaw screening identified 9 feasible alignments to proceed to 
detailed screening: 


» Alignments 1B, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, 8A, 8B, 9A, 9B. 


» Possible additional alignments identified through Value Engineering. 


= Detailed screening will include: 
=» Evaluation of each project goal identified in Purpose & Need. 


« Evaluation of potential environmental impacts (e.g., natural and cultural resources) 
and consideration of all property impacts. 


= Consideration of various bridge types and styles. 


= MDOT and Amtrak are investigating bicycle-pedestrian path for all 
feasible alignments. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
18 different alignments 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
9 remaining alignments 
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Next Steps 


Summer 2014—Schedule additional public meetings to present all 
alignments and fatal flaw screening. 


Summer 2014—Perform detailed screening and identify “Alternatives 
Retained for Detailed Study” (ARDS). 


Fall 2014—Submit Alternatives Screening Report to IRM for 
concurrence/comment. 


Fall 2014—Host public meeting/alternatives workshop to present 
ARDS. 
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Contact Information 


Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
Harry Romano, MDOT 
(hromano@mdot.state.md.us) 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 


(craig.rolwood@amtrak.com) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 
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Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project 


Interagency Review Meeting 
February 18, 2015 
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Purpose of IRM Presentation 


February 2014 IRM 
¢ Presented project purpose and need and environmental features. 
e Reviewed environmental features; conceptual engineering overview. 


April 2014 IRM 
¢ Received and discussed comments on purpose and need statement. 
e Reviewed conceptual alternatives. 


June 2014 IRM 
¢ Provided update on public involvement activities. 
¢ Presentation of conceptual alternatives and fatal flaw screening. 


Today’s IRM 
¢ Review alternatives screening process. 
¢ Present alternatives retained for detailed study. 
¢ Provide update on public outreach and involvement activities. 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


The project goals include: 
e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 


e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate 
reduced trip times; 


e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and 
accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and 
high-speed rail operations; and 


The Northeast Corridor merges from four tracks to two 


@ Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along tracks (heading south from Perryville to Havre de Grace). 
the Susquehanna River. 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Process 


Step 1: Fatal Flaw Screening—criteria developed from Purpose & Need 
» Pass/fail test—alternative must satisfy all criteria to advance 


e Provides rail connectivity 

e Meets navigation requirements 
e Has logical termini 

e Is feasible & constructible 


e Avoids critical property impacts (developed from community input) 


Step 2: Detailed Screening—based on specific project goals 
» Relative test—compare/contrast each alternative’s ability to meet goals & objectives 


e Optimizes existing and planned infrastructure 


¢ Considers operational, design, construction requirements 


¢ Minimizes environmental/cultural/socioeconomic/property impacts 
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Step 1: Fatal Flaw Screening 
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Fatal Flaw Screening R Resuies 


25 alternatives were evaluated: 
¢ 18 conceptual alternatives 
¢ Rehabilitation of the existing bridge 
¢ 6 other alternatives (value engineering, suggestions from public, etc.) 


Rehabilitation alternative was eliminated because: 
¢ Not suitable for continued freight rail and/or passenger rail use 
¢ Would not allow required level of rail service during construction 


¢ Retaining existing bridge with new bridge would increase right-of- 
way impacts and/or reduce achievable speed 


10 of 25 alternatives proceeded to Step 2: Detailed 
Screening (9 conceptual alternatives + 1 from value engineering) 
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> 1,000 ft Study Area* ——— Alignment 14 ——— Alignment 28 Alignment 44 ——— Alignment 4D Alignment 6 Alignment 88 
Alignment 34 Alignment 48 Alignment 4E Alignment 7 Alignment SA 
Alignment 38 ——— Alignment 4C Alignment 5 Alignment £4 Alignment 98 
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~ Se 4 After etal Flaw Screening: 3 remaining alignments with fewer property impacts to be studied further. 
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Step 2: Detailed Screening 
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Alternatives Comparison Matrix 


ee | Tm Cl 
del. 
Connects to NS wye and provides grades 

sccuptoble for fesight epesstions Yes Yes Yes Yes 

SO EG EO 

Se 
Eliminates or reduces speed restrictions a ao 

for intercity trains | eiimates | stints | ctrintes— | ioter | emimtes | reduces | Retces | inner | ctmimtes | irs | 

Provides flexibility for operational and 

maintenance wi ia doer | verysoot | oot | coos | tesco | oot | woot | cont | coot | 


Eliminates two-track section in this Excellent Excellent Excellent Good Good Excellent Good Excellent Excellent Excellent 
portion of NEC* 4 Tracks 4 Tracks 4 Tracks 3 Tracks 3 Tracks 4 Tracks 3 Tracks 4 Tracks 4 Tracks 4 Tracks 
Does not preclude future high-speed rail 135 mph 135mph 
(NEC Future)* 140 mph Good 160 mph Excellent ieaua 160 mph Excellent eau 
a OO 
- — pans ae Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude 


Requires temporary winter closure of Yes Yes Yes Yes 
movable span? 


1 Commercial 
(Indirect) 

1 Undeveloped 
(Partial) 


1 Residential (Full) 1 Residential (Full) 1 Residential (Full) 1 Residential (Full) | 1 Commercial (Partial) | 1 Commercial (Partial) | 1 Residential (Partial) | 1 Residential (Partial) | 1 Residential (Partial) 


1 Commercial (Full) | 1 Commercial (Partial)| 1 Commercial (Full) | 1 Commercial (Partial) 


1 Commercial 1 Commercial 
(Indirect) 2 Undeveloped (Full) (Indirect) 


Potential property impacts* 1 Institutional (Partial) 1 Park (Partial) 1 Institutional (Partial) 1 Park (Partial) 


1 Commercial (Full) | 1 Commercial (Partial) | 1 Commercial (Partial) 


1 Undeveloped 
(Partial) 


2 Park (Partial) 


2 Undeveloped (Full) 1 Park (Partial) 1 Park (Partial) 


1 Undeveloped 
(Partial) 


2 Undeveloped (Full) 2 Undeveloped (Full) 


1 Undeveloped 1 Undeveloped 
(Partial) (Partial) 


2 Park (Partial) 2 Park (Partial) 


Elimination Rationale Better option available Better option available} High property impacts Undesirable Speed Undesirable Speed Better option available 


* Primary differentiator in selecting ** Feasibility evaluation in progress = *** Subsequent to Dec 2014 public meeting, Alternative 1B was eliminated from further == P ESa P Ss] : 
_ alternatives retained for detailed study consideration. Max speed is 140 mph and no meaningful advantages over 9A/9B. most desirable more desirable least desirable = 
SS 
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PERRYVILLE PROPERTY IMPACTS FROM OPTIONS 9A AND 98: TWO DOUBLE-TRACK BRIDGES AT 150-160 MPH 
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Natural Resources 


Began With Desktop Studies 


~~ Major Streams 


C) Study Area 


C3 FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
DNR Critical Area 


National Wetlands Inventory 


he Maryland Department of Planning Tree Cover 
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Natural Resources — Havre De Grace 


Combining Desktop Studies with Fields Surveys 


~“\-~— Major Streams 

C) Study Area 

C3 FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
DNR Critical Area 


Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 
a Forest Resources* 


*Based on Field Survey 


; i Maryland Department Sw 
@ of Transportation I 


= ee susrailbridge.com 


15 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 7 “ae_,€ 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT STIS 


z PIS 
SLI IVEY 


AAIXDIAIXDD Ras 
enemy = susrailbridge.com 


Natural Resources — Havre De Grace 


Combining Desktop Studies with Fields Surveys 


Extent of Worst Case Scenario 
Boundary for All 10 Alternatives 


~~ Major Streams 


OC) Study Area 
C3 FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
DNR Critical Area 
Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 
a Forest Resources* 


*Based on Field Survey 


7 \ Mai 
@ epee SF 16 


ern | 
3 ae ii AN; 
susrailbridge.com 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 7" eo wat 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT y : 


Ate a = 


Natural leanancne  Perrwille 


Combining Desktop Studies with Fields Surveys 


~“\-~— Major Streams 
OC) Study Area 
C3 FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
DNR Critical Area 
Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 
— Forest Resources* 
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*Based on Field Survey 
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Natural Resources - Perryville 


Combi 


ning Desktop Studi 


es with Fields Surveys 


~~ 


Extent of Worst Case Scenario 
Boundary for All 10 Alternatives 


~\-~ Major Streams 
OC) Study Area 
C3 FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
DNR Critical Area 
Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* 
— Forest Resources* 


*Based on Field Survey 
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Natural Resources pacers Matrix 


140 239 197 287 240 230 165 345 324 333 


<0.25 <0.25 <0.25 <025 <025 <0.25 <0.25 <0.25 <0.25 <0.25 


0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.25 1 1.2 1.2 
1.2 4.2 2 0.6 0.6 dd! 0.6 1.0 1.0 4.2 
1.3 1.6 1.9 2.9 1.6 Pagal 0.7 oul 2.6 2.6 
6.8 6.2 6.2 5.1 5.1 6.6 5.9 7.0 6.8 7.3 
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.8 0.8 1.0 
1.3 12 0.1 1.6 0.1 0.2 0.2 1.8 1.5 1.6 


* Does not include the Susquehanna River. All alternatives cross the Susquehanna River. 
** Based on preliminary field survey 
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> 1,000 ft Study Area* Alignment 9A ~ Alignment 9B 


Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study: 
Alternatives 9A and 9B 


e Maximum achievable speed, number of 
tracks, and property impacts were primary 
differentiators in selecting alternatives 


¢ 9A/9B allows for 4 track capacity with up to 
160/150 mph max speed 


Example 
Girder/Arch 
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Example 
Truss/ Truss 


Example 
Girder/Truss 
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Bicycle/Pedestria n rare 
¢ Met with trail planning and advocacy groups 6/14 and 12/14 


¢ Next Steps for Project Team: 


o Complete feasibility evaluation to: (1) assess feasibility of constructing 
multi-use path in conjunction with new rail bridge; (2) perform sufficient 
conceptual engineering to derive preliminary cost estimate [+S40-50M] 


o Conduct safety and hazard analysis 
o Continue these efforts regardless of which alternatives are retained 


¢ Next Steps for Bike/Ped Stakeholders: 
o Identify potential funding sources and options for project soonsor/owner 
o Send case studies and economic analyses referenced at 12/14 meeting 
o Provide input on why this specific location is preferable to other possible 


¢ If deemed feasible, a separate project would be required for 


design, environmental review, and identification of potential 
funding for a bike/ped crossing. 
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Factors to be Considered 


Seismic 
Effects to Concerns 
Rail 
Alignments 


Noise & 
Vibration 


Safe Work In-Water 
Clearances Impacts 


Construct- Bike/Ped 
ability Functionality 


Concerns 


ADA 
Safety & Compliance 
Security 


Visual Community 
Impacts Impacts 
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Coordination to Date 


¢ Railroad coordination (NS, CSX, MTA); 


¢ Public outreach information sessions (April, 
August, and December 2014): 


¢ Local officials (Perryville, Havre de Grace, Cecil Co); 
¢ SRRB Project Advisory Board; 
¢ Bicycle/pedestrian meetings; and 


¢e Section 106 consultation. 
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Major Themes of Public SRRB Project Advisory Board 
Comments Received Top 6 Priorities 

Importance of aesthetics and . Request for a Special 

bridge design; Briefing; 

Inclusion of bike/ped path; _ Bridge Architecture: 


Transit/traffic/parking 
improvements; 


Minimizing property 


. Bridge Abutment Area; 


. Westerly Right-of-Way and 
acquisition; Alignments; 

Maintaining jobs; . Street and Lane 

Enhancing public parks; and Underpasses; and 


Encouraging tourism and . Rail Commuter Station. 
local businesses. 
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Early Coordination 
@ Agency Coordination Meeting 
@ Met with Havre de Grace and Perryville 


Publish Environmental Assessment (EA) ) 


Agency Coordination Meeting 
: BP @ NEPA Document Findings 
® Obtain Input on Project’s Purpose & Need A 
@ Existing Envi I Conditi im Preferred Alternative / Conceptual 
Alternatives 


Public Outreach Information Session 


@ NEPA Document Findings 
@ Preferred Alternative / Conceptual 
Mitigati 


Fall 2015 


& Meet with Local Officials and Stakeholders 
® Present Feasible Alternatives - Winter 
2016 
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Contact iadiovivedion 


Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
(jthorne@mdot.state.md.us) 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 
(craig.rolwood@amtrak.com) 


Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 
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Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project 


Interagency Review Meeting 
April 15, 2015 
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Prior IRM Presentations 


February/April/June 2014 IRM 
¢ Presented purpose and need and environmental features 
¢ Reviewed conceptual alternatives 
¢ Provided update on public involvement activities 
¢ Presented fatal flaw screening (Step 1) 


February 2015 IRM 
¢ Reviewed alternatives screening process (Step 2) 
¢ Presented alternatives retained for detailed study 


¢ Described public involvement activities & SRRBP Advisory 
Board bulletins 
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Purpose of Today’s Presentation 


¢ Explain status of ARDS 
¢ Provide update on engineering design 


¢ Recap field visit and environmental resources 
¢ Review coordination to date 
¢ Describe status of bike-ped path feasibility evaluation 


¢ Identify next steps 
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Status of Revised / ARDS Report 


Updating impact matrix (10 alternatives) based on 
the following: 

¢ Revised natural resources inventory 

¢ Updated design information 

e Agency comments received to date 
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Recent Seuaideennek in Design 


Design and operational updates: 
¢ Modifications to interlockings 


¢ Increasing tracks separation throughout project limits to 
meet current standards for high speed rail 
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IRM Agency Field Visit 


March 12, 2015 Field Visit 


¢ Walked along existing and proposed 
alignments in Havre de Grace and 


Perryville » AN NEL v8 
¢ Viewed all types of environmental - a =~ a os 


resources considered as part of NEPA 
(historic, natural, community facilities, 
parkland, businesses, etc.) 


e Re-characterized natural resources 
where appropriate 

¢ THANK YOU for making the trip and 
joining us 
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IRM Agency Field Visit — Overview 


¢ City of Havre de Grace would like to realign Union Ave-Otsego 
St. intersection to create open gateway to downtown 


¢ Alt 9A will impact a portion of the school track while Alt 1B 
and 9B will remain in Amtrak ROW near this location 


¢ Alt 1B brings alignment closer to the Lafayette Senior Housing 
Complex (Section 8 low income housing) 


¢ Discussed temporary in-water construction impacts near 
Rodgers Tavern and potential mitigation (i.e. phragmites 
removal/control) 


¢ DNR to update RTE letter to account for the map turtle 
¢ 500-year floodplain impacts to be added 


¢ Discussed pursuing a preliminary Jurisdictional Determination 
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IRM Agency Field Visit — Overview (cont.) 


Avoid-Minimize-Mitigate Discussions 
¢ Incorporate retaining walls and optimize use of disturbed ROW 
¢ Identify previously disturbed vs. undisturbed areas 
¢ Further reduce in-water impacts by lengthening bridge spans 


¢ Maximize use of drilled shaft technique without cofferdams 
(instead of pile driving) 


¢ Temporary finger piers in lieu of dredging during construction 


¢ Use bottomless culverts or bridges instead of box culverts 


¢ Additional input on BMPs are welcome 
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IRM Agency Field Visit 


Observed Other Environmental Sisiahiead Resources 
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Potentially Historic ® 
Undergrade Culvert 
(Centennial Lane) 


Rodgers Tavern 
(S/NR-listed) 


Lafayette Senior Emm 


Acti 
Housing Complex ae 
(Section 8 low 
Driveway 


income housing) | 


Resource Re-characterization 


Added an intermittent stream that 
drains from Wetland 12 along the 
south side of the Access Road to the 
substation 

Reclassified a portion of Wetland 13 as 
an intermittent stream 

Added Wetland 15 that is a PEM next 
to tracks, east of the Perryville Station 
Added Wetland 16 on the south side 
of Prince Interlocking that is a POW 
with an intermittent stream draining 
east to Principio Creek 

Added Wetland 17 that is a PEM in the 
floodplain of Lily Run adjacent to the 
Havre de Grace Middle School Track 
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Looking northeast at PEM pretend norton v of 
system 13 


ientne southwest at intermittent stream 
portion of system 13 
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IRM Agency Field Visit — Natural Resources 
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DNR & NWI Wetlands 
(oe) 1,000 ft Study Area Inventory Level Assessment Streams* 


sturarine Intertidal Scrub-Shi 
~~ Streams > inventory Level Assessment Wetlands* Estuitarine Intertidal Scrub:Shrub, 
C_> wetlands of special State Concern 
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System 1 
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Data Sources 


Streams: 
MDE, 2012 
DNR Wetlands: 


Palustrine Emergent 
* Updated Layers (March 2015) 


Esturarine Intertidal Unconsolidated Shore = —_—Palustrine Scrub-Shrub 


MD DNR, 1993 


ANI NY PA r4lip 


National Wetland Inventory: 
National Wetland Inventory, 2011 
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Figure C-4 
Waters of the U.S., 
Including Wetlands Map 
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DNR & NWI Wetlands 
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System 5 
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* Updated Layers (March 2015) 


(GD iowentory Level Assessment Wetlands* 
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IRM Agency Field Visit — Natural Resources 
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Coordination to Date 


¢ Railroad coordination (NS, CSX, MTA) 


¢ Public outreach information sessions (April, 
August, and December 2014) 


¢ Local officials (Perryville, Havre de Grace, Cecil Co); 
¢ SRRBP Advisory Board 
¢ Bicycle/pedestrian stakeholders 


e Section 106 consultation 
oHeld consulting parties meeting on March 9, 2015 
o Discussed known historic resources 
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Public Input 


¢ The Project Team has continued coordination with 
the SRRBP Advisory Board 


¢ A recent Advisory Board Bulletin provided input on a 
safe pedestrian and bicycle river crossing 


¢ SRRBP Advisory Board independently evaluated 11 
different Susquehanna River crossings and selected 
Susquehanna State Park as its first choice 


¢ All 19 bulletins are posted on City of HdG website 


¢ The project team is considering all input while 
proceeding with our bicycle-pedestrian feasibility 
evaluation 
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Next Steps 


ARDS Report 


e Revise natural resources inventory map and accompanying 
descriptions 

¢ Update Alternatives Comparison Matrix (including natural 
resource impacts matrix based on field observations) 


¢ Recirculate ARDS report and seek concurrence 


Coordination 
¢ Continue public and stakeholder coordination 
¢ Continue agency coordination 
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Contact Information 


Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
(jthorne@mdot.state.md.us) 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 
(craig.rolwood@amtrak.com) 


Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 
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Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project 


Interagency Review Meeting 
June 17, 2015 
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Purpose of rey Presentation 


¢ Provide project update 


¢ Provide Overview of Key Operational Considerations 


¢ Present Detailed Screening Methodology and Results 


¢ Discuss Next Steps 


March 12, 2015 Field Visit 


April 15, 2015 IRM Meeting 


Vl 


ch 


Recent IRM agency C Coordination 


Viewed all types of environmental 
resources considered as part of NEPA 


parkland, businesses, etc.) 


Re-characterized natural resources 
where appropriate 


Provided an overview of natural 
resource updates based on field 
review 


Updated agencies on design 
modifications 
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IRM Agency Field Visit — Resource Updates 


Resource Re-characterization 


¢ Added an intermittent stream that drains from Wetland 12 along the south 
side of the Access Road to the substation 


¢ Reclassified a portion of Wetland 13 as an intermittent stream 


¢ Added Wetland 15 that is a PEM next to tracks, east of the Perryville Station 


¢ Added Wetland 16 on the south side of Prince Interlocking that is a POW 
with an intermittent stream draining east to Principio Creek 

e Added Wetland 17 that is a PEM in the floodplain of Lily Run adjacent to 

the Havre de Grace Middle School Track 
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Looking northeast at PEM wetland Looking southwest at intermittent stream 


portion of system 13 portion of system 13 
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Development in Design 


¢ Two further design developments since field visit 
¢ The bridge design was further developed following the field 
visit 
¢ Spans made longer for the girder approach style bridge 
¢ Number of piers reduced: 21 in-water pier-pairs down to 18 pier- 
pairs (Existing bridge currently has 16 in-water pier pairs) 
¢ A longer project length has increased tracks separation to 
meet current standards for high speed rail 


¢ This work remains well within the Amtrak ROW — maximum offset 
of outside track six feet 


¢ This work is mostly within the existing track bed 
Possible effects to Lewis Lane Overhead Bridge 


Possible need to bridge over small Lily Run tributary south of Lewis 
Lane 
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Key Agency Comments 


¢ Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
¢ Environmental consideration in decision making 
¢ Max Allowable Speeds 
¢ Bridge Design Type 

¢ US Fish and Wildlife (USFWS) 


¢ Avoid direct or indirect impacts to the Chesapeake 
Marshlands National Wildlife Refuge Complex (Garrett Island) 


¢ Maryland Department of Planning (MDP) 
¢ Continued coordination regarding the bike/ped. trail 


¢ Department of Natural Resources (DNR) 


¢ Ensure that the map turtle is included in the project’s RTE 
information 
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Intercity Passenger Rail Service 


¢ FRA High Speed Rail Program 
¢ NEC FUTURE Program 


¢ Congressional Mandate for Amtrak to reduce travel time 
along the Northeast Corridor 


¢ Major “Long-term” Rail Infrastructure Investment 


FRA NEPA Decision — 
¢ “Balancing the Benefits and Consequences” 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER Y », WV YN = = SS i : Ging, Tithe 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT ye NIM PIDATX DaIAINDXIXLAX Da 
OS ait =<" nooo = 


susrailbridge.com 


Operational and Design Criteria 


Amtrak Response to Congress — 


Interim Assessment of Achieving Improved Trip Times on 
the Northeast Corridor (Amtrak, October 21, 2009.) 


¢ Operational Criteria Considered in Evaluation 
¢ Design Speed 
¢ Reduce Travel Time 
¢ Improve Train Operations 
° Improve Service Capacity 
¢ Maintain Rail Services 
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Detailed Screening Methodology 


¢ Design Impact Boundary 


¢ Project Limits 
¢ Oak to Prince Interlocking 
° Grace Interlocking 


¢ Revised Alternatives Matrix 
¢ Human Environmental Impacts 
¢ Natural Environmental Impacts 
¢ Operational and Engineering Considerations 
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General Impact Matrix Discussion 


¢ Agency questions 


¢ Additional factors to consider 


¢ Specific concerns 


¢ Retained alternatives discussion 
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Next Steps - ARDS 


¢ Revise ARDS Package and resubmit to agencies by 
early/mid July 
¢ ARDS report approach 


¢ Present findings at July IRM 


¢ Seek concurrence by early/mid August 
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Contact Information 


Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
(jthorne@mdot.state.md.us) 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
(delsigP@amtrak.com) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 
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Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project 


Interagency Review Meeting 
September 16, 2015 
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Purpose of Today’s Presentation 


¢ Provide updates on recent key stakeholder and Section 
106 meetings 


¢ Present the Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
(ARDS) - Alternatives 9A and 9B 


¢ Review comments on ARDS report 


¢ Discuss anticipated ARDS concurrence milestone and 
next steps 
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Recent Meetings 


Harford County Public Schools (7/8/2015 & 8/17/2015) 


¢ Focused on impacts to Havre de Grace High 
School/Middle School property and athletic fields 


¢ Reviewed proposed redevelopment plans for school 


¢ Discussed potential physical impacts to the race track, 
high jump area, and proposed ball fields 


¢ Continued coordination needed 
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Recent Meetings 


Section 106 Consulting Parties (8/18/2015) 


¢ Detailed discussions about Perry Interlocking Tower and 
potential for relocation rather than demolition 


¢ Reviewed Rodgers Tavern and proposed retaining wall; 
design, height, possibility of architectural treatment 
and/or vegetation 


¢ Discussed stone overpasses in Havre de Grace and 
Perryville 


¢ Archaeological topics—unanticipated discoveries plan 
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Detailed Screening Methodology 


Alternatives Comparison Matrix 


¢ Human Environmental Impacts 


¢ Natural Environmental Impacts 


¢ Engineering & Operational Considerations 
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Additional Operational Considerations 


¢ Intercity Passenger Rail Service 
¢ FRA High Speed Rail Program 
¢ NEC FUTURE Program 
¢ Congressional Mandate for Amtrak to reduce travel time 
along the Northeast Corridor 
¢ Major “Long-term” Rail Infrastructure Investment 


¢ Value of Time Travel Savings 


¢ Calculated by multiplying minutes saved per passenger 
by value of travel time savings per hour (developed by 
USDOT) 
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Value of Time Savings Methodology 


¢ Developed to assess Air and HSR travel benefits 
¢ Monetizes time factor for Business or Personal travel 
¢ Projects calculated value over assigned period of time 
¢ Inflation factor based on Bureau of Labor Statistics CPI 
¢ Asset (new bridge) assumed to have a 75 year life 
¢ Compared 160, 150, 140 mph network segments 


¢ Service Plan Assumptions (subset of NEC Future EIS) 
e 32 HSR weekday round trips, 16 weekend roundtrips 
¢ 436 seats per train, 80% Load Factor 
¢ Weekdays; 78% Business Travel, Weekend: 29% Bus. Tvl. 
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Value of Time Travel Savings Chart 


The table below lists the dollar value of passenger travel time savings of 160 mph 
vs. 150 mph vs. 140 mph for the current year as well as over the 75 year estimated 
life soan of the Susquehanna Bridge. 


$801,000 $280,000 $521,000 


$339,000,000 $118,000,000 $220,000,000 
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Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 


¢ Alternative 9A 

¢ Provides for a four-track crossing with max authorized speed of 
160 mph, consistent with the operational goals and with broader 
plans along the NEC 

¢ Environmental impacts are comparable or less than other 
alternatives with similar benefits 

¢ Investigating potential impact avoidance/minimization and 
mitigation opportunities (i.e. Perry Interlocking Tower and Havre 
de Grace MS/HS complex) 


e Alternative 9B 


¢ Provides for a four-track crossing with max authorized speed of 
150 mph 


¢ Environmental impacts are comparable or less than other 
alternatives with similar benefits 


¢ Does not require property from Havre de Grace MS/HS complex 
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Next Steps - ARDS 


¢ ARDS package provided for 30-day agency review 


¢ Project team requests concurrence on ARDS by Friday 
October 2, 2015 


¢ Project team proceeds to detailed study and 
additional coordination meetings 


¢ Additional Project Milestones: 
o Effects report to MHT—Fall 2015 
o Environmental Assessment—Summer/Fall 2016 
o Estimated NEPA/PE completion—Spring 2017 
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Questions & Answers 


Fy \ Maryland Department 
j of Transportation 
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Contact neers 
Michelle Fishburne, FRA 


(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
(jthorne@mdot.state.md.us) 
Dan Reagle, MTA 
(dreagle1@mta.maryland.gov) 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
(delsigP@amtrak.com) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 
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Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project 


Interagency Review Meeting 
December 9, 2015 
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Purpose of Today’s Presentation 


¢ Provide project update 


¢ Summarize recent community meeting 


¢ Discuss narrowing bridge design type options 


¢ Provide overview of recent wetland delineations 


¢ Discuss next steps 
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Nov 10, 2015 
Perryville High School; Approx. 60 attendees 
Overall positive support for the Proposed Project 


Some Public Comments Received Bridge Design Related Comments 
Stone formliner for retaining wall; || * Girder Arch and Delta Frame 
Pedestrian/bikeway; bridge designs received most 
Street parking; support, 

Improve drainage of Broad St.; ¢ Top bridge factors: overall look, 
Noise wall along wye tracks; cost minimization openness; 


Communication on barge ¢ Improve vertical clearance; 
movements during construction; ¢ Unanimous support for the key 
Existing noise/air pollution due to hole pier over the fluted pier 
idling NS trains. (girder configuration). 
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Bridge Design Type Renderings — 
Approach Span/ Channel Span 
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Delta Frame / Arch Girder / Arch 


Girder / Truss Truss / Truss 
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Bridge Design Renderings - — sie Pan 
Havre de Grace 
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Fluted Pier Design ; Key Hole Pier Design 
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Detailed Bridge Type Comparison Matrix 
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Bridge Type Comparison Matrix 


DELTA / ARCH TRUSS / TRUSS GIRDER/ ARCH GIRDER / TRUSS 


INPUT RECEIVED 


Incorporates Mariners Input 
Incorporates Public Input on Design Aesthetic 
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ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS 


Number of In-Water Pier Pairs 
Size of In-Water Piers 


Impact to Surface Water 


Impact to Mud Line (river bottom) 


Compatibility with Historic Bridge 


ENGINEERING AND OPERATIONS CONSIDERATIONS LEGEND 
Ease of Maintenance - Approach Spans —— VeryGood Good Excellent Excellent 
Ease of Maintenance - Channel Span —— VeryGood ee —— VeryGood Good 
Structural Redundancy - Approach Spans (key factor) Excellent en Excellent Excellent 
Structural Redundancy - Channel Span (key factor) —— VeryGood ee — VeryGood ee 
Ease of Construction a Good Excellent Excellent 
Trespasser Resistent From Water Cie = Good Excellent Excellent 
Side Span Navigation Clearance Good —— VeryGood —— Exeellent Excellent 
_ $577 Million © _ $623 Million — — $494 Million — _ $516 Million © 


Estimated Cost (2015 $) 
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Wetland Delineation Overview 


* Project team conducted a full corridor wetland delineation 
(including track-adjacent resources) in Fall 2015 


¢ Several low-quality ditches/streams and wetlands were 
identified parallel to the existing tracks and within ballasted 
areas 


Detailed graphics, photos, and narratives are being 
developed and will be presented in the NETR 


Due to proximity of these resources to the existing track 
bed, Proposed Project will likely impact these linear features 


Magnitude of impact is being calculated and will be 
presented in the NETR, along with resource quality 
assessment 
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Since a number of areas especially on the Havre de Grace 
side of the river were not observed during the agency site 
visit, the team wanted to update the agencies in advance 
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Next Steps 


Evaluate appropriate bridge types in the environmental 
documentation 


Bike / Ped. Preliminary Safety and Hazard report is currently under 
review by the project team and non-sensitive elements of the 
report will be shared with agencies in early 2016 


Continue developing technical reports and EA 


Hold bicycle / pedestrian stakeholder coordination meeting (early 
2016) — e-blast notifications are currently going out to attendees 


Present PFA presentation to MDP and the smart growth 
committee (January / February 2016) 


Present results of detailed analysis to IRM agencies & public for 
review (Spring 2016) 
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Meeting 
© Refined Alternatives Retained for Devaled Swwdy 
Evaluavon 


@ Refined Alternatives Retained for Detaled Study 
@ Bridge Type Evaluation 


Winter 2014 


Spring 2014 HE Anaiysis of Retained Akernatives 


@ Alternative Impact Evaluation 
@ Obtain Input on Project's Purpose & Need @ Public and Swkeholder Meetings 
a Environmental Conditions 


Prepare Environmental Assessment (EA) ) 


Public & Stakeholder Meetings ) 


Summer 2014 


Bf Moet with Local Officials and Stakeholders 
@ Present Feasible Alternatives 


Fall 2014 / Public Outreach Information Session 
Winter 2015 NEPA Document Findings 


Winter 2017 ) aa) 


Spring 2017 (_) Seles enorme ore | 


Maryland Department 
of Transportation 
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Contact neers 
Michelle Fishburne, FRA 


(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
(jthorne@mdot.state.md.us) 
Dan Reagle, MTA 
(dreagle1@mta.maryland.gov) 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
(delsigP@amtrak.com) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 
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Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project 


Interagency Review Meeting 
April 20, 2016 
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Purpose of Today’s Presentation 


¢ Detailed presentation of NETR (distributed to IRM 
agencies on April 8, 2016) 
O Discuss avoidance/minimization measures 


O Describe proposed wetland mitigation approach and 
potential on-site/off-site mitigation locations 


O Provide a summary of the mitigation site search results 


¢ Distribute summary of all potential environmental 
impacts from Alternatives 9A and 9B 


¢ Discuss next steps 
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Recent Project Activity 


WILMAPCO 

Harford County Public Schools 

Smart Growth Coordinating Committee 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Advisory Board 
WILMAPCO 

Public Outreach Information Session 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Meeting 


12/14/15 
1/20/16 
3/9/16 
3/17/16 
3/17/16 


4/14/16 


4/14/16 
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Summary of Natural Environmental Impacts 


Environmental Considerations 


Effective 100-Year 100-Year 
Floodplain Encroachment (acres) 500-Year 
Preliminary 100-Year 100-Year 
Floodplain Encroachment* (acres) 500-Year 
Tidal | os |S 
Penaee te aaee | Tidal 
fae) = 
; Relatively Permanent Waterways 3,190 2,943 
Streams (linear feet) 
Ephemeral 
Wetland Buffers (acres) 
| CNontidal =| | 
Forest Resources (acres) ee ee 


Chesapeake Bay Critical Area(acres) | =~ —s| | 
STeaTeRa ARS 
Spree eeaanE 
Negetation (square feet 


*Preliminary floodplain available for Harford County only 
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Environmental Considerations 


Effective 100-Year 100-Year 


Floodplain Encroachment (acres) 500-Year 
Preliminary 100-Year 100-Year 
Floodplain Encroachment* (acres) 500-Year 


* Represent project footprint encroachments Avoidance/Minimization 
within the floodplain only and do not Bridge spans over the 100-year and 500- 
reflect actual fill volumes year floodplain; 


¢ Major longitudinal floodplain impacts 
would not occur 
¢ Increase due to project in the base flood 


elevation (greater than one foot) in the Building retaining walls where 
floodways is not anticipated practicable. 


Reducing encroachments by using 2:1 
minimum slopes for rail berms, and 
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Resource Category | Alternative 9A| Alternative 9B 
Environmental Considerations 
| Tidal =| | 
| Nontidal =| 83 | 7 
Relatively Permanent 3.190 2,943 
Waterways 
Ephemeral 
Wetland Buffers 
(acres) [Nontidal | 216 ~—=«dY Sia _—*d 


Avoidance/Minimization 


¢ Consists of both tidal and nontidal impacts : as 
¢ Alternative 9B would cross the same streams and SOlmUmus ug explore Bae Ore eule 
during final design (e.g., considering 


impact same as Alternative 9A, to a lesser extent steeper slopes and/or additional retaining 
¢ Bridge pier impacts within the Susquehanna River walls); 


would be the same for Alternative 9B as for 


Necessary extensions or replacements will 
Alternative 9A. 


use bottomless culverts to provide for a 
more natural stream bed through the 
culvert 
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Forest Resources 


Environmental Considerations 


ForestResources(acres) | ~~ | 292 | 208 


* Majority of impacts would Avoidance/Minimization 


occur to forested habitat ¢ Larger forested tracks have already been 
between the existing tracks and avoided 

the Havre de Grace Middle * Forest Conservation Plan (FCP) will be 
School/High School prepared in later stages 


e FIDS habitat would not be 
impacted 
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Critical Area, Aquatic Biota & SAV 


Environmental Considerations 


Aquatic Biota (acres) 
Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation (acres) | Construction (Temp.tmpacts) | 0.49 | 049 


¢ Impacts to Critical Area will occur Avoidance/Minimization 
within the city limits of Havre de ¢ Sediment containment techniques, such as 
Grace and Perryville turbidity curtains and other approved best 
management practices, will be used during 
e¢ Temporary impacts to the construction 
Susquehanna Riverbed/Aquatic Mitigation for unavoidable SAV impacts is 
Biota and SAV include all wieleay gon OU teL sle at a 3:1 ratio, and 
; . can include tidal wetland creation, 
temporary impacts, including shoreline stabilization, and various stream 


finger piers installation related improvements 
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Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 


Resource Impact Replacement | Mitigation Impact Replacement | Mitigation 
Minimum Required Mitigation 

[NontidalForest(cre) | os | 2a | oso | oa7 | 2a | 034 

ES cn a a 


Tidal Emergent | Tidal Emergent (acre) | 


e Majority of impacts would occur to nontidal emergent wetlands 

e Ratios provide only a preliminary estimate of required mitigation and 
ratios may be adjusted at the discretion of the USACE or MDE depending 
on the practicability and functional effectiveness of the proposed 
mitigation. 
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On-Site Opportunities 


¢ Few onsite mitigation options are likely available to compensate for 
unavoidable wetland and waterway impacts given the linear nature of 
the Amtrak ROW. Potential on-site opportunities include: 


Y Enhancement of Wetland 13 (Cecil County) 

Y Wetland creation adjacent to expanded Amtrak ROW near Havre de 
Middle School 

Y Relocation and enhancement of existing ditched streams along toe 
of railroad embankments 

Y Mitigation on-site may include control of existing, invasive common 
reed and establishment of native, tidal wetland species 


¢ Other potential onsite mitigation options will also be investigated as the 
project advances through later design phases 
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Off-Site Mitigation Opportunities 


Preliminary level mitigation site search was conducted within the Lower 


Susquehanna River and Swan Creek watersheds 
Potential use of a nontidal wetland mitigation bank (Swan Creek watershed) 


Site Selection Process 


Tidal wetland creation/restoration sites and 
hardened shoreline areas where more natural 
shoreline protection measures might allow for 
creation or enhancement of aquatic habitat 


Non-forested sites within topographic 
depressions/floodplains with areas of mapped 
hydric soils 


Riparian areas and their restoration potential, 
including: 

¢ stream channel stabilization, 

¢ fish blockage removal, 

¢ in-stream habitat improvements, 

¢ riparian buffer enhancements, and 
¢ water quality improvements. 
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Site Search Summary 


¢ 27 potential nontidal wetland creation sites totaling approximately 123 
acres; 10 in Harford County (43 acres) and 17 in Cecil County (80 acres) 


¢ Twenty-six (26) stream restoration sites were located, including nine (9) in 
the Swan Creek watershed and 17 in the Lower Susquehanna River watershed 


e Fifteen (15) of the sites had potential fish blockage removal opportunities 
and two (2) sites also had wetland creation potential 
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Susquehanna River Rr 
[ j County Boundaries ® Potential Wetland Sites Bridge Proje + 


ie “aa Swan Creek Watershed Streams Potential Stream Sites 
Preliminary Mitigati ~~ 
ia Lower Susquehanna River Watershed A Mitigation Bank ‘ ; Site Search Map 
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Current Project Schedule 


Summer 2013 A peters 
= Meet with Havre de Grace and Perryville Officials 


paileEPT Ee 
Winter 2014 (A 
Sa escape eelrpes ee 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


® Obtain Input on Project's Purpose & Need 
® Existing Environmental Conditions 
Spring 2014 
Public Outreach Information Session 
= Obtain Input on Project's Purpose & Need 
ronmental Conditions 


Summer 2014 


Fall 2014 / 
Winter 2015 


Spring / 
Summer 2015 


Winter 2017 eg a aa 


Spring 2017 ( ) 
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Contact Information 


Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
(michelle.fishburne@dot.gov) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
(jthorne@mdot.state.md.us) 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
(delsigP@amtrak.com) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


(hilla@amtrak.com) 
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Welcome! 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Public Outreach Information Session 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge include: 


e Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure; 
e Speed and capacity constraints; 
¢ Operational inflexibility; 


e Maintenance difficulties: 
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e Conflicts with maritime uses. 


Amtrak crew manually opening the movable bridge span to 
accommodate marine traffic. 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 
The project goals include: 

e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 


e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate 
reduced trip times; 


e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and 
accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and 
high-speed rail operations; and 


The Northeast Corridor merges from four tracks to two 


@ Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along tracks (heading south from Perryville to Havre de Grace). 
the Susquehanna River. 
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Existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
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Existing Bridge Conditions 
e The bridge is structurally safe but nearing the end of its useful life. 
e Major Rehabs: 1960s, 1985, 1991, 1998 
e Bridge Inspections: 


— 1996 Report: Worn/cracked metal pins, loose 


connections at eyebar members, improper seating of 
swing span ends. 


— 2013 Report: Section loss, cracks, corrosion, and 
deteriorations; heavy freight exacerbating wear. 


— Superstructure poor to fair structural condition. Some 


cracking & moisture leakage in stone abutments and 
plers. 


Existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 


— Low bridge fatigue ratings, even at 30 mph. Bridge may 
have exceeded theoretical fatigue life. 
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vironmental Considerations 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA\) 


Requires that we do everything possible to protect and enhance the natural, cultural and human environment. A complete study of all reasonable alternatives (including 
measures to avoid and minimize impacts) must be prepared, and the results must be made available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made. 


Natural 
Environment 


e Geology / Groundwater 


, Socio-Economic 
eee Environment 


e Demographics 


Resources ¢ Community Facilities 

° Soils e Economic Setting and Land Use 

e Surface Water © Noise 

e Floodplains ° Air 

e Wetlands 

e Aquatic Life 

e Wildlife 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act 
Regulates dredge and fill of Waters of the United States. Guidelines published by the Environmental Protection Agency for Requires that special effort be made to preserve publicly owned public parks and recreation areas, wildlife / waterfowl refuges 
evaluating alternatives require that the Corps of Engineers evaluate the proposed project for environmental impacts (including and historic sites. No project which requires land from these resources may be approved unless 1) there is no feasible and 
historic and rare/threatened/endangered species impacts) and select the least environmentally damaging, practicable prudent alternative to the use of the land and 2) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property 
alternative. resulting from such use. 
Endangered Species Act Clean Air Act and Clean Air Act Amendments 
Ensures that actions are not taken to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened species or result in the An air quality analysis must be performed to determine if there are violations of the State or National Ambient Air Quality 
destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat of such species. Standards. 
Cultural Environment Farmland Protection Policy Act 


Requires that federal programs minimize conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses (does not apply to farmland that is 
zoned or committed (planned) for urban development). 


e Historic Structures 


e Archaeological Sites 


Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 
Requires that agencies take into account the effects of a project on properties that are included in or eligible for the National Requires that agencies identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
Register of Historic Places. minority or low-income populations. 
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Natural Resources 


Coordinating with resource agencies to identify species or habitats of concern 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 


Designing to Meet Project Purpose and Need 


e Must maintain rail connectivity along the NEC (during construction and operations). 


Rail Connectivity 


e Must provide sufficient capacity. 


Navigational e Must maintain navigation along the Susquehanna River (during construction and 
Requirements Operations). 


e Must have rational end points and consider existing infrastructure. 


e USDOT grant defines project limits—NEC from MP 57.3 in Perryville to MIP 63.5 in 
Havre de Grace. 


Logical Termini 


Feasibility and 
Constructibility 


e Must be feasible and practicable from a construction and engineering perspective. 


Optimize 
Infrastructure 


e Optimize existing infrastructure and accommodate planned infrastructure. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
Design Factors 


e Reduce curves to enable faster train speed. 
e Consider existing NEC and NS’s Port Road Route. 
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Geometry 


e Consider 120 mph to 160 mph for intercity passenger trains. 


Design Speed 


e 160 mph preferred speed for intercity passenger trains. 


¢ Minimize ROW impacts. 


Bridge Spacing e Consider existing swing span. 
e Consider constructibility. 


Navigational e Accommodate marine traffic with fixed bridge. 
Clea rances e Horizontal clearance maintained or improved. 


e Higher fixed bridge requires steeper grades. 
e Heavy freight trains require lower grades. 


Relationships to & Freight rail improvements. 
e MARC Maintenance Facility and Penn Line extension. 
other planned 


e NEC Future Tier | EIS. 
projects e Regional bicycle and pedestrian trails. 
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Conceptual Alternatives “Development 


Considered many design permutations 


Number of New Bridge Total Tracks New Bridge Type Bridge Traffic Existing Traffic 
Bridges Alignment 


| 
= 3 ai wr, o a lie 


| -. 


. rr WA 41 Y wan wu a 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


4 ii 
4 a 


Beanie. ania X 


eo oa | 


Existing Speed and Capacity Bottleneck 
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Track Schematic 1 Track Schematic 2 
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Anticipated Project Schedule 


Early Coordination 


Summer M Interagency Review Meeting 
2013 . @ Meet with Havre de Grace and Perryville 


Officials Winter Distribute Project Newsletter | 
: = 2015 | 
Publish Environmental Assessment (EA) 


Public Outreach Information Session 
@ NEPA Document Findings 
@ Preferred Alternative, Impacts, 
Conceptual Mitigation 


Interagency Review Meeting 


M@ Project Introduction 
M@ Purpose & Need 


Spring 
Public Outreach Information Session 2015 
mM Purpose & Need 
@ Existing Environmental Conditions 
M Conceptual Alternatives 


Interagency Review Meeting 
m@ NEPA Document Findings 
@ Preferred Alternative, Impacts, 


Interagency Review Meeting Conceptual Mitigation 


M@ Purpose & Need 
@ Existing Environmental Conditions 
M@ Conceptual Alternatives Summer 


2015 - Complete Preliminary Engineering and 
Winter NEPA Process 


Public Outreach Information Session 2016 
@ Present Detailed Alternative(s) / Preferred 
Alternative(s) 
Fall 2014 — Complete Federal Railroad 
; : Administration Grant Requirements 
Interagency Review Meeting 
@ Present Detailed Alternative(s) / Preferred 
Alternative(s) 
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SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


e Visit the project website at 
www.susrailbridge.com to get project 


‘ Sng, ihe): Mivivaiz WK 


Stay Connected 


updates, learn more about the project, 


submit a comment, or join the project 
mailing list. 


e Send a letter to: 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
PO Box 68 
Elkton, MD 21922 
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Welcome! 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Public Outreach Information Session 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge include: 


e Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure 
e Speed and capacity constraints 


e Operational inflexibility 


TA 


e Maintenance difficulties 
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e Conflicts with maritime uses 


Amtrak crew manually opening the movable bridge span to 
accommodate marine traffic. 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 
The project goals include: 

e Improve rail service reliability and safety 


e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate 
reduced trip times 


e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and 
accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and 
high-speed rail operations 


The Northeast Corridor merges from four tracks to two 


@ Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along tracks (heading south from Perryville to Havre de Grace). 
the Susquehanna River 
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-nvironmental Considerations 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA\) 


Requires that we do everything possible to protect and enhance the natural, cultural and human environment. A complete study of all reasonable alternatives (including 
measures to avoid and minimize impacts) must be prepared, and the results must be made available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made. 


Natural 
Environment 


e Geology / Groundwater 
Resources 

e Soils 

e Surface Water 

e Floodplains 

e Wetlands 

e Aquatic Life 

e Wildlife 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act 


Regulates dredge and fill of Waters of the United States. Guidelines published by the Environmental Protection Agency for 
evaluating alternatives require that the Corps of Engineers evaluate the proposed project for environmental impacts (including 
historic and rare/threatened/endangered species impacts) and select the least environmentally damaging, practicable 
alternative. 


Endangered Species Act 
Ensures that actions are not taken to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat of such species. 


Cultural Environment 


e Historic Structures 


e Archaeological Sites 


Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
Requires that agencies take into account the effects of a project on properties that are included in or eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 
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Socio-Economic 
Environment 


e Demographics 
e Community Facilities 


Economic Setting and Land Use 
e Noise 
e Air 


Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act 

Requires that special effort be made to preserve publicly owned public parks and recreation areas, wildlife / waterfowl refuges 
and historic sites. No project which requires land from these resources may be approved unless 1) there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the use of the land and 2) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use. 


Clean Air Act and Clean Air Act Amendments 


An air quality analysis must be performed to determine if there are violations of the State or National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. 


Farmland Protection Policy Act 
Requires that federal programs minimize conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses (does not apply to farmland that is 
zoned or committed (planned) for urban development). 


Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 
Requires that agencies identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations. 
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Natural Resources 


Coordinating with resource agencies to identify species or habitats of concern. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
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Designing to Meet Project Purpose and Need 


e Must maintain rail connectivity along the NEC (during construction and operations). 


Rail Connectivity 


e Must provide sufficient capacity. 


Navigational e Must maintain navigation along the Susquehanna River (during construction and 
Requirements Operations). 


e Must have rational end points and consider existing infrastructure. 


e USDOT grant defines project limits—NEC from MP 57.3 in Perryville to MIP 63.5 in 
Havre de Grace. 


Logical Termini 


Feasibility and 
Constructibility 


e Must be feasible and practicable from a construction and engineering perspective. 


Optimize 
Infrastructure 


e Optimize existing infrastructure and accommodate planned infrastructure. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 
Design Factors 


G , e Reduce curves to enable faster train speed. 
ecometry e Consider existing NEC and NS’s Port Road Route. 


e Consider 120 mph to 160 mph for intercity passenger trains. 


Design Speed e 160 mph preferred speed for intercity passenger trains. 


¢ Minimize ROW impacts. 


Bridge Spacing e Consider existing swing span. 
e Consider constructibility. 


Navigational e Accommodate marine traffic with fixed bridge. 
Clea rances e Horizontal clearance maintained or improved. 


e Higher fixed bridge requires steeper grades. 
e Heavy freight trains require lower grades. 


e Freight rail improvements. 
Relationships fe) e MARC Maintenance Facility and Penn Line extension. 


other projects e NEC Future Tier | EIS. 
e Regional bicycle and pedestrian trails. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 


Considered many design permutations 


Number of New Bridge Total Tracks New Bridge Type Bridge Traffic Existing Traffic 
Bridges Alignment 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Process 


Step 1: Fatal Flaw Screening—criteria developed from Purpose & Need 


» Pass/fail test—alternative must satisfy all criteria to advance 
e Provides rail connectivity 


e Meets navigation requirements 


Has logical termini 


ls feasible & constructible 


Avoids critical property impacts (developed from community input) 


Step 2: Detailed Screening—based on specific project goals 
» Relative test—compare/contrast each alternative’s ability to meet goals & objectives 


e Optimizes existing and planned infrastructure 
e Considers operational, design, construction requirements 


e Minimizes environmental/cultural/socioeconomic/property impacts 
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Cc >) 1,000 ft Study Area* 
Miles 


Alignment 1A 


Alignment 2B 


Alignment 4A 
Alignment 1B 


Alignment 4D ——— 
Alignment 3A 


Alignment 6 
Alignment 4B 
Alignment 2A 
* Primary study area for environmental assessment. 


Alignment 8B 
Alignment 4E Alignment 7 
Alignment 3B Alignment 4C 
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C > 1,000 ft Study Area* —— Alignment 1B 
Miles 


Alignment 4C ——— Alignment 4E Alignment 8B ———— Alignment 9B 
Alignment 4B Alignment 4D 
* Primary study area for environmental assessment. 


Alignment 8A ———— Alignment 9A 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Process 


Conceptual engineering identified 18 possible alignments, with different 
advantages and disadvantages and varying levels of property impacts. 


Step 1 - Fatal flaw screening eliminated alignments with the greatest 
property impacts and resulted in 9 alignments to proceed to detailed 
screening: Alignments 1B, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, 8A, 8B, 9A, 9B. 


Step 2 - Detailed screening will consider various bridge types and styles, 
environmental factors, operational/design considerations, and further 
evaluation of property impacts. 


Additional alternatives may be identified through Value Engineering and 
public and agency coordination. 


MDOT and Amtrak are investigating a bicycle-pedestrian path for all 

feasible alignments. Considerations include safety, vibration, property 
acquisition, connectivity, cost, and impacts to surrounding communities and 
environment. 
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Anticipated Project Schedule 


Early Coordination Public Outreach Information Session 
Summer M@ Agency Coordination Meeting Fall 2014 & 
2013 M@ Met with Havre de Grace and Perryville 
Officials 


HM Present Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


B Project Introduction @ Present Preferred Alternative 


M@ Present Project’s Purpose & Need 


Public Outreach 
@ Distribute Project Newsletter 


Agency Coordination Meeting 
@ Obtain Input on Project’s Purpose & Need 
M@ Existing Environmental Conditions 
M Conceptual Alternatives 


Publish Environmental Assessment (EA) 


Agency Coordination Meeting 
mM NEPA Document Findings 
@ Preferred Alternative / Conceptual 
Mitigation 


Public Outreach Information Session 
@ Obtain Input on Project’s Purpose & Need 
M@ Existing Environmental Conditions Summer 
H Conceptual Alternatives 2015 


Public Outreach Information Session 
@ NEPA Document Findings 
@ Preferred Alternative / Conceptual 


Agency Coordination Meeting ee 
itigation 


Summer m@ Summarize Public Input 
2014 M Present Feasible Alternatives 


We are 


Public Outreach Information Session 
Here 


M@ Meet with Local Officials and Stakeholders 
HM Present Feasible Alternatives 


Fall 2015 ae aoe 
Complete Preliminary Engineering and 
- Winter NEPA Process 


Agency Coordination Meeting 
Complete Federal Railroad 
Administration Grant Requirements 


HM Present Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study 


Fall 2014 © 
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Stay Connected 


e Visit the project website at 
www.susrailbridge.com to get project 
updates, learn more about the project, 
submit a comment, or join the project 
mailing list. 


e Send a letter to: NNN 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
PO Box 68 
Elkton, MD 21922 
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Welcome! 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Public Outreach Information Session 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge include: 


e Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure 
e Speed and capacity constraints 


e Operational inflexibility 


TA 


e Maintenance difficulties 
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e Conflicts with maritime uses 


Amtrak crew manually opening the movable bridge span to 
accommodate marine traffic. 


@~ iaryland Department 
O° of Transportation 


: r 3 wast ee eet RS Be 

aS mi | ae pte = SE ise i. 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER —————————<<— hh aa, Mam am 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT NAVAN AMT XA DATTA EIXEXEIX YIN 9 ccs 


Project Purpose and Need 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 
The project goals include: 

e Improve rail service reliability and safety 


e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate 
reduced trip times 


e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and 
accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and 
high-speed rail operations 


The Northeast Corridor merges from four tracks to two 


@ Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along tracks (heading south from Perryville to Havre de Grace). 
the Susquehanna River 
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-nvironmental Considerations 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA\) 


Requires that we do everything possible to protect and enhance the natural, cultural and human environment. A complete study of all reasonable alternatives (including 
measures to avoid and minimize impacts) must be prepared, and the results must be made available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made. 


Natural 
Environment 


e Geology / Groundwater 
Resources 

e Soils 

e Surface Water 

e Floodplains 

e Wetlands 

e Aquatic Life 

e Wildlife 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act 


Regulates dredge and fill of Waters of the United States. Guidelines published by the Environmental Protection Agency for 
evaluating alternatives require that the Corps of Engineers evaluate the proposed project for environmental impacts (including 
historic and rare/threatened/endangered species impacts) and select the least environmentally damaging, practicable 
alternative. 


Endangered Species Act 
Ensures that actions are not taken to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat of such species. 


Cultural Environment 


e Historic Structures 


e Archaeological Sites 


Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
Requires that agencies take into account the effects of a project on properties that are included in or eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. 
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Socio-Economic 
Environment 


e Demographics 
e Community Facilities 


Economic Setting and Land Use 
e Noise 
e Air 


Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act 

Requires that special effort be made to preserve publicly owned public parks and recreation areas, wildlife / waterfowl refuges 
and historic sites. No project which requires land from these resources may be approved unless 1) there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the use of the land and 2) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use. 


Clean Air Act and Clean Air Act Amendments 


An air quality analysis must be performed to determine if there are violations of the State or National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. 


Farmland Protection Policy Act 
Requires that federal programs minimize conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses (does not apply to farmland that is 
zoned or committed (planned) for urban development). 


Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 
Requires that agencies identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations. 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Process 


Step 1: Fatal Flaw Screening—criteria developed from Purpose & Need 
» Pass/fail test—alternative must satisfy all criteria to advance 


e Provides rail connectivity 


e Meets navigation requirements 


Has logical termini 


ls feasible & constructible 


Avoids critical property impacts (developed from community input) 


Step 2: Detailed Screening—based on specific project goals 
» Relative test—compare/contrast each alternative’s ability to meet goals & objectives 


e Optimizes existing and planned infrastructure 
e Considers operational, design, construction requirements 


e Minimizes environmental/cultural/socioeconomic/property impacts 
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Alignment 1A 


Alignment 2B 


Alignment 4A 
Alignment 1B 


Alignment 4D ——— 
Alignment 3A 


Alignment 6 
Alignment 4B 
Alignment 2A 
* Primary study area for environmental assessment. 


Alignment 8B 
Alignment 4E Alignment 7 
Alignment 3B Alignment 4C 
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C > 1,000 ft Study Area* —— Alignment 1B 
Miles 


Alignment 4C ——— Alignment 4E Alignment 8B ———— Alignment 9B 
Alignment 4B Alignment 4D 
* Primary study area for environmental assessment. 


Alignment 8A ———— Alignment 9A 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Results 


» Fatal Flaw Screening—18 conceptual alignments were evaluated and 9 
were eliminated 


e Rehabilitation of existing bridge was eliminated; not feasible from 
construction and engineering perspective; will fail to provide continued 
rail connectivity and meet navigational requirements 


» Detailed Screening—9 remaining alignments and 1 value engineering 
alignment were evaluated; all but 3 alignments were eliminated 


e Alignments eliminated based on maximum achievable speed, number of 
tracks, and property impacts 


» Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study—Alignments 1B, 9A, and 9B 
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PERRYVILLE PROPERTY IMPACTS FOR ELIMINATED OPTIONS 


EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY MND iver BRIDGE UMTS Office of Engineering PERRYVILLE /HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 


EXISTING RAILROAD LIMITS Engineering Design RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


30th Street “Stotion, Philadelphia. Pennsyvonio. 19104 MAXIMUM PROPERTY IMPACTS 
FOR ELIMINATED OPTIONS _ oe 12/03/2014 


12/5/2014 11:09:05 PM 
PLOT SCALE: AS SHOWN 
STANDARD PEN TABLE: NO 
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Alternatives Comparison Matrix 


IMPROVE RAIL SERVICE RELIABILITY AND SAFETY 


Eliminates operational disruptions/ Yes ae Wie Vase Vas Yes Ves Yes Yes Yes 
delays 
Connects to NS wye and provides grades _ tee Yes Vee Vas Yes Ves Yes Yes Yes 
acceptable for freight operations 


Number of bridge structures 


IMPROVE OPERATIONAL FLEXIBILITY AND ACCOMMODATE REDUCED TRIP TIMES 


Reduces operational conflicts Excellent Excellent Excellent Fair Fair Excellent Fair Excellent Excellent Excellent 
Eliminates or reduces speed restrictions _— _— a a a a _— a 
. . ; Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates Reduces Reduces Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates 
for intercity trains 
Provides flexibility for operational and 
P Very Good Very Good Very Good Good Good Very Good Good Good Good Good 


maintenance work windows 
OPTIMIZE EXISTING AND PLANNED INFRASTRUCTURE 
Eliminates two-track section in this Excellent Excellent Excellent Good Good Excellent Good Excellent Excellent Excellent 
portion of NEC* 4 Tracks 4 Tracks 4 Tracks 3 Tracks 3 Tracks 4 Tracks 3 Tracks 4 Tracks 4 Tracks 4 Tracks 
Does not preclude future high-speed rail 135 mph 135mph 120 mph 120 mph 150 mph 140 mph 
nae Future)* 140 mph Good 160 mph Excellent "ae 160 mph Excellent -—"ae =a -—"a 160 mph Excellent Wenieood maa 
puowscnatee pat “ i Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude Does not preclude 


MAINTAIN ADEQUATE NAVIGATION AND IMPROVE SAFETY ALONG THE SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 


Maintains or | Maintains or widens horizontal clearance horizontal clearance Yes- 200’+ Yes- 200’+ Yes- 200’+ Yes- 200’+ Yes-200’+ Yes- 200’+ Yes- 200’+ Yes- 200’+ Yes- 200’+ Yes- 200’+ 


Requires temporary winter closure of 
movable span? 


PROPERTY IMPACTS 


1 Commercial 
(Indirect) 

1 Undeveloped 
(Partial) 


1 Residential (Full) 1 Residential (Full) 1 Residential (Full) 1 Residential (Full) | 1 Commercial (Partial) | 1 Commercial (Partial) | 1 Residential (Partial) | 1 Residential (Partial) | 1 Residential (Partial) 


1 Commercial (Full) | 1 Commercial (Partial) | 1 Commercial (Full) | 1 Commercial (Partial) 1 Commercial (Full) | 1 Commercial (Partial) | 1 Commercial (Partial) 


1 Commercial 1 Commercial 1 Undeveloped 


inchrece 2 Undeveloped (Full) anenrece 2 Undeveloped (Full) (Partial) 1 Park (Partial) 1 Park (Partial) 


1 Undeveloped 
(Partial) 


Potential property impacts* 1 Institutional (Partial) 1 Park (Partial) 1 Institutional (Partial) 1 Park (Partial) 2 Park (Partial) 


2 Undeveloped (Full) 2 Undeveloped (Full) 


1 Undeveloped 1 Undeveloped 
(Partial) (Partial) 


2 Park (Partial) 2 Park (Partial) 


Elimination Rationale a High property impacts | Better option available| High property impacts | Better option available; Undesirable Speed Undesirable Speed rane a ae Better option available 


* Primary differentiator in selecting alternatives retained for detailed study | ** Feasibility evaluation in progress | | most desirable | more daciable | | faacedesinable 
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C > 1,000 ft Study Area* 


* Primary study area for environmental assessment 


- Alignment 1B Alignment 9A 


Retained for detailed study: Alignments 1B, 9A, and 9B 


Alignment 9B 


e Allows for 4 track capacity with up to 160 mph max speed 
e Lesser property impacts than other alternatives 


¢ Compatible with several bridge types 


e Maximum achievable soeed, number of tracks, and property 
impacts were primary differentiators in selecting alignments 
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HAVRE DE GRACE PROPERTY IMPACTS FOR OPTION 1B: TWO DOUBLE — TRACK BRIDGES AT 140 MPH 


—— RAILROAD SOUTH TO BALTIMORE RAILROAD NORTH TO WILMINGTON —— 


‘ ; : PERRYVILLE/HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 
Office of Engineering SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
EXISTING RAILROAD LIMITS NEW RIVER BRIDGE LIMITS SPI RMT RAK Engineering Design RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


| Railroad P C ti 
30th Street Station, Philodelpreg’ Penneyivanta, 19104 HAVRE DE GRACE —- 1B 


PROPERTY IMPACT AREA _ Dole 12/05/2014 
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Anticipated Project Schedule 


Early Coordination . Agency Coordination Meeting 
Summer mM Agency Coordination Meeting M@ Present Alternatives Retained for Detailed 


2013 @ Met with Havre de Grace and Perryville Study 
Officials 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


B Project Introduction @ Retained Alternatives Analysis 


@ Present Project’s Purpose & Need 


Public Outreach Information Session 


M@ Retained Alternatives Analysis 


Agency Coordination Meeting 
@ Obtain Input on Project’s Purpose & Need 
M@ Existing Environmental Conditions 
M Conceptual Alternatives 


Publish Environmental Assessment (EA) 


Agency Coordination Meeting 
mM NEPA Document Findings 
@ Preferred Alternative / Conceptual 
Mitigation 


Public Outreach Information Session 


@ Obtain Input on Project’s Purpose & Need 
@ Existing Environmental Conditions 
M Conceptual Alternatives Fall 2015 


Public Outreach Information Session 
mM NEPA Document Findings 
@ Preferred Alternative / Conceptual 
Mitigation 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


@ Summarize Public Input 
M Present Feasible Alternatives 


Summer 


2014 


Public Outreach Information Session 


M@ Meet with Local Officials and Stakeholders 
M Present Feasible Alternatives 


Fall 2015 , , 
Complete Preliminary Engineering and 
- Winter NEPA Process 


Fall 2014 


We are 
Here 


Public Outreach Information Session 


M@ Present Alternatives Retained for Detailed Complete Federal Railroad 
Study Administration Grant Requirements 
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Stay Connected 


e Visit the project website at 
www.susrailbridge.com to get project 
updates, learn more about the project, 
submit a comment, or join the project 
mailing list. 


e Send a letter to: NNN 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
PO Box 68 
Elkton, MD 21922 
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Welcome! 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Public Outreach Information Session 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


The project goals include: 
e Improve rail service reliability and safety 


¢ Improve operational flexibility and accommodate 
reduced trip times 


¢ Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and 
accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and 
high-speed rail operations 


The Northeast Corridor merges from four tracks to two 


Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along tracks (heading south from Perryville to Havre de Grace). 
the Susquehanna River 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge include: 


e Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure 
e Speed and capacity constraints 

¢ Operational inflexibility 

¢ Maintenance difficulties 


e Conflicts with maritime uses 


Amtrak crew manually opening the movable bridge span to 
accommodate marine traffic. 
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Recent Project Activity 


STAKEHOLDERS 


© Coordinated with key stakeholders: 


e Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Project Advisory Board (3/26/15) 


© Harford County Public Schools 
(7/8/15 & 8/17/15) 
— Discussed impacts to the HdG HS/MS 


and reviewed proposed redevelopment 
plans for the school 


© Conducting Bicycle/Pedestrian 
Crossing Hazard Analysis and 
Security Risk Assessment 


SECTION 106 


© Coordinated with MHT to confirm 
potentially eligible historic resources 


© Held Section 106 Consulting Parties 
Meetings: 


© Havre de Grace — 3/9/15 
© Perryville — 8/18/15 


— Discussed known and potentially eligible 
historic resources 


— Discussed potential impacts to historic 
and archaeological resources and 
conceptual mitigation 


FY ¥ Maryland Department 
w Al of Transportation 


e Submitted preliminary Alternatives 
Retained for Detailed Study (ARDS) 
report 


e Held Interagency Review Meeting 
field visit 


e Submitted Refined ARDS report 
© Obtained ARDS report concurrence 
© Presented at Interagency Review 


Meetings 2/18/15, 4/15/15, 
6/17/15, 9/16/15 
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Environmental Considerations 


National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Requires that we take appropriate measures to protect and enhance the natural, cultural and human environment. A complete study of all reasonable alternatives (including 
measures to avoid and minimize impacts) must be prepared, and the results must be made available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made. 


Natural 
Environment 


* Geology / Groundwater 
Resources 

* Soils 

* Surface Water 

* Floodplains 

* Wetlands 

* Aquatic Life 

* Wildlife 


Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act 
Regulates dredge and fill of Waters of the United States. Guidelines published by the Environmental Protection Agency for 
evaluating alternatives require that the Corps of Engineers evaluate the proposed project for environmental impacts (including 
historic and rare/threatened/endangered species impacts) and select the least environmentally damaging, practicable 
alternative. 


Endangered Species Act 
Ensures that actions are not taken to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or threatened species or result in the 
destruction or adverse modification of the critical habitat of such species. 


Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act / Cultural Environment 
Requires that agencies take into account the effects of a project on properties that are included in or eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places. Cultural Resources include both historic structures and archaeological sites. 


all Socio-Economic 


Environment 


* Demographics 


* Community Facilities 

* Economic Setting and Land Use 
« Noise 

* Air 


Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act 

Requires that special effort be made to preserve publicly owned public parks and recreation areas, wildlife / waterfowl refuges 
and historic sites. No project which requires land from these resources may be approved unless 1) there is no feasible and 
prudent alternative to the use of the land and 2) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property 
resulting from such use. 


Clean Air Act and Clean Air Act Amendments 


An air quality analysis must be performed to determine if there are violations of the State or National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards. 


Farmland Protection Policy Act 
Requires that federal programs minimize conversion of farmland to non-agricultural uses (does not apply to farmland that is 
zoned or committed (planned) for urban development). 


Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 
Requires that agencies identify and address disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on 
minority or low-income populations. 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Process 


Step 1: Fatal Flaw Screening—criteria developed from Purpose & Need 
» Pass/fail test—alternative must satisfy all criteria to advance 


e Provides rail connectivity 

e Meets navigation requirements 
e Has logical termini 

e Is feasible & constructible 


e Avoids critical property impacts (developed from community input) 


Step 2: Detailed Screening—based on specific project goals 
» Relative test—compare/contrast each alternative’s ability to meet goals & objectives 


e Optimizes existing and planned infrastructure 


e Considers operational, design, construction requirements 


e Minimizes environmental/cultural/socioeconomic/property impacts 
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Alternatives Comparison Matrix - Environmental Considerations 


Units Alternative 1B | Alternative 4B | Alternative 4C | Alternative 4D | Alternative 4E | Alternative 8A | Alternative 8B | Alternative 9A | Alternative 9B 


EVALUATION CRITERIA 


Total Number of 
Parcels 


DEANI%1 P54 WM PP Pd OPA 64 1% 


A ra 


HUMAN ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 


Permanent Impacts to Land Use and Community Facilities 


(Where structure demolition is required, a full parcel Hay 
acquisition is assumed) Riaaberar 
°The Lafayette Senior Living Center accounts for 15 : . 
‘ Ales Residential and/ 
residential displacements. zs 
or Commercial 
Relocations 


Permanent Impacts to Parks and Recreational Resources | Total Number of 


# 3 8 5 5 
Acres 0.35 4.69 0.98 0.98 
# 0 16 15 15 


Areas 
Total Number 
of Section 4(f) 
Resources with 
Potential impacts 


Potential Impacts to Section 4(f) Resources 


Number of Stream Crossings 
Impacts to Streams*** Tee Suaaty 
Impacts. 
Impacts to Wetlands**** 

Impacts to Natural Wetland Buffers 
100 year 
floodplain 
500 year 
floodplain 


Impacts to Floodplains 


Impacts to Chesapeake Bay Critical Area 
Impacts to Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 


Impacts to Rare, Threatened or Endangered Species Habitat 
Impacts to Forest**** 
Bridge Deck Acreage over Susquehanna River***** 
Existing Pier Removal Acreage 
Retained for further evaluation 


Elimination Rationale 


(Parks avoided include Lower Ferry Park & Pier, Trego Parks Affected . a : : 
Field/Mini-Park, Perryville Community Park, and Existing Total Acreage Aetes 0 0.14 ; 0.79 0.79 
bike/ped trails 
Number of 
Impacted Historic 2-3 3 3 

Properties 

; Total Acreage 

Potential Impacts to Cultural Resources of Potentially 

Sensitive Acres 0.20 0.11 0.11 
Archaeological 


NATURAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 
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Impact to 
Lafayette 
Senior Housing 


Impact to 
Lafayette 


Lower maximum 
allowable speed 


Undesirable Undesirable 


Impact to 


than 9B with Lekmetig Santor Facility; offers maximum maximum 
comparable ralph Facili low maximum authorized authorized 
environmental 8 ey authorized speed 


impacts 


*** Does not include the Susquehanna River. All alternatives | **** Based on preliminary fieldsurvey *****Actual impacts to be determined by 


cross the Susquehanna River. 


bridge type. 


Higher property 
and natural 
environmental 
impacts, but 
lower speed 
than 9B 
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Alternatives Comparison Matrix - Operational and Engineering Considerations 


EVALUATION CRITERIA Units Alternative 18 | Alternative 4B | Alternative 4C | Alternative 4D | Alternative 4€ | Alternative 8A | Alternative 8B | Alternative 9A | Alternative 9B VE 
IMPROVE RAIL SERVICE RELIABILITY AND SAFETY 
Eliminates operational disruptions/delays Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 
Connects to NS wye and provides grades acceptable for freight operations La Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 


IMPROVE OPERATIONAL FLEXIBILITY AND ACCOMMODATE REDUCED TRIP TIMES 
Excellent Excellent Excellent Fair Fair Excellent Fair Excellent Excellent Excellent 
slhernative Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates Eliminates 
Provides flexibility for operational and maintenance work windows meets criteria | VeryGood | VeryGood | VeryGood | Good | Good | VeryGood | Good | VeryGood | Very Good Very Good 
Ability to provide for NS/MARC Operations during Construction Good Good Good | Good | Good | Good | Good | Excellent | Excellent Good 


OPTIMIZE EXISTING AND PLANNED INFRASTRUCTURE 


3 tracks 4 tracks 4 tracks 
Yes - 160 mph Yes-160mph | No-150 mph | No-140mph 


Reduces operational conflicts 


Eliminates or reduces existing speed restrictions for intercity trains Level at which 


# of tracks 
provided by 
alternative 


Y/N - Maximum 
allowable speed| No - 140 mph 


Eliminates two-track section in this portion of NEC and meets corridor wide 
improvement needs along NEC 


Meets future planned 160 mph corridor-wide improvement without future 
speed restrictions for intercity trains 


Yes - 160 mph 


(mph) 
Impacts to Perry Electrical Substation Level of impact | Major | Minor Minor Major 
Wheres Does not Does not Does not Does not Does not Does not Does not 
Allows shared corridor with Bike/Ped path (feasibility evaluation in progress) alternative \ | 1 1 
precludes preclude preclude preclude preclude preclude preclude preclude 
MAINTAIN ADEQUATE NAVIG 

Provides suitable vertical clearance (at least 60') Y/N - Clearance - Yes - 60' : : : Yes - 60' Yes - 60' 

Maintains or widens horizontal clearance (at least 200') Provided (feet) Yes - 200' + Yes - 200' + Yes - 200° + 
Requires temporary winter closure of movable span? Y/N Yes Yes 
Retained for further evaluation ST Yes No 
Impact to 
Lower maximum pleas ue Rees Lafayette Higher property 
allowable speed ; Pp Senior Housing | Undesirable Undesirable and natural 
Z Impact to Senior Housing | Lafayette Senior * i : 
a ri than 9B with E = i Facility; offers maximum maximum environmental 
Elimination Rationale Lafayette Senior} Facilityand | Housing Facility; 5 z 2 N/A N/A fs 
comparable 7 os : 2 low maximum authorized authorized impacts, but 
. Housing Facility | low maximum | provides three 

environmental aihoried aracks Gal authorized speed speed lower speed 

impacts ake Y  |speed and three than 9B 

oe tracks only 


[ First Tier of Impacts | Second Tier of Impacts [] Third Tier of Impacts 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Results 


» Fatal Flaw Screening—25 conceptual alignments were evaluated and 15 
were eliminated 


¢ Rehabilitation of existing bridge was eliminated; not feasible from 
construction and engineering perspective; will fail to provide continued 
rail connectivity and meet navigational requirements 


» Detailed Screening—9 remaining alignments and 1 value engineering 
alignment were evaluated; all but 2 alignments were eliminated 


e Alignments were eliminated based on the following factors: 
— Natural and Human Environmental Impacts 


— Operational and Engineering Considerations 


» Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study—Alignments 9A and 9B 
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Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 


>» Alternative 9A 


e Provides for a four-track crossing with max authorized speed of 160 mph, 
consistent with the operational goals and with broader plans along the 
NEC 


¢ Environmental impacts are comparable or less than other alternatives 
with similar benefits 


¢ Investigating potential impact avoidance/minimization and mitigation 
opportunities (i.e. Perry Interlocking Tower and Havre de Grace MS/HS 
complex) 


» Alternative 9B 
¢ Provides for a four-track crossing with max authorized speed of 150 mph 


¢ Environmental impacts are comparable or less than other alternatives 
with similar benefits 


¢ Does not require property from Havre de Grace MS/HS complex 
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PERRYVILLE PROPERTY IMPACTS FROM OPTIONS 9A AND 9B: TWO DOUBLE-TRACK BRIDGES AT 150-160 MPH 


—---— EXISTING RIGHT-OF-WAY WR wracts OUTSIDE AWTRAK RIGHT-OF-WAY Office of Engineering PERIVILLE HAVRE De GAGE e MARYLAND 
EXISTING RAILROAD LIMITS NEW RIVER GRIDGE LIMITS Engineering Design RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 
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Bridge Design Type Renderings - Approach Span / Channel Span 


Delta Frame / Arch Girder /.Arch 


Girder /.Truss Truss / Truss 
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Bridge Type Comparison Matrix 


DELTA / ARCH TRUSS / TRUSS GIRDER/ ARCH  GIRDER/ TRUSS 


Incorporates Mariners Input 
Incorporates Public Input on Design Aesthetic 


susrailbridge.com 


ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS 


Number of In-Water Pier Pairs 
Size of In-Water Piers 

Impact to Surface Water 

Impact to Mud Line (river bottom) 


Compatibility with Historic Bridge 


LEGEND 


ENGINEERING AND OPERATIONS CONSIDERATIONS 
Ease of Maintenance - Approach Spans 


Ease of Maintenance - Channel Span 


Structural Redundancy - Approach Spans (key factor) 


Structural Redundancy - Channel Span (key factor) 
Ease of Construction 

Trespasser Resistent From Water 

Side Span Navigation Clearance 

Estimated Cost (2015 $) 
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ne enone 
Summer 2013 (WV 


Coordination Meeting 
Meet with Havre de Grace and Perryville Officials 


Winter 2014 (QA) Project troduction a 
Bt Present Project's Purpose 


Agency Coordination 


Fall 2015 
We are 


. Agency Coordination Meeting 
Obtain input on Project's Purpose & Need 

Existing Environmental Conditions 

@ Conceptual Alternatives 


Winter 2016 
Spring 2014 


Public Outreach Information Session 
@ Obtain Input on Project's Purpose & Need 
i | Environmental 


Spring) (_) _renaremirnmanta Assesment (EA) ) 


¢, Agency Coordination Meeting 
| Present Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
Fall 2014 / “Trametes 


Winter 2015 Public O Rniluuion saan 
Present Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 


Complete Preliminary Engineering and NEPA 
Agency Coordination Meeting Winter 2017 & Process 
¢, Agency Field Visit 
I Refine Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
Spring / 


Summer 2015 


Soring2017 () (end 
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Stay Connected 


e Visit the project website at 
www.susrailbridge.com to get project 
updates, learn more about the project, 
submit a comment, or join the project 
mailing list. 


e Send a letter to: ALN! Wd ne 4 ree 4ANiray 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge fete ogre Mag ee 
PO Box 68 = 
Elkton, MD 21922 
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Welcome! 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Public Outreach Information Session 
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Project Pur Tose > and Need 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


The project goals include: 
e Improve rail service reliability and safety 


e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate 
reduced trip times 


e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and 
accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and 
high-speed rail operations 


The Northeast Corridor merges from four tracks to two 


@ Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along tracks (heading south from Perryville to Havre de Grace). 
the Susquehanna River 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge include: 


e Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure 
e Speed and capacity constraints 

¢ Operational inflexibility 

e Maintenance difficulties 


e Conflicts with maritime uses 
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Amtrak crew manually opening the movable bridge span to 
accommodate marine traffic. 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Process 
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Step 1: Fatal Flaw Screening—criteria developed from Purpose & Need 


» Pass/fail test—alternative must satisfy all criteria to advance 


Provides rail connectivity 
Meets navigation requirements 
Has logical termini 


Is feasible & constructible 


Avoids critical property impacts (developed from community input) 


Step 2: Detailed Screening—based on specific project goals 


ey 


anes: A ae WENT 


pueden com 


» Relative test—compare/contrast each alternative’s ability to meet goals & objectives 


e Optimizes existing and planned infrastructure 


e Considers operational, design, construction requirements 


e Minimizes environmental/cultural/socioeconomic/property impacts 
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Two-Step Alternatives Screening Results 


» Fatal Flaw Screening—25 conceptual alignments were evaluated and 15 were 
eliminated 


e Rehabilitation of existing bridge was eliminated; not feasible from construction and 
engineering perspective; will fail to provide continued rail connectivity and meet 
navigational requirements 


» Detailed Screening—9 remaining alignments and 1 value engineering alignment were 
evaluated; all but 2 alignments were eliminated 


e Alignments were eliminated based on the following factors: 
— Natural and Human Environmental Impacts 
— Operational and Engineering Considerations 


» Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study—Alignments 9A and 9B 
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Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 


» Alternative 9A 


e Provides for a four-track crossing with max authorized soeed of 160 mph, consistent 
with the operational goals and with broader plans along the Northeast Corridor (NEC) 


e Environmental impacts are comparable or less than other alternatives with 
similar benefits 


e Investigating potential impact avoidance/minimization and mitigation opportunities 
(i.e. Perry Interlocking Tower and Havre de Grace MS/HS complex) 


» Alternative 9B 
e Provides for a four-track crossing with max authorized speed of 150 mph 


e Environmental impacts are comparable or less than other alternatives with 
similar benefits 


e Does not require property from Havre de Grace MS/HS complex 
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Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study Design Limits 
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Land Use—Property Acquisition 


e To mitigate all property acquisitions, the project team will coordinate with property owners and 
comply with all Uniform Act requirements, including relocation services and compensation 


Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 


1.14 acres (full acquisition 0.30 acres (partial acquisition 
Commercial 
of a property) of a property) 
Residential 0.058 acres (including 0.05 acres 0.008 acres 
of undeveloped land) 
Havre de Grace MS/HS ; 

Athletic Fields 1.50 acres (2.6%) None 
City-owned Jean Roberts Park 0.01 acres 0.01 acres 

Warren Street Public ROW 0.1 acres None 
BiGal Ine WiSeE a etree Q.034 acres 0.034 acres 


Public ROW 


Acquisition 
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Potential Property Impacts from Retained Alternatives 


—— RAILROAD SOUTH TO GALTIMORE RAILROAD NORTH TO WILMINGTON —— 


PERRYVILLE PROPERTY IMPACTS FROM OPTIONS 9A AND 98: TWO DOUBLE-TRACK BRIDGES AT 150-160 MPH 


6) a. | | PRRIPPILL EHR RE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 
Office of Engineering USQUEHANNA RIVER 
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Pa -ks/S Section 6(f) 


Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 


Amtrak-owned Jean : : 
Roberts Park 0.26 acres (100%) 0.26 acres (100%) 


City-owned Jean Roberts Park ; ; 
(boat ramp & portion of pier) 0.01 acres (2.26%) 0.01 acres (2.26%) 
Havre de Grace MS/HS 1.50 acres taking (impacts to None 
Athletic Fields*’** track, football field, ballfields) 


*Section 6(f) process applies to this property, requiring land replacement 


** Mitigation will require modification of planned facility upgrades and coordination with Harford County 

Public Schools 

Note: Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act (16 USC 460) requires that any park or 
recreational resource that received grants from the LWCF is considered a Section 6(f) resource and therefore 
afforded certain rights. As a result, the conversion of lands improved or acquired through LWCF funding for other 
uses (i.e. transportation) must be replaced with land of at least the equivalent area, value, and usefulness. 
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Section Alf) Pronerties 


Section 4(f) requires that special effort be made to preserve publicly owned parkland and 
recreation areas, wildlife / waterfowl refuges and historic sites. 


Based on preliminary assessment, the Proposed Project would result in the use of the following 
Section 4(f) Properties: 


Alternative 9A Alternative 9B 


e Amtrak railroad bridge over the e Amtrak railroad bridge over the 
Susquehanna River and overpasses Susquehanna River and overpasses 
(the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge} (the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge} 

e Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park e Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park 

e Perryville Railroad Station e Perryville Railroad Station 

e Havre de Grace Historic District e Havre de Grace Historic District 


Havre de Grace MS/HS athletic fields 
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Jean|S Roberts 
Memorial|/Park; 
Rail|Bridge) 


i & F "Perryville 7] Ac. 
| | RetbSita 4. Grade 
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‘SusquehannalRiver, 


’ 


: Perryville 
ps Train\Station 
W\(marc) 


Interlocking 


lower, 


Susquehanna River 


C > Havre de Grace Middle/High School Athletic Fields C ») Perry Interlocking Tower Susquehanna River Data Sources Rail Bridge Project 
Rail Bridge Overpasses oe es 
C >) Havre de Grace Historic District C ») Access Road Under Grade Bridge 59.39 Historic District and Rodgers Tavern: 


Perryvile Train Station Maryland Historical Trust 
Cc) Alternative 9A LOD 


+——— Railroad 


Rodgers Tavern C ) Alternative 9B LOD Section 4(f) Properties 
cS 1,000 ft Study Area 


Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park 
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Summary of Natural Environmental Impacts 


Environmental Considerations 


Effective FEMA 
Floodplain Encroachment (acres) 
Preliminary FEMA 
Floodplain Encroachment* (acres) 
Tidal 

Streams (linear feet} 
-ForestResources(acres) | —CSs—“C—~sT 2982 


a eS ee ee 


Susquehanna Riverbed/ Construction (t 

Aquatic Biota (acres) anetrueton temp, INpacts, 0.23 0.23 
ee finger piers} 

, P t Impact 

Submerged Aquatic : —__Pemmanent impacts —__ didn 

Vegetation (acres) in anaes kk impac : 0.48 0.48 
including finger piers) 


*Preliminary floodplain available for Harford County only 
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DNR & NWI Wetlands a Palustrine Forested >) 1,000 ft Study Area Data Sources 


Esturarine Intertidal Scrub-Shrub hat Palustrine Scrub-Shrub Imagery: 
2015 National Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP) 


Alignment 9B Limit of Disturbance Inventory Level Assessment Streams 


| | Alignment 9A Limit of Disturbance Y Inventory Level Assessment Wetlands 


PS 100 Year Floodplain Wetlands of Special State Concern Esturarine Intertidal Unconsolidated Shore Riverine 
2 Palustrine Emergent OS Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 


4,000 Feet 
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Chesapeake Bay Critical Area | Forest Resources (MD Dept of Planning) 
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Historic and Archaeolopical Resources 


e Total acreage of potentially sensitive archaeological areas for Alternatives 9A and 
9B — approximately 0.31 acre. 


e Team is exploring design measures to minimize adverse effects to historic resources 
(compatibility of materials, color, retaining walls, aesthetic treatments) 


e Coordination with MHT and Section 106 consulting parties is required 


Historic Resources Potential Issues 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 


and Overpasses Removal of existing bridge and alterations to eight historic bridges 


Expansion of existing railroad right-of-way will move tracks closer to 


Havre de Grace Historic District ie cL: See 
contributing structures within the Historic District 


Rodgers Tavern Retaining wall will be constructed near Rodgers Tavern 


Alterations to Undergrade Bridge MP 59.39 (contributing element of 


NR-eligible station complex) 
Perryville Railroad Station 


Shifting Perry Interlocking Tower within Amtrak property, instead of 
demolishing 
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Visual and Aesthetic Considerations 


» Visual resources study area is within the State-designated Lower Susquehanna 
Heritage Greenway (LSHG); multiple natural areas and historic sites with high visual 
and aesthetic value 


» The project results in adverse visual impacts to the following resources: 


e Havre de Grace Historic District from railroad right-of-way expansion and new 
retaining walls 


e Rodgers Tavern from new bridge approach and retaining wall 
e Eight undergrade bridges; altering stone construction and/or arch design 


» Adverse visual impacts avoided and/or minimized through: 


e Use of a bridge and pier design that has traditional features and allows greater views 
under the bridges 


e Design modifications to maximize compatibility with historic materials, 
features, etc 


e Aesthetic treatments 


¢ Complying with Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties 
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Air Quality 


e Regional air pollutant emissions below thresholds (not significant) 


e With other corridor improvements, improved regional air quality 
(from reduced car travel} 


e Effects on local air quality are being evaluated 
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Amtrak train crossing the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
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Noise and Vibration 


Analysis based on FTA and FRA criteria 
indicates no mitigation Is required 


Predicted Noise Levels: 


>» No “Severe Impacts” for Alternative 
9A or 9B 
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» "Moderate Impacts” at some locations 
along railway for both Alternative 
9A and 9B 


e Increments would be “barely 
perceptible” to “readily noticeable” 


e Total levels would be comparable to 
existing levels in the study area ets ae sctnagsone 


Esri, DigitalGlobe, Gee oEye, Earthstar Geographics 
CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AEX, 


e Not considered si enifi cant oreninmiad , Seo nec emmy costs Noise Receptor Locations 
Predicted Vibration Levels: Predicted Ground-Borne Noise Levels: 
» Reach but not exceed impact threshold at nearest » Exceed impact threshold for Alternative 9A and 9B 
sensitive receptor for Alternative 9A and 9B at nearest sensitive receptor 
» Below impact thresholds farther from the railway » Noise level increment “barely perceptible,” not 


considered significant 


» Below impact thresholds farther from the railway 
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Selected Bridge Type Design: 
irder Approach / Arch Main Span 


Key Hole Pier Design Profile View 


Viewed from Havre de Grace Approach Span/Main Span 
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Anticipated Project Schedule 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


M Refined Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
M@ Bridge Type Evaluation 


Early Coordination 


M Agency Coordination Meeting 
M@ Meet with Havre de Grace and Perryville Officials 


V 


Fall 2015 


Public Outreach Information Session 
G M Refined Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
Agency Coordination Meeting m Bridge Type Evaluation 


M Project Introduction 
M Present Project’s Purpose & Need 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


Winter / } 


Spring 2016 


We are 
Here 


Agency Coordination Meeting @ Analysis of Retained Alternatives / Conceptual 


Mitigation 


@ Obtain Input on Project’s Purpose & Need 
M@ Existing Environmental Conditions 
M Conceptual Alternatives 


Public Outreach Information Session 
Spring 2014 @ Analysis of Retained Alternatives 
@ Alternative Impact Evaluation 


M@ Public and Stakeholder Meetings 


Public Outreach Information Session 


@ Obtain Input on Project’s Purpose & Need 
M@ Existing Environmental Conditions 
M@ Conceptual Alternatives 


Prepare Environmental Assessment (EA) 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


M@ Summarize Public Input 
M@ Present Feasible Alternatives 


Stakeholder Coordination 


Summer 2014 


Public Outreach Information Session 


M@ Meet with Local Officials and Stakeholders 
M@ Present Feasible Alternatives 


Publish Environmental Assessment (EA) 


Agency Coordination Meeting 
m@ NEPA Document Findings 


Agency Coordination Meeting 


M@ Present Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 
Public Outreach Information Session 


m@ NEPA Document Findings 


Fall 2014 / 
Winter 2015 


Public Outreach Information Session 


M@ Present Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 


Complete Preliminary Engineering and NEPA 


Agency Coordination Meeting Process 


mM Agency Field Visit 
M Refine Alternatives Retained for Detailed Study 


Summer 2015 


Public Outreach and Stakeholder Coordination 


m@ Website Update 
M Stakeholder Coordination 


Complete Federal Railroad Administration Grant 
Requirements 
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Stay Connected 


e Visit the project website at 
www.susrailbridge.com to get project 
updates, learn more about the project, mies <[ 
submit a comment, or join the project i 
mailing list. 
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e Send a letter to: 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
PO Box 68 
Elkton, MD 21922 
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Amtrak train crossing the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
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Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony Gabrown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Goverrior 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Ren Serey 

Executive Director 
Critical Area Commission 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Serey: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, which is carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures with up to four-track total capacity 
crossing the river. The project may also improve the navigation channel for marine users. A 
project location map is attached for your reference. 


The Project team has initiated conceptual engineering and preliminary environmental studies. 
Agency coordination is ongoing, including plans to present current project efforts at the February 
19, 2014 Interagency Review Meeting (IRM) at the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) Headquarters in Baltimore. A public information session is planned for early spring 
2014. The project team will continue to coordinate with the Critical Area Commission as more 
detailed environmental and engineering studies are developed. Please feel free to share any input 
or Critical Area information that pertains to the proposed project. If you have any questions or 
need additional information, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or at 
hromano@mdot.state.md.us. 


Sincerely, 


[flomax 


Harry Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Mr. Ren Serey 
Page Two 


cc: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Ms. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 

Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Ms. Lisa Hoerger, CAC Regulations and Mapping Coordinator, Harford County 
Ms. Julie Roberts, CAC Natural Resources Planner, Cecil County 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony Gi. Brow 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Bob Rosenbush 

Maryland Department of Planning 
Clearinghouse and Plan Review Unit 
301 W Preston Street 

Baltimore MD 21201 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Rosenbush: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, which carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures with up to four-track total capacity 
crossing the river. The project may also improve the navigation channel for marine users. A 
project location map is attached for your reference. 


The Project team has initiated conceptual engineering and preliminary environmental studies. 
Agency coordination is ongoing, including plans to present current project efforts at the February 
19, 2014 Interagency Review Meeting (IRM) at the Maryland State Highway Administration 
(SHA) Headquarters in Baltimore. A public information session is planned for early spring 
2014. With the Project in the preliminary planning phase, we request that the Clearinghouse 
distribute this letter to member agencies for initial comment. If you require additional 
information, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. Thank you for 
your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


lentes, 


Harry Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is — — 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Mr. Bob Rosenbush 
Page Two 


cc: Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 
Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation nrifiony Gs Brawn 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Tony Redman 

Integrated Policy Review Unit 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, C-3 
580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Redman: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information conceming state-listed threatened or endangered species and/or any 
unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have any 
questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Nlerens 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


ce: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony G. Brown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Ms. Lori Byrne 

Environmental Review Specialist 
Wildlife and Heritage Division 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building, E-1 
580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning state-listed threatened or endangered species and/or any 
unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have any 
questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


[Norm 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


ce: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony G. Brown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Ms. Mary Colligan 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
Northeast Regional Office 
Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester MA 01930 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Colligan: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning federally-listed threatened or endangered species and/or 
any unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown in the attached map. If you have 
any questions or need additional information regarding this request, please contact me at 
410-684-7063 or hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick- 
Uretsky at 646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


| Meas 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


cc: 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. John Nichols, NMFS Chesapeake Bay Office 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony Gibrowih 
The Secretary's Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith, Jr. 

Secretary 


February 14, 2014 


Mr. Trevor Clark 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Chesapeake Bay Field Office 
177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 
Annapolis MD 21401 


RE: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Clark: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) has received a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) to support Preliminary Engineering and Environmental 
Documentation to expand and reconstruct Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge, carries 
passenger and freight rail traffic on two electrified tracks along an integral part of the Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). Due to the bridge’s age, condition, and increases in rail traffic, it is expected 
that rehabilitation, replacement, and/or expansion will be necessary. The Susquehanna River 
Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project proposes new and/or rehabilitated structures 
carrying up to four tracks across the river. The Project may also improve the navigation channel 
for marine users. 


We request any information concerning federally-listed threatened or endangered species and/or 
any unique habitat that may occur in the study area as shown on the first page of the attached 
Natural Resources of Concern database forms. If you have any questions or need additional 
information regarding this request, please contact me at 410-684-7063 or 
hromano@mdot.state.md.us. You may also contact Ms. Leslie Mesnick-Uretsky at 
646-388-9756 or Imesnick@akrf.com. Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 


[Perna 


Harry J. Romano 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 


My telephone number is 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


cc. 


Mr. Adam Denton, Federal Railroad Administration 

Mr. Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Mr. Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 

Ms. Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 


US. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Natural Resources of Concern 


This resource list is to be used for planning purposes only — it is not an official species list. 


Endangered Species Act species list information for your project is available online and listed below for 
the following FWS Field Offices: 


CHESAPEAKE BAY ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE 

ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 

(410) 573-4500 


Project Location Map: 
Te Pe er 
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USS. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Natural Resources of Concern 


Project Counties: 
Cecil, MD | Harford, MD 


Geographic coordinates (Open Geospatial Consortium Well-Known Tent, NAD83)-: 
MULTIPOLYGON (((-76.1412395 395261442, -76.1096622 39.547731, -76.0973026 39. 5556726, 
-76.0506107 39.5691711, -76.0281231 395760518, -76.0265781 39.5702364, -76.0281231 39. 5698394, 
-76.0473491 39.5618928, -76.0629703 39557135, -76.0722316 39.5546062, -76.0881962 39.5507744, 
-76.1005558 39.5442818, -76.105534 39.5379342. -76.1170353 39.5293286, -76.1381496 39.520318, 
-16.1386646 39.5217746, -76.1412395 39.5261442))) 


Project Type: 
Bridge Construction / Maintenance 


Endangered Species Act Species List (USFWS Endangered Species Program). 
There are no listed species found within the vicinity of your project. 


Critical habitats within your project area: (View all critical habitats within vour project area on one man) 


ae EES sete oe] 
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a 
Population: Entire 


FWS National Wildlife Refuges (USFWS National Wildlife Refuges Program). 


There are no refuges found within the vicinity of your project. 


FWS Migratory Birds (USEWS Migratory Bird Program). 


Most species of birds, inclnding eagles and other raptors, are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 
U.S.C. 703). Bald eagles and golden eagles receive additional protection under the 


Bald and Golden Facle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668). The Service's Binds of Conservation Concem (2008) report 


010972014 Information, Paoming, and Conservation System (PAC) Page Jof4 
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identifies species, subspecies, and populations of all migratory nongame birds that, without additional 
conservation actions, are likely to become listed under the Endangered Species Act as amended (16 U.S.C 1531 
et seq.). 


Migratory bird information is not available for your project location. 


NWI Wetlands (USFWS National Wetlands Inventory). 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is the principal Federal agency that provides information on the extent and 
status of wetlands in the U.S., via the National Wetlands Inventory Program (NW). In addition to impacts to 
wetlands with your immediate project area, wetlands outside of your project area may need to be considered 
in any evaluation of project impacts, due to the hydrologic nature of wetlands (for example, project activities 
may affect local hydrology within, and outside of, your immediate project area). It may be helpful to refer to 
the USFWS National Wetland Inventory website. The designated FWS office can also assist you. Impacts to 
wetlands and other aquatic habitats from your project may be subject to regulation under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, or other State/Federal Statutes. Project Proponents should discuss the relationship of these 
requirements to their project with the Regulatory Program of the appropriate 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers District. 


The following wetlands intersect your project area: 
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vauitsm} U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


Natural Resources of Concern 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 
CRITICAL AREA COMMISSION 


CHESAPEAKE AND ATLANTIC COASTAL BAYS 
1804 West Street, Suite 100, Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
(410) 260-3460 Fax: (410) 974-5338 
www.dnr.state.md.us/criticalarea/ 


February 18, 2014 


Harry Romano 

Rail Program and Policy Manager 
Office of Freight and Multimodalism 
MD Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Hanover, MD 21076 


Re: | Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Romano, 


Thank you for forwarding your letter via email regarding the above referenced project. The 
Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is seeking comments on a potential bridge 
replacement, rehabilitation, and/or expansion. I understand that you will be coordinating with us 
as the project concept becomes more defined. From the map submitted and depending on the 
extent of the potential reconstruction, it appears that there will be impacts in the Critical Area 
that may be considered significant. 


From this limited information, it appears that a full Critical Area Commission review may be 
required. Please coordinate with our office as the project becomes more defined and I will 
provide further information about the materials which will need to be submitted once we have a 
greater understanding of the impacts associated with the bridge work. 


Thank you for coordinating with our office early in the process. I can be reached at 410-260- 
3476 with any further questions. 


Julie Roberts 
Natural Resources Planner 


Sincerely, 


TTY for the Deaf 
Annapolis: (410) 974-2609 D.C. Metro: (301) 586-0450 


Sorysis0'] jystoLy woo, | UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
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| Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 


LOGN 


Harry J. Romano MAR -5 2014 
Rail Program and Policy Manager 

Office of Freight and Multimodalism 

Maryland Dept of Transportation 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


Re: Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project, Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Romano, 


We received your letter on February 24, 2014 regarding the proposed expansion and 
reconstruction of Amtrak’s Susquehanna River Bridge located in Harford and Cecil Counties, 
Maryland. 


The following endangered species may occur within the waters (i.e., Chesapeake Bay and mouth 
of the Susquehanna River) of the proposed action: Shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum), 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus oxyrinchus) (Distinct Population Segments [DPS]: New 
York Bight, Chesapeake Bay, Carolina, South Atlantic), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys 
kempi), green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas), and leatherback turtle (Dermochelys coriacea). 


The following threatened species may occur within the waters (i.e., Chesapeake Bay and mouth 
of the Susquehanna River) of the proposed action: Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus 
oxyrinchus) (Distinct Population Segments [DPS]: Gulf of Maine), and Northwest Atlantic 
Ocean DPS of loggerhead sea turtle (Caretta caretta). 


To facilitate efficient project review, we have compiled information about the presence of our 
listed species in the project area and in related Maryland waters that may be helpful in planning 
your project. 


Shortnose Sturgeon 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s (F WS) sturgeon reward program began in 1996. As of 
2008, a total of 80 individual shortnose sturgeon had been captured, via commercial or 
recreational fishery, in Chesapeake Bay and its tributaries as a result of this program. Most of the 
shortnose sturgeon documented in the reward program have been caught in the upper Bay, from 
Kent Island to the mouth of the Susquehanna River and the C&D Canal, in Fishing Bay and 
around Hoopers Island in the middle Bay, and in the Potomac River. 


Research on shortnose sturgeon indicates that this species typically spawns just below the limit 
of upstream passage. In unimpeded rivers systems, spawning typically occurs 200 km or more 
upstream. In dammed rivers, spawning often occurs at the base of the first dam. Studies indicate 


that spawning occurred at daily mean temperatures of 6.5-14.7°C in water depths of 1-5 meters 
with a peak at 1.5-1.9m. Bottom water velocity at the spawning site was a mean of 70cm/s with 
the greatest usage of 75-125 cm/s. The only substrate type females used was cobble/rubble (101- 
300 mm diameter). Substrate and flow are consistent in all areas where shortnose sturgeon 
spawning has been confirmed. 


Several Chesapeake Bay tributaries have habitat characteristics such as hard bottom substrate 
and areas of high flow that may be suitable for spawning. These include the Gunpowder, James, 
York and Susquehanna Rivers. Adult shortnose sturgeon have been documented in the 
Susquehanna River in February, April and June, which is consistent with the time of year when 
spawning adults would be present. However, it is unknown if adequate spawning or nursery 
habitat occurs in the area below the Conowingo Dam, which is the first barrier to upstream 
passage. Telemetry data indicates that shortnose sturgeon move between the upper Chesapeake 
Bay and Delaware River via the C and D canal. These movements did not follow a specific 
pattern indicative of spawning migrations. Evidence suggests that shortnose sturgeon do not 
move into smaller creeks and tributaries of the large rivers connected to the Chesapeake Bay. 


Although we do not have specific information on shortnose sturgeon movements in the 
Susquehanna, information gathered from the Potomac may be applicable. Twelve shortnose 
sturgeon have been captured in the Potomac River since 1996. These shortnose sturgeon were 
captured in the Potomac River and reported via the FWS reward program and were documented 
in the following locations: six at the mouth of the river one at the mouth of the Saint Mary’s 
River; one at the mouth of Potomac Creek; one at rkm 63; one at rkm 57 (Cobb Bar); and, one at 
rkm 48. Additionally, one adult female was captured by U.S. Geological Service (USGS) and 
National Park Service (NPS) researchers within the Potomac River (at rkm 103) in September 
2005. 


From 2004-2008 the USGS and NPS conducted a tagging and telemetry study of shortnose 
sturgeon in the Potomac River (Kynard 2007). Three of the shortnose sturgeon mentioned above 
have been tagged with Combined Acoustic and Radio Transmitting (CART) tags. Tracking has 
demonstrated that the two females spent the majority of the year in a 79-km reach between river 
km 141-63. One female upstream in spring 2006 to a 2-km reach (river km 187-185) containing 
habitat determined to be suitable for spawning (Kynard et al. 2007). Remote and manual tracking 
showed a female arrived at the Fletchers Marina (River km 184.5) and remained within a 2-km 
reach (river km 187-185) for 6 days. During this time, mean daily river temperatures were 12.0— 
16.0°C and mean daily river discharge was 157-178 m?/s. However, no sturgeon ELS were 
captured (Kynard et al. 2007). 


During the years when fish were tracked, the two females spent the summer-fall in a 78-km 
reach (river km 63-141). Most of this area was in tidal freshwater, however, the downstream 
section of the range experiences tidal salinity. The fish used depths between 4.1—21.3 m, but 
most locations (89.2%) were in the channel. Throughout the summer and winter, fish used a wide 
range of water temperature (1.8-32.0°C), DO (4.8-14.6 mg/L) and salinity (0.1-5.6 ppt; Kynard 
et al. 2007). Substrate measured at fish locations were mud (80.7%), sand/mud (15.8%), and 


gravel-mud (3.5%). This area is also characterized by prolific tracts of submerged aquatic 
vegetation and algae blooms. 


Atlantic Sturgeon 

Atlantic sturgeon spawn in their natal river, with spawning migrations generally occurring during 
April-May in Mid-Atlantic systems. Young remain in the river/estuary until approximately age 2 
and at lengths of 30-36 inches before emigrating to open ocean as subadults. After emigration 
from the natal river/estuary, subadults and adult Atlantic sturgeon travel within the marine 
environment, typically in waters between 16 to 164 feet in depth, using coastal bays, sounds, and 
marine waters. The distribution of Atlantic sturgeon is strongly associated with prey availability, 
and as a result, Atlantic sturgeon may occur where suitable forage (e.g., benthic invertebrates 
such as mollusks and crustaceans) and appropriate habitat conditions are present (e.g., areas of 
submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). Individuals from any DPS may be found in suitable habitat 
areas within coastal, marine, or riverine habitat, including tidal creeks greater than 3.3 feet deep, 
any large or small tributaries of the Chesapeake Bay, coastal embayments where suitable habitat 
exists, and offshore of Maryland in marine habitat. Currently, Chesapeake Bay DPS Atlantic 
sturgeon are known to spawn in the James River in Virginia; historic spawning habitat is thought 
to exist in the Potomac River. Atlantic sturgeon have been recorded at the mouth of the 
Susquehanna River in recent years. 


Sea Turtles 

Several species of sea turtles are known to be present in the Chesapeake Bay and off the Atlantic 
coast of Maryland. Leatherback sea turtles (Dermochelys coriacea) are present off the Maryland 
coast but are predominantly pelagic. Loggerhead (Caretta caretta), Kemp’s ridley (Lepidochelys 
kempi), and green sea turtles (Chelonia mydas) are present in the Chesapeake Bay area mainly 
during late spring, summer and early fall when water temperatures are relatively warm. Sea 
turtles are expected to be present in the Chesapeake Bay between April 1 and November 30. 
Satellite tracking studies of sea turtles has found that foraging turtles mainly occurred in areas 
where the water depth was between approximately 16 and 49 feet. This depth was interpreted not 
to be as much an upper physiological depth limit for turtles, as a natural limiting depth where 
light and food are most suitable for foraging turtles. In Maryland waters of the Chesapeake Bay, 
sea turtles are most often documented in marine and estuarine waters and are not likely to be 
present in upper reaches of major tributaries because of salinity and prey availability 
requirements. 


Conclusions 

As listed species of sea turtles and sturgeon may occur at the mouth of the Susquehanna River 
and Chesapeake Bay, and thus, within the vicinity of your proposed project, any in-water work, 
such as excavation, blasting. pile driving, and dredging, has the potential to impact these species. 
As project details become finalized, a consultation, pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) of 1973, as amended, may be necessary as any discretionary federal action, 
such as the approval or funding of a project by a federal agency, that may affect a listed species 
must undergo consultation pursuant to section 7 of the ESA of 1973, as amended. If the proposed 
project has the potential to affect listed species, and it is being approved, permitted, or funded by 
a Federal agency, the lead Federal agency, or their designated non-Federal representative, is 


responsible for determining whether the proposed action is likely to affect the listed species. The 
Federal agency would submit their determination along with justification for their determination 
and a request for concurrence, to the attention of the ESA Section 7 Coordinator, NMFS 
Northeast Regional Office, Protected Resources Division, 55 Great Republic Drive, Gloucester, 
MA 01930. After reviewing this information, NMFS would then be able to conduct a 
consultation under section 7 of the ESA. Should you have any questions about these comments 
or about the section 7 consultation process in general, please contact Jennifer Goebel at 978-281 - 


6373 or jennifer.goebel(@noaa.gov). 


Essential Fish Habitat 

The location of the proposed Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project is 
located above the estuarine mixing zone in tidal fresh water and is not designated as essential fish 
habitat (EFH) for federally managed species. However, the Susquehanna River is an important 
migration corridor for numerous diadromous species including American shad, alewife, blueback 
herring, striped bass, hickory shad, gizzard shad, and American eel. Significant efforts are 
underway to restore the populations of several anadromous species to healthy levels. Therefore, 
in-water construction activities including but not limited to excavation, blasting, pile driving, 

and dredging may require time of year restrictions (TOYR) or other mitigative measures for these 
activities to help protect diadromous species migration and spawning. If you have any 

questions or need additional information regarding fisheries resources in the project area please 
contact David O'Brien, NOAA Fisheries Service, Habitat Conservation Division 
(david.Lo'brien@noaa.gov, 804-684-7828). 


Sincerely, | i . 
; ii ——_ 


fi 


gr Mik / a, cof 


Mary A. Colligan 
Assistant Regional Administrator 
for Protected Resources 


EC: Goebel, O’Brien 
File Code: Section 7/Nonfisheries/MD DOT/Susquehanna River Bridge_species present 
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March 20, 2014 


Mr. Harry J. Romano 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


RE: Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion, Amtrak 
Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Romano: 


The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 


The south side of the project route may overlap with Swan Creek which is designated in state regulations as a 
Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland Department of the 
Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. Your project may need review by 
Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek NTWSSC. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas. If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 


Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 


2 Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance is 
absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 
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2 Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3 Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 

4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 
ho. Byo— 


Lori A. Byrne, 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2014.0271.ha/ce 


Cc:  D. Brinker, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 
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October 22, 2014 


Harry Romano 

Maryland Department of Transportation 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, MD 21076 


Subject: Fisheries Information for the Proposed Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 
Expansion Project, in Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Romano: 


The above referenced project has been reviewed to determine fisheries species and aquatic 
resources in the vicinity of the proposed project. The proposed activities include the 
Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and Expansion Project, in Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland. Note that Maryland Department of Natural Resources is actively involved 
in the review and interagency coordination on this project, and that this response is only for the 
fisheries information coordination, and contains no other project analysis or comments. 


Gasheys Creek and Mill Creek (Bush River Basin) and tributaries near the site are classified as 
Use I streams (Water Contact Recreation, and Protection of Aquatic Life). Susquehanna River 
(Lower Susquehanna River Basin) mainstem and tidal tributary reaches near the site are 
classified as Use II streams (with sub-designations within the segment for migratory fish 
spawning and nursery use, shallow water submerged aquatic vegetation, and open water fish and 
shellfish use). 


Yellow perch, white perch, herring species, and shad species have been documented spawning 
near and/or migrating through the project study area. Where the presence of yellow perch has 
been documented along with these other anadromous fish species, generally no instream work is 
permitted in Use I streams during the period of February 15 through June 15, inclusive, during 
any year. Instream work in Use II waters that would suspend sediments in the water column, 
move sediments along the bottom, or create disturbances from sound or pressure waves should 
also not occur during the same period, February 15 through June 15, inclusive, of any year. 


Principio Creek (Elk River Basin) and tributaries near the site are classified as Use III streams 
(Natural Trout Waters). Generally, no instream work is permitted in Use III streams during the 
period of October 1 through April 30, inclusive, during any year. Several very small tributaries 
to the Susquehanna River on the Cecil County side have been documented to support wild trout, 
either consistently, or occasionally. Survey work is ongoing in this region. Two new Use III 
stream designations in this area include Happy Valley Branch and all tributaries above US 222 in 
Cecil County, and an unnamed tributary to Susquehanna River crossing Frenchtown Road in 
Tawes State Office Building — 580 Taylor Avenue — Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
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Cecil County (our attached map does not yet show these two new designations). As the bridge 
study proceeds, we will coordinate further on these small trout tributaries, based on 
determinations of potential impact areas for the project. If small tributaries may be impacted for 
approach work or infrastructure related to the bridge, additional coordination will be necessary 
for evaluating potential trout presence in the tributaries in this vicinity, and for setting Best 
Management Practices including instream work time of year restrictions. 


The site is also near Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) beds in the Susquehanna River; no 
instream work that would suspend sediments in the water column or significantly disturb the 
bottom should occur from April 15 through October 15, inclusive, during any year, within 500 
yards of documented SAV beds. Exact locations of current, recent, and historic SAV beds can 
be further coordinated during the project review. Field work will eventually be required to 
survey and map SAV beds in and near the work area. 


Some of the streams near the site are listed as Tier II High Quality Waters, and may require 
additional restrictions or Best Management Practices. Please refer to the attached map for the 
location of Tier II streams and Use Classifications. 


The smaller streams in the study area support many resident fish species documented by our 
Maryland Biological Stream Survey. MBSS data can be accessed via the MDDNR web page at 
http://www.dnr.state.md.us/map_template/streamhealth/index.html, allowing access to resource 
surveys in neighboring tributaries. 


The Susquehanna River mainstem supports populations of several gamefish species, including 
striped bass, catfish species, walleye, and black bass. These species and other gamefish in the 
area spawn during the spring season referenced above for anadromous fish species, and should 
also be protected by the referenced corresponding instream work restriction period. Fishing 
activities for these species can occur year around. 


Other important fisheries resources in this area include American eel presence, and potential 
presence of sturgeon (shortnose and Atlantic). American eels migrate upstream through this 
region to smaller streams where they grow to adult stages. Some eels may reside within the 
project study area long term. Their spawning runs then take them back through this area as they 
migrate downstream as adults to a specific region of the Atlantic Ocean to spawn. Special 
attention has been given to American eel management in recent years, due to their ecological and 
economic importance, and their declining numbers. The two sturgeon species are protected 
species, and have specific management requirements and efforts by National Marine Fisheries 
Service and US Fish and Wildlife Service, and cooperation with MD DNR. Further 
coordination with these three agencies will be required for these sturgeon species for this project. 


Freshwater mussels are a category of aquatic species with growing focus, management effort, 
and protection methods. Some freshwater mussels are State listed as threatened or endangered. 
Our Wildlife and Heritage Service is the State lead for State listed freshwater mussel species. 
Since new field data is constantly being developed on freshwater mussels, and there is potential 
for these species to be found within the project area, further coordination will be necessary on 


potential mussel presence and Best Management Practices for protection as the project study 
continues. 


As the above information demonstrates, this is a region and area very rich and diverse in 
fisheries and aquatic resources. This letter serves as an overall view for these resources, and MD 
DNR will remain available for further coordination on project and resource specifics as the study 
continues. 


If you have further questions, please contact me at your convenience at 410-260-8331, or 


greg.golden@maryland.gov 


Sincerely, 


Q}/ 
Greg Golden 
Project Review Division 
Integrated Policy and Review Unit 


cc: Lori Byrne, WHS, DNR 
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September 1, 2015 


Ms. Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-1614 


RE: Update to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 
Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 


The south side of the project route may overlap with Gasheys Run (draining to Swan Creek) which is designated 
in state regulations as a Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. Your project may need 
review by Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek 
NTWSSC. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas. If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl. 


Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle 
(Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River. It is possible that this species could be 
impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement. Map Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline 
habitats in the area. Specific protection measurements can be developed as project details become available. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 
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Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 


1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance is 
absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

2 Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3, Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 

4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 
do Q. Copp 
Lori A. Byrne, 


Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 
MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2015.0456.ha/ce 
Ce: S. Smith, DNR 
D. Brinker, DNR 
G. Golden, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 


10/22/2015 Mail - Fwd: Susquehanna Bridge and Critical Area Commission 


— - 
re AKRI: Julianne Yee <jyee@akrf.com> 


Fwd: Susquehanna Bridge and Critical Area Commission 


Leslie Mesnick <Imesnick@akrf.com> Thu, Oct 22, 2015 at 4:04 PM 
To: Julianne Yee <jyee@akrf.com> 


---------- Forwarded message ---------- 

From: Dan Reagle <DReagle1@mta.maryland. gov> 

Date: Tue, Oct 20, 2015 at 2:17 PM 

Subject: Susquehanna Bridge and Critical Area Commission 

To: Wesley Mitchell <VWMitchell@sha.state.md.us>, Leslie Mesnick <Imesnick@akrf.com> 
Cc: Jacqueline Thome <jthorne@mdot.state.md.us>, "Decker_Bradley@bah.com" 
<Decker_Bradley@bah.com>, "Michelle.Fishburne@dot.gov" <Michelle.Fishburne@dot.gov>, " 
(sarahw@coastal-resources.net)" <sarahw@coastal-resources .net> 


All, 


| spoke to Julie Roberts of the CAC. It is still too early to engage them in a field visit. The analysis of impacts 
to the CA in the EA and tech documents should be based on the readily available CA boundary. Julie indicated 
once we share the plans and NEPA document with the resource agencies she will evaluate the project and the 
best way to proceed. 


Thank you, 


Dan Reagle 
Environmental Planner 


Maryland Transit Administration 

Environmental Planning Division 

6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor, Baltimore, MD 21202 
Office: 410-767-3771 Fax: 410-333-0489 
DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov 


Providing safe, efficient and reliable transit across 
Maryland with world-class customer service. 


[http://www.roads.maryland. gov/OCImages/511_logo_sm.JPG]Maryland now features 511 traveler information! 
Call 511 or visit: www.md511.0rg<http://www.md511.org/> 
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agreement for this purpose has been made. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication or any of its contents is strictly prohibited. If you 
have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender indicating that it 
was received in error and delete the original message and any copy of it from your computer system. 
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September 1, 2015 


Ms. Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-1614 


RE: Update to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge Reconstruction and 
Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


The Wildlife and Heritage Service has determined that there are the following areas of potential concern within 
the boundaries of the study area as delineated: 


The south side of the project route may overlap with Gasheys Run (draining to Swan Creek) which is designated 
in state regulations as a Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC), and is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. Your project may need 
review by Maryland Department of the Environment for any necessary permits associated with the Swan Creek 
NTWSSC. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been identified as historic 
waterfowl concentration and staging areas. If there is to be any construction of water-dependent facilities please 
contact Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 221-8838 ext. 105 for further technical 
assistance regarding waterfowl. 


Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle 
(Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River. It is possible that this species could be 
impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement. Map Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline 
habitats in the area. Specific protection measurements can be developed as project details become available. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of 
state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris). Given that 
these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to adhere stringently to all appropriate best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control during all work near this site. 
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Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the project site 
contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior Dwelling Bird Species 
(FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is 
strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area. The following guidelines could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS 
and other native forest plants and wildlife: 


1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance is 
absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

2 Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) 
are present. 

3, Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 

4. Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further questions 
regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 
do Q. Copp 
Lori A. Byrne, 


Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 
MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2015.0456.ha/ce 
Ce: S. Smith, DNR 
D. Brinker, DNR 
G. Golden, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 


10/22/2015 Mail - Fwd: Susquehanna Bridge and Critical Area Commission 


— - 
re AKRI: Julianne Yee <jyee@akrf.com> 


Fwd: Susquehanna Bridge and Critical Area Commission 


Leslie Mesnick <Imesnick@akrf.com> Thu, Oct 22, 2015 at 4:04 PM 
To: Julianne Yee <jyee@akrf.com> 


---------- Forwarded message ---------- 

From: Dan Reagle <DReagle1@mta.maryland. gov> 

Date: Tue, Oct 20, 2015 at 2:17 PM 

Subject: Susquehanna Bridge and Critical Area Commission 

To: Wesley Mitchell <VWMitchell@sha.state.md.us>, Leslie Mesnick <Imesnick@akrf.com> 
Cc: Jacqueline Thome <jthorne@mdot.state.md.us>, "Decker_Bradley@bah.com" 
<Decker_Bradley@bah.com>, "Michelle.Fishburne@dot.gov" <Michelle.Fishburne@dot.gov>, " 
(sarahw@coastal-resources.net)" <sarahw@coastal-resources .net> 


All, 


| spoke to Julie Roberts of the CAC. It is still too early to engage them in a field visit. The analysis of impacts 
to the CA in the EA and tech documents should be based on the readily available CA boundary. Julie indicated 
once we share the plans and NEPA document with the resource agencies she will evaluate the project and the 
best way to proceed. 


Thank you, 


Dan Reagle 
Environmental Planner 


Maryland Transit Administration 

Environmental Planning Division 

6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor, Baltimore, MD 21202 
Office: 410-767-3771 Fax: 410-333-0489 
DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov 


Providing safe, efficient and reliable transit across 
Maryland with world-class customer service. 


[http://www.roads.maryland. gov/OCImages/511_logo_sm.JPG]Maryland now features 511 traveler information! 
Call 511 or visit: www.md511.0rg<http://www.md511.org/> 


P Please consider the environment before printing this email 

LEGAL DISCLAIMER - The information contained in this communication (including any attachments) may be 
confidential and legally privileged. This email may not serve as a contractual agreement unless explicit written 
agreement for this purpose has been made. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any 
dissemination, distribution, or copying of this communication or any of its contents is strictly prohibited. If you 
have received this communication in error, please re-send this communication to the sender indicating that it 
was received in error and delete the original message and any copy of it from your computer system. 
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United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
PHONE: (410)573-4599 FAX: (410)266-9127 


Consultation Code: OSE2CB00-2016-SLI-0378 December 18, 2015 
Event Code: 0SE2CB00-2016-E-00367 
Project Name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 
location, and/or may be affected by your proposed project 


To Whom It May Concern: 


The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of 
your proposed project and/or may be affected\by your proposed project. The species list fulfills 
the requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered SpeciesyActAct) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


New information based-on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of 
the Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can 
be completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed 
list. 


The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and 
the ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) 
of the Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required 
to utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and 
endangered species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered 
species and/or designated critical habitat. 


A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 


similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12. 


If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, 
that listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at: 


http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF 


Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species-‘may require 
development of an eagle conservation plan 
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind-energy projects 
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing 
impacts to migratory birds and bats. 


Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications 
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at: 
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm; 
http://www.towerkill-com; and 
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html. 


We'appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in 
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project 
that you submit to our office. 


Attachment 


Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Preliminary Species list 


Provided by: 
Chesapeake Bay Ecological Services Field Office 
177 ADMIRAL COCHRANE DRIVE 
ANNAPOLIS, MD 21401 
(410) 573-4599 


Consultation Code: 05E2CB00-2016-SLI-0378 
Event Code: 05E2CBO00-2016-E-00367 


Project Type: TRANSPORTATION 


Project Name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project J 
Project Description: The project includes replacing the 106-year old bridge,with a new bridge with 
4 tracks. The existing bridge is located at Milepost 60 along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). The 
project would span between approximately-OakAnterlocking, at Milepost 63:5 in the south to Prince 
Interlocking at Milepost 57.3 to the north’ The project is funded by a grant from the Federal 
Railroad Administration to the Maryland Dept. of Transportation and Amtrak is the owner of the 
railroad corridor and.bridge. 


Please Note: The FWS office may have modified the Project Name and/or Project Description, so it 
may be different from what was submitted in your previous request. If the Consultation Code 
matches, the FWS considers this to be the same project. Contact the office in the 'Provided by' 
section of your previous Official Species list if you have any questions or concerns. 


http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015 01:58 PM 
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‘| United States Department of Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 


y Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Project Location Map: 


au 


so" 


Susquehanna a. 
State Park “y 


Charle 


Aberdeen 
Ruggles Aberdeen 
Golf Proving 
Course 


Ground 


3 
- 


Project Coordinates:_The coordinates are too numerous to display here. 


Project Counties: Cecil, MD | Harford, MD 


http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015 01:58 PM 
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Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Endangered Species Act Species List 


There are a total of 1 threatened or endangered species on your species list. Species on this list should be considered in 
an effects analysis for your project and could include species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain 
fish may appear on the species list because a project could affect downstream species. Critical habitats listed under the 
Has Critical Habitat column may or may not lie within your project area. See the Critical habitats within your 


project area section further below for critical habitat that lies within your project. Please contact the designated FWS 
office if you have questions. 


Mammals Status Has Critical Habitat | Condition(s) 


Northern long-eared Bat (Myotis Threatened 


septentrionalis) 


http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015 01:58 PM 
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United States Department of Interior 
Fish and Wildlife Service 


Project name: Susquehanna Rail Bridge Project 


Critical habitats that lie within your project area 


There are no critical habitats within your project area. 


http://ecos.fws.gov/ipac, 12/18/2015 01:58 PM 
4 


United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 


Chesapeake Bay Field Office 

177 Admiral Cochrane Drive 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
http://www.fws.gov/chesapeakebay 


January 15, 2016 


Mr. Dan Reagle 

STATE OF MARYLAND 

Maryland Transit Administration, Office of Planning 
6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202 


RE: “Not Likely to Adversely Affect” northern long-eared bat determination; Susquehanna Rail 
Bridge Project in Cecil and Harford Counties, MD 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed your project information from the 
Service’s Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) online system dated December 18, 
2015. The Service has evaluated the potential effects of this project to the threatened northern 
long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis). ‘The comments provided below are in accordance with 
Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (87 Stat. 884, as amended; 16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


This project is within the range of the northern long-eared bat, a federally listed threatened 
species. The northern long-eared bat is a temperate, insectivorous migratory bat that hibernates 
in mines and caves in the winter and summers in wooded areas. Since the forest clearing for this 
proposed project is minimal, and there are no current records of northern long-eared bats in the 
project vicinity, this project as proposed is “not likely to adversely affect” the northern long- 
eared bat, therefore, there are no time of year restrictions on forest clearing. 


Except for occasional transient individuals, no other Federal proposed or listed endangered or 
threatened species under our jurisdiction are known to exist within the project impact area. 
Should project plans change, or if additional information on the distribution of listed or proposed 
species becomes available, this determination may be reconsidered. 


We appreciate the opportunity to provide information relevant to threatened and endangered fish 
and wildlife resources. This Endangered Species Act determination does not exempt this project 
from obtaining all permits and approvals that may be required by other State or Federal agencies. 


TAKE PRIDE @e— 2 
INAM ERICA ew 


If you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, please contact Trevor Clark of my 
Endangered Species staff at (410) 573-4527 or by email at Trevor_Clark@fws.gov. 


Sincerely, 


eS ten 


Genevieve LaRouche 
Supervisor 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


susrailbridge.com 


April 7, 2016 


Ms. Lori A. Byrne 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


Tawes State Office Building 
580 Taylor Avenue 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


Thank you for the response letter dated September 1, 2015 that identified potential rare, threatened, and 
endangered (RTE) species or species of statewide importance that could occur within the study area for the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge project. The letter identified the presence of a Wetland of Special State Concern 
(WSSC) located within the Swan Creek drainage just south of the Amtrak right-of-way at the western end of the 
study area. At the eastern end of the study area, Department of Natural Resources (DNR) identified the presence 
of a known site within the Furnace Bay wetlands that supports a population of state-listed endangered Water 
Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Both plant species are found in aquatic 
habitats. In addition, the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented 
in the project area. The presence of historic waterfowl concentration within the study area and staging areas 
within the Susquehanna River was also referenced in the September 2015 letter. No other state-listed species 
were documented by the DNR as potentially occurring within the study area. 


We wish to provide the following response/clarification for each of the resources/species listed above based 
upon conceptual engineering 


Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTWSSC) 


The wetland system associated with the NTWSSC is a large palustrine forested/scrub shrub wetland that lies 
south and east of Williams Drive and is associated with the headwaters of unnamed tributaries to Swan Creek 
and Gashey’s Creek. Neither of the proposed Build Alternatives (Alternative 9A and 9B) would impact this 
wetland system and therefore no impacts to NTWSCC would result from the project (Attachment 1). 


Historic Waterfowl Concentration and Staging Areas 


Two waterfowl areas occur within the study area — one in the Susquehanna River crossed by the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the other within Furnace Bay at the extreme eastern end of the study area 
(Attachment 1). These are historic waterfowl staging areas and wintering sites for waterfowl, such as diving 
ducks, swans, and geese that forage on fish and shellfish near the mouth of the Susquehanna River and within 
Furnace Bay. The boundary of the waterfowl area within the Susquehanna River lies primarily within Cecil 
County, from the US 40 Bridge to the mouth of the river. The Furnace Bay waterfowl area lies outside of the 


of Transportation 


— AMTRAK: 
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proposed project limits of disturbance. Although waterfowl will not be permanently impacted by either Build 
Alternative, they may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. By this letter the project team 
is initiating coordination with Mr. Larry Hindman of the Wildlife and Heritage Service and seeking additional 
information. 


State-listed Endangered Water Horsetail and Vetchling 
Both state-listed species, the Water Horsetail (Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus plaustris) 


documented in the September 2015 are located within the Furnace Bay wetlands that lie over a mile and a half 
east of the project limits for both Build Alternatives (Attachment 1). Therefore, no impacts to these species are 
anticipated to result from the proposed project. 


State-listed Endangered Map Turtle 
The state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) is documented in the project study 


area both within and along the banks of the Susquehanna River. The shores of the Susquehanna River are used 
by the Northern Map Turtle for habitat, nesting, and foraging and the turtles hibernate on the river bottom in 
winter. 

As part of both of the Build Alternatives, operation of the replacement bridges in place of the existing bridge 
would not have permanent effects on water quality or other habitat characteristics that would alter the biological 
community present (including Northern Map Turtle) within the project area. Although permanent impacts to the 
Map Turtle are not anticipated, they may be temporarily displaced from active construction. As the project 
moves into final design and more project details become available, the project team will work with DNR to 
develop specific protection measures. We understand these protection measures may include, but not be limited 
to: conducting nesting surveys during the nesting season to identify the presence/absence of nests within a 
project area, in-stream time-of-year restrictions, and/or removal of turtles from the work zone using trained 
scuba divers. 


Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) 


One large, contiguous forest habitat is located within the study area and occurs southeast of the Amtrak right-of- 
way (ROW) at the southwestern end of the study area. The FIDS habitat occurs outside the limit of disturbance 
(LOD) for both Build Alternatives and no impacts to this forest are anticipated (Attachment 1). However, 
should any potential impacts to this forest become identified in the future, the following techniques, would be 
implemented to avoid/minimize them: 


e Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss or disturbance 
is absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the forest (i.e., within 300 feet of the 
existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth 
forest). Maximize the amount of remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

e Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for most FIDS. This 
seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred 
Owl) are present. 
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e Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure where possible. 
e Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August) 


Based on the information provided above, please inform the project team if DNR requires any additional 
information or if any other follow-up coordination is required at this time. If you have any questions, please 
contact me at 410-767-3771 or via email at DReagle| @mta.maryland.gov. We appreciate your cooperation and 
prompt attention to this matter. 


Sincerely, 


aon 


Dan Reagle 

Environmental Planning Division 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Enclosure 
cc: Ms. Amrita Hill, AMTRAK 


Mr. Larry Hindman, DNR 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 


Garnett 
Island 


Island 


Susquehanna River 


Esturarine Intertidal Scrub-Shrub ae Palustrine Forested Cc) Historic Waterfowl Concentration and Staging Area Wetlands, Waterfowl, and FIDS Rail Bridge Project 
e , wi, : 


Esturarine Intertidal Unconsolidated Shore SS Palustrine Scrub-Shrub ‘ ; ' Forest Interior Dwelling Species (FIDS) Maryland Department of 


Legend Data Sources 


Natural Resources, 2015 Attachment 1 


Palustrine Emergent Wetlands of Special State Concern 1,000 ft Study Area js 
g P . : Environmental Resources 


From: ulie Roberts -DNR- 


To: Dan Reagle 

Subject: Re: April 20th MDOT Interagency Review Meeting - MDOT Presentations and summaries 
Date: Thursday, April 28, 2016 4:10:12 PM 

Dan, 


My only comments at this time are that we will need to know the exact numbers in terms of 
disturbance in the Critical Area (I saw it is in the 6 acre range for both alternatives). We 
would need the breakdown of: 


--Forest/developed woodland clearing inside and outside of any Buffers; 
--Square footage of disturbance of any Buffers; 

--Any impact to HPAs (that might have been in the report--I'll recheck); 
--Designation of CA lands; 

--Stormwater management if the lands are in the IDA 


And just one comment on the draft report: it would be really helpful if the table of contents 
included page numbers, considering how large it is. Not sure if we'll be reviewing that again, 
so maybe it doesn't matter at this point. 


Thanks! Julie 


OF UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
if \ National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
‘ cs 4 NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE 
i yj GREATER ATLANTIC REGIONAL FISHERIES OFFICE 
Dares oF 


55 Great Republic Drive 
Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 


Dan Reagle i 
Environmental Planner Wieee... canna <a 
Maryland Transit Administration 

Environmental Planning Division 

6 St. Paul Street, 9” Floor, Baltimore, MD 21202 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


Thank you for providing us with your Draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) on 
April 8, 2016, and for coordinating with the resource and coordinating agencies at the Maryland 
Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meetings (IRM). The Maryland Department 
of Transportation (MDOT), project sponsor, is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, Harford County, Maryland and the Town of 
Perryville, Cecil County, Maryland in order to provide continued rail connectivity along the 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


The NETR evaluates the potential effects on natural resources from Alternative 9A and 
Alternative 9B. Both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would construct: 


* a new two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to 
the west of the existing bridge, and 
* a second new two-track bridge along the existing alignment. 


The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up 
to 150 mph for Alternative 9B. The bridge to the west of the existing bridge would be 
constructed first. Once that bridge is completed, the existing bridge would be taken out of 
service, demolished, and replaced. A new high-speed passenger bridge would be built in the 
center of the right-of-way of the existing bridge alignment. This bridge would reduce the curve 
in Havre de Grace and allow for either 160 mph speeds for Alternative 9A or 150 mph speeds for 
Alternative 9B. All impact analyses and assessments included in the NETR are based on the 
girder approach / arch main span bridge design. 


Both alternatives would impact tidal and non-tidal wetlands, streams (including an unnamed 

tributary to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and Principio Creek), and the Susquehanna riverbed, 0... 
including submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV). Impacts to Waters of the U.S. from the build Q 


alternatives would total less than an acre of wetlands and more than 3,000 linear feet of streams. 
Overall, the proposed new alignments would occur within and immediately adjacent to the 
existing rail alignment where wetlands and streams that are potentially affected by the proposed 
project have been historically altered for the construction and maintenance of the existing 
alignment. 


Alternative 9B follows the same alignment as Alternative 9A in Cecil County, but has a slightly 
reduced footprint relative to Alternative 9A within Harford County. As a result, overall wetland 
and stream impacts are slightly less for Alternative 9B. Alternative 9B would cross the same 
streams as Alternative 9A, but total stream impacts would be slightly less resulting from a 
narrower crossing of Lily Run and unnamed tributaries of Lily Run. Bridge pier impacts within 
the Susquehanna River would be the same for Alternative 9B as for Alternative 9A. 


Proposed minimization and mitigation: 


e To ensure that floodwater impacts due to rail construction are minimized, drainage 
structures would be required to maintain the current flow regime and prevent associated 
flooding (COMAR 26.17.04). At the proposed Lily Run crossing, a new bottomless 
culvert may be installed to increase the hydraulic capacity, resulting in desirable flood 
relief for the area of Havre de Grace upstream of the rail project. 


e Construction of the culvert extensions, or replacements as needed, would include the 
minimum extent necessary to provide support for the additional rail tracks. The 
necessary extensions or replacements will use bottomless culverts to provide for a more 
natural stream bed through the culvert. 


e Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers would allow approximately 0.5 acre 
of river bottom to return to benthic habitat, thereby more than offsetting losses from the 
construction of the replacement bridges. 


e Maryland Department of Environment (MDE) time of year restrictions listed in the 
NETR include closure periods: 
o For work within designated SAV areas is from April 1 through October 15. 
o In UselI Streams from March 1 through June 15 for fish spawning and migration. 
o In Use II Streams from June 1 through September 30 and December 16 through 
March 14 for fish spawning and migration. 


e A preliminary mitigation site search was conducted in the Lower Susquehanna River and 
Swan Creek watersheds to address the potential need for off-site mitigation, and potential 
wetland and stream mitigation sites were identified. On-site investigations will require a 
property owner notification process to seek permissions for accessing properties. This 
step will occur following the 30% design/NEPA evaluation stage during future design 
stages of the project. 


Anadromous fish 


The proposed project is located above the estuarine mixing zone in tidal fresh water and is not 
designated as essential fish habitat (EFH) for federally managed species. However, as you 
describe in your NETR, semi-anadromous and anadromous species have been documented as 
spawning near and/or migrating through the study area, including: yellow perch (Perca 
flavescens), white perch (Morone americana), blueback herring (Alosa aestivalis), alewife 
(Alosa pseudoharengus), and American shad (Alosa sapidissima). We generally recommend that 
in-water construction activities that could impact the migration or spawning of these species be 
avoided from February 15 through June 15. Although the minimization efforts you describe in 
the NETR focus more on avoiding injury or mortality to fish in the area, e.g. from shock waves 
resulting from impact hammering, this time of year restriction is also recommended to minimize 
impacts to behavior of migrating or spawning fish. We recognize that multiple, overlapping time 
of year restrictions make construction timelines difficult, and we will be happy to work with you 
to develop a timeline of what activities would be restricted at what times of year, similar to what 
was done for the Woodrow Wilson Bridge, to assist in planning purposes. 


The low-speed vibratory drilling method that would be used to install the 5 to 6-foot diameter 
piles for the replacement bridge piers would not generate impulse noise underwater. Any 
underwater noise produced during the installation of these piles is expected to be below both the 
physical and behavioral effect thresholds of 206 dB re: 1 pPa SPL peak and 150 dB re: 1 pPa 
sound pressure level (SPL) root mean square (RMS), respectively, established by the Fisheries 
Hydroacoustic Working Group. The smaller, 18 to 24 inch piles that would support the 
temporary finger piers would be installed by impact hammering. Following best management 
practices (BMP) for pile installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier 
piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to sink into the sediment under their own weight 
before impact hammering the remainder of the pile. The duration of impact pile driving is 
expected to be less than 15 to 20 minutes per pile; less if a vibratory driver was first used to drive 
the pile to resistance. In addition, impact hammering would begin with a series of light taps of 
gradually increasing strength to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an 
opportunity to move away from the site (FHWA 2003). 


Demolition of the existing bridge piers and remnant piers would be largely achieved through the 
use of mechanical means and methods (e.g., barge cranes, wire saws). Methods such as turbidity 
curtains, cofferdams, and deck shielding would be implemented as necessary to contain debris. 
Divers with wire saws would cut bridge piers two feet below the mudline and the pier would be 
removed using a barge crane. Blasting is not anticipated; however removal of the existing and 
remnant bridge piers may require the use of blasting techniques as per the contractor’s means 
and methods. If blasting occurs, it would be conducted in such a manner as to minimize the 
potential for fish mortalities. In the event that blasting is proposed, a number of protective 
measures would be implemented, including using blast mats and conducting blasting within steel 
sheet pile cofferdams. Because demolition methods could result in increased turbidity and 
impact submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) in the area and migrating and spawning anadromous 
fish, we would recommend time of year restrictions for these activities, as described above. 


On page E-54 of the NETR, you state that “because the spacing of the new bridges’ piers would 
be closer together than the existing bridge’s piers, water velocity and scouring between the piers 
would potentially increase, but would be expected to be minimal and would not significantly 
alter the hydrological properties of the river within, upstream, or downstream of the proposed 
project site and would not alter the site bathymetry.” It does not appear that the potential impacts 
to migrating anadromous fish resulting from the potential increase in water velocity were 
considered in the NETR. Further evaluation should be undertaken to assess the potential effects 
the closer piers would have on migrating anadromous fish. 


Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (SAV) 


Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B would each have the same number of bridge piers in the 
Susquehanna River. Both alternatives appear to include four bridge piers that would impact 
SAV habitat in slightly different amounts and locations. Based on the preliminary engineering 
drawings, two bridge piers for the new west bridge would fall within the mapped SAV area 
along the Cecil County shoreline. One pier for the new east bridge would also potentially impact 
a portion of the SAV bed just downstream of the existing bridge alignment. Permanent 
cofferdam bridge pier design is proposed immediately adjacent to the two shorelines. The 
permanent impacts to SAV for the girder approach / arch main span bridge design would total 
approximately 3,357 square feet (0.08 acre) under both Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. 


We typically recommend a compensation ratio for SAV impacts of 3:1, as you note in the NETR. 
You estimate that for permanent impacts to SAV from either of the two selected alternatives, 
replacement of at least 0.24 acre would be required. However, you state in the NETR that finger 
pier construction would result in temporary SAV impacts totaling approximately 0.48 acre. 

As we discussed at the April 20, 2016, IRM, given the length of time the finger piers would be in 
place (3+ years), the SAV is unlikely to recover when the finger piers are removed. As a result, 
these impacts should be considered permanent and you should re-calculate your total mitigation 
requirements to account for them. 


You state in the NETR that “[s]uccessful in-kind compensation for SAV impacts has proven 
extremely difficult within the Chesapeake Bay area (Submerged Aquatic Vegetation Workgroup 
1995), and out-of-kind compensation in the form of water quality or stream habitat 
improvements is typically accepted by the regulatory agencies.” While we recognize the 
challenges involved in successful replanting of SAV, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
has designated SAV as a special aquatic site under Section 404(b)(1) of the federal Clean Water 
Act, due to its important role in the marine ecosystem for nesting, spawning, nursery cover, and 
forage areas for fish and wildlife, and SAV is a priority habitat for NOAA. Because of the 
ecological value of SAV, we recommend that if impacts cannot be avoided that in-kind 
mitigation be undertaken unless it can be demonstrated that the planting of SAV is not 
practicable. 


SAV and their associated epiphytes are highly productive, produce a structural matrix on which 
many other species depend, improve water quality and stabilize sediments. Seagrasses are 
among the most productive ecosystems in the world and perform a number of irreplaceable 
ecological functions which range from chemical cycling and physical modification of the water 


column and sediments to providing food and shelter for commercial, recreational, as well as 
economically important organisms. The replacement bridges would result in an increase in 
shading, and scouring and sedimentation would initially shift upon replacement of the existing 
bridge outside of its current alignment. Because there is successful SAV in the area now, and 
you will not be changing the depth or sediment type in the project area, we recommend that after 
removing the finger piers you: 


(1) allow the sediment to settle; 

(2) re-plant the area for the following growing season to restore existing conditions; 

(3) mitigate for the temporal loss of SAV habitat by planting additional SAV at a 3:1 ratio, 
preferably in locations where SAV has been successful in the past but has disappeared or has 
minimal density; and 

(4) monitor the entire project site for five years to determine if there are additional SAV 
losses resulting from the proposed project that require mitigation and to determine the 
success of re-planting. If SAV growth has not been documented by year three, a second 
round of planting may be necessary. 


We appreciate the efforts you have made to avoid and minimize impacts early in the planning of 
your proposed project, and the efforts that you have made to coordinate with the regulatory and 
resource agencies at the Maryland Department of Transportation Interagency Review Meetings 
and at site visits. We look forward to continued coordination with you on this project as it 
moves forward. If you have questions or would like to discuss this further, please contact Kristy 


Beard at (410) 573-4542 or kristy. beard@noaa.gov. 


PAs 0 


Karen Greene 
Mid-Atlantic Field Offices Supervisor 
Habitat Conservation Division 


Cc: Golden (MDNR) 
DaVia (ACOE) 
Li (USFWS) 
Vaccaro (NMFS PRD) 
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May 9, 2016 


Mr. Dan Reagle 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1614 


RE: Follow — up to Environmental Review for Susquehanna River Bridge 
Reconstruction and Expansion, Amtrak Rail Bridge, Harford and Cecil 
Counties, Maryland. 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


Thank you for providing us with the additional information regarding resources of concern 
mentioned in our September 1, 2015 letter for this project site. 


The Gasheys Run Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern is regulated by Maryland 
Department of the Environment as an NTWSSC, along with its 100-foot upland buffers. While 
the Wildlife and Heritage Service has no concerns for rare species in this NTWSSC at this time, 
you may want to check with Maryland Department of the Environment. 


The open waters of the Susquehanna River that are included in the study area have been 
identified as historic waterfowl concentration and staging areas. We generally only have 
concerns for disturbance to wintering waterfowl from construction of water-dependent facilities 
along the shoreline and adjacent open waters. The new contact person for waterfowl is Josh 
Homyack of the Wildlife and Heritage Service at (410) 928-3650 or 

josh.homyack @maryland.gov. 


Recent data indicates that there have been observations of the state-listed endangered Northern 
Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) in this portion of the Susquehanna River. It is possible 
that this species could be impacted by work associated with this bridge replacement. Map 
Turtles utilize both the riverine and shoreline habitats in the area. Any specific protection 
measures should be coordinated with Scott Smith of the Wildlife and Heritage Service, as soon 
as details become available, at (410) 827-8612 or scott.smith@maryland.gov. 


Just west of Principio Creek and south of the project route is the Furnace Bay site, which 
supports records of state-listed endangered Water Horsetail (Eguisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling 
(Lathyrus plaustris). Given that these are aquatic species, we would encourage the applicant to 
adhere stringently to all appropriate best management practices for sediment and erosion control 
during all work near this site. 
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According to our records, this site is adjacent to the study area shown on your map, rather than 
over a mile away as you had suggested, making the need for best management practices all the 
more important. 


Our analysis of the information provided also suggests that the forested area on or adjacent to the 
project site contains Forest Interior Dwelling Bird habitat. Populations of many Forest Interior 
Dwelling Bird Species (FIDS) are declining in Maryland and throughout the eastern United 
States. The conservation of FIDS habitat is strongly encouraged by the Department of Natural 
Resources, and is mandated within the Chesapeake Bay Critical Area. The following guidelines 
could be incorporated to help minimize the project’s impacts on FIDS and other native forest 
plants and wildlife: 


1. Avoid placement of new roads or related construction in the forest interior. If forest loss 
or disturbance is absolutely unavoidable, restrict development to the perimeter of the 
forest (1.e., within 300 feet of the existing forest edge), and avoid road placement in areas 
of high quality FIDS habitat (e.g., old-growth forest). Maximize the amount of 
remaining contiguous forested habitat. 

2. Do not remove or disturb forest habitat during April-August, the breeding season for 
most FIDS. This seasonal restriction may be expanded to February-August if certain 
early nesting FIDS (e.g., Barred Owl) are present. 


= Maintain forest habitat as close as possible to the road, and maintain canopy closure 
where possible. 
4, Maintain grass height at least 10" during the breeding season (April-August). 


Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to review this project. If you should have any further 
questions regarding this information, please contact me at (410) 260-8573. 


Sincerely, 


do. A. Byp-— 

Lori A. Byrne, 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 

MD Dept. of Natural Resources 


ER# 2016.0496.ha/ce 
Ce: S. Smith, DNR 
D. Brinker, DNR 
G. Golden, DNR 
K. Charbonneau, CAC 


From: Greg Golden -DNR- 


To: Dan Reagle 

Cc: Kristy Beard - NOAA Federal; Ray Li; |oseph.DaVia@usace.army.mil; |}on Stewart -MDE- 
Subject: MD DNR comments on Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Draft NETR document 

Date: Monday, May 09, 2016 7:28:29 PM 

Dan: 


I have to be rather informal in my response formatting here, for the opportunity to review the 
Draft document, in order to make the commenting deadline you requested. I have looked 
through each topic, section, and page. Obviously though, there are some sections which will 
require significant additional interagency review coordination and project detail development 
and review discussion over time, especially for the core subjects associated with wetland and 
waterway permitting review, including, avoidance, minimization, and compensatory 
mitigation topics. This would especially be true as design details, and construction and 
demolition methods, are further developed. I have listed several topics below where we are 
interested in more detailed participation, but I did not attempt to list each separate category 
where we will benefit and wish to participate further. 


In general, the document was well put together, and included imported content and analysis, 
and also added value even when discussing certain topics where some agency correspondence 
already did occur. This is a very good start to the documentation of some very important 
natural resource protection issues for the project as planning continues, and is then followed 
by construction. 


Individual comments, in very brief format: 


1. Be sure to include and incorporate additional DNR Wildlife and Heritage Service (WHS) 
comments and guidance on State listed Rare, Threatened, and Endangered species as planning 
and documentation continue. We will continue to participate through the DNR Project 
Review Division participation as well, but direct WHS content shoud] continue to be updated 
in the NETR and other future documents. 


2. There should be continued interagency discussion of the shade effects of the bridges, piers, 
and construction related piers (E-55, E-56). 


3. TIme of Year restrictions for instream work. The draft document references in several 
places a Use I restriction of March | through June 15. Note that for this project, it will be 
extended for presence of yellow perch (and also possibly walleye) as our fisheries 
coordination letter stated, so please plan for a fish spawning protection restriction from 
February 15 through June 15, for acitivities that could suspend sediments, disturb substrate, or 
create sound or pressure waves. I believe this is consistent with the NMFS comment. Please 
DISREGARD for now the Use II restriction periods as referenced (E-57 and E-65, 6/1 to 9/30 
and 12/16 to 3/14). Those appear to be an oyster restriction for the simplified older Use II 
designation. We will now focus in tidal Use II waters for this location on the fisheries period 
of Feb. 15 to June 15, and also the SAV restriction as well, and any rare species 
recommendations from WHS or USFWS. In most large bridge project reviews, final 
restriction periods are often determined by evaluating specific activities, their likelihood to 
suspend or disturb sediments, their likelihood to create sound or pressure waves, and overall 
required project timelines and applied BMPs. In other words, rather than blanket restriction 
periods for an entire large bridge project, they sometimes will need to be evaluated and 
applied activity by activity. Let's coordinate this with the agencies together, but as an 


example, some minor activities might be allowable during a fish or SAV restriction, while 
other significant activities would not. Note also, our review interests to protect SAVs are for 
activities within 500 yards of documentedSAV beds, and in some cases, additional surveys 
might be beneficial, and requested. 

4. SAV impact assessment and mitigation efforts and opportunities should be reviewed in 
detail within the interagency group, as there may be additional knowledge, or agency-specific 
criteria and policies, to share within the group. 


5. Page E-62 - The State program should always be listed as State designated Scenic and Wild 
Rivers (word "Scenic" first for MD State program, word "Wild" first for Federal). 

or....(There are no) designated rivers in the State Scenic and Wild Rivers Program. State and 
Federal programs are completely separate. The NETR draft tends to blend the two. I know it 
is somewhat difficult to address both together in writing in a single section. Use the two 
suggestions above, or have a drafter or editor contact me for further guidance for the State 
references. 


6. Sections on pile installation (low-speed vibratory drilling method or other): noise and 
vibration should be further coordinated with the resource commenting and regulatory 
agencies in an interagency setting. This is a complex issue that is best coordinated together as 
planning continues. If ever in doubt, or close to potential impact thresholds, a large tidal 
project is wise to have contingency plans and equipment available if any pile driving or pile 
work unexpectedly causes a fish kill at the work area (this did happen on Woodrow Wilson 
Bridge, although for activities which were later realized to be significant from the start). 


7. Likewise, we would like to review matters related to collection of demolition debris in the 
group setting, since bottom disturbances are very possible. Woodrow Wilson Bridge had 
extensive coordination and collaboration on this topic. 


8. Note: some demolition debris may be valuable for use in fish reef programs within the Bay 
- please plan to work early with the resource agencies on this possibility. Also, is the nearby 
set of unused piers from a past crossing still planned for demolition and removal as well? 


9. Page E-67, please coordinate details and timing of any aquatic blasting with MD DNR also, 
through MDE or directly 


10. DNR is interested to participate directly in compensatory mitigation review discussions 
for wetlands and waterways 


Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the draft NETR document. If you 
have any questions on the comments above, please contact me at your convenience. I am not 
certain of the designated MDE and Corps reviewers, and have cc:ed regional managers for 
those two agencies, to forward as necessary. 


Greg Golden 

Project Review Division 

Integrated Policy and Review Unit 

MD Department of Natural Resources 

410-260-8331 

please note my new email address: greg.golden@maryland.gov 
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Administration 


Kim Damon-Randall, Assistant Regional Administrator 
NOAA National Marine Fisheries Service 

Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930-2276 


Via regular mail and email to Kimberly.Damon-Randall@noaa.gov 
Re: Request for Informal Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
Dear Ms. Damon-Randall: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil 
County, Maryland. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT are preparing an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”). The National 
Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and 
preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. The existing Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC). Two build alternatives are under consideration in 
the EA: Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Both alternatives would construct two new two-track bridges—one 
along the existing alignment and one along a new western alignment. Both alternatives would entail the 
decommissioning and removal of the existing bridge. 


The FRA is transmitting a draft Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) to initiate informal consultation 
under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). As described in the report, the proposed action 
may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) or any of the 
Distinct Population Segments of Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) that may be present in the project 
area. The FRA has evaluated potential impacts to sea turtles in the NETR and has determined that the 
proposed action will have no effect on leatherback sea turtle (Dermochelys coriacea), loggerhead sea turtle 


(Caretta caretta), Kemp’s ridley sea turtle (Lepidochelys kempi), or green sea turtle (Chelonia mydas) because 
these species are not expected to occur north of Baltimore and therefore would not be present in the project 
area. In addition, no critical habitat has been designated for sea turtles within the project area. 


We request your concurrence with our determinations for these species, and hereby request informal 
consultation under Section 7 of the ESA. Please contact Dan Reagle, MTA Environmental Planner at 410-767- 


3771 or by email at DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov. 


Thank you for your assistance with this project. 


Sincerely, 
\ / 


Michael Johnsen 
Acting Division Chief 
Environmental and Rail Planning Division 


Enclosure 


Ge: Dan Reagle, Maryland Transit Administration 
Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
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June 14, 2016 


Ms. Lori A. Byrne 

Environmental Review Coordinator 
Wildlife and Heritage Service 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building 

580 Taylor Avenue 

Annapolis, Maryland 21401 


Dear Ms. Byrne: 


Thank you for the response letter dated May 9, 2016 that provided additional clarification 
regarding the Furnace Bay site, which supports records of the state-listed Water Horsetail 
(Equisetum fluviatile) and Vetchling (Lathyrus palustris). Our technical studies and associated 
documentation has been updated to reflect that it is not over a mile away from the study area, but 
still remains outside the much narrower limit of disturbance (LOD) for the project. Please see 
the updated mapping which shows the study area (outlined in black) and the project LOD 
(outlined in yellow and purple) and its distance from the Furnace Bay site (Attachment 1). It 
should also be noted that best management practices for sediment and erosion control will be 
strictly adhered to during construction throughout the entire project limits. 


Also with regards to your response letter, we have undertaken the following additional actions: 


1. We have noted your concerns about Forest Interior Dwelling Bird (FIDS) habitat. No 
FIDS habitat occurs within the project LOD, but the project will seek to minimize 
impacts to forest habitat and wildlife. 


2. Given that the state-listed endangered Northern Map Turtle (Graptemys geographica) 
may also be impacted by work associated with the bridge replacement, as this species 
utilizes both the riverine and shoreline habitats within the study area, we have copied on 
this letter Mr. Scott Smith for additional information regarding appropriate protection 
measures to avoid negative effects on map turtles during construction. 


3. We are also copying on this letter Mr. Josh Homyack for additional information 
regarding potential disturbances to wintering waterfowl along the shorelines and open 
waters of the Susquehanna. Waterfowl will not be permanently impacted by bridge 
construction, but may be temporarily displaced from the active construction area. 
Therefore, we are requesting additional information from Mr. Homyack regarding 
appropriate protection measures and other relevant information regarding waterfowl 
within the study area. 
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4. Maryland Department of the Environment has not commented on potential effects to the 
Gasheys Run Nontidal Wetland of Special State Concern (NTSSC), but best 
management practices for sediment and erosion control will be strictly adhered to during 
construction to minimize any indirect impacts. 


If you have any questions, please contact me at 410-767-3771 or via email at 
DReagle! @mta.maryland.gov. We appreciate your continued coordination regarding this 


ie ce 


Sincerely, 


Dan Reagle 

Environmental Planning Division 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Attachment 


cc: Mr. Greg Golden, DNR 
Ms. Amrita Hill, AMTRAK 
Mr. Larry Hindman, DNR 
Mr. Josh Homyack, DNR 
Mr. Scott Smith, DNR 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 
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November 28, 2016 


NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service 
Protected Resources Division 

55 Great Republic Drive 

Gloucester, MA 01930 


Attn: Mrs. Kimberly Damon-Randall 


Re: Request for Informal Consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act 
(ESA) for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Dear Mrs. Kimberly Damon-Randall, 


This letter is to request informal consultation under Section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) for the activities proposed to construct the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project (an earlier, brief letter request was submitted on May 10, 2016). The 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), as part of the project team with Maryland 
Department of Transportation (MDOT) and Amtrak, has determined that the proposed 
activity may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, listed species under jurisdiction 
of the NMFS, as defined in the 1973 Endangered Species Act (ESA). Additionally, we 
have determined the project is not likely to adversely affect critical habitat — existing or 
proposed. We request NMFS concurrence with these determinations. 


The Project Team is transmitting a Natural Resources Technical Report (NETR) for 
your review and to initiate informal consultation. Detailed project activities and 
supporting analysis are provided in the referenced electronic copy of the NETR. A 
summary is provided below. 


Proposed Project 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to replace the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. 


FRA and MDOT are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental 
impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”). FRA is 
funding preliminary engineering and NEPA analysis for the project. The National 
Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is providing 
conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


Currently, the Proposed Project is not funded for construction. Should the Proposed 
Project receive future federal funding for construction, the intent is that FRA or another 
lead federal agency could rely on the environmental analysis that has been conducted at 
this preliminary engineering stage, i.e., that the future construction project would be 
“NEPA ready.” 


The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). The Preferred Build Alternative 9A would construct two new bridges 
with two tracks each—one along the existing alignment and one along a new western 
alignment. The bridge to the west of the existing alignment would allow speeds of up to 
90 miles per hour (mph). The new bridge along the existing alignment would allow 
speeds of up to 160 mph. The Preferred Alternative would entail the decommissioning 
and removal of the existing bridge as well as the removal of remnant piers from an 
earlier bridge structure slightly downstream. 


The existing bridge is 110 years old, has functionally-obsolete and aging infrastructure, 
speed and capacity constraints, operational inflexibility, maintenance difficulties, and 
presents conflicts with maritime uses. 


Based on the work that needs to be completed prior to the contractor procurement, the 
Proposed Project schedule assumes that contracted construction would commence in 
2019, subject to project funding. The schedule for the Proposed Project would include 
in-water restrictions, and other limitations likely to be required by permits. Anticipated 
stream closure periods prohibit in-stream work from February 15 through June 15 for 
protection of fish spawning or migration in tidal Use II streams and April 1 through 
October 15 within designated SAV areas. With these potential schedule limitations, the 
FRA and MDOT anticipate that construction work for the project could be completed 
over five-years. 


Construction would require in-water work with the potential to re-suspend bottom 
sediment, resulting in minimal, temporary, and localized effects on water quality of the 
Susquehanna River in the vicinity of the Proposed Project site. These activities include 
the following: 


Construction of temporary finger piers. Finger piers would be used to connect to access 
roads for optimum movement of equipment, as well as to avoid the need for dredging. 


These temporary piers would remain for the majority of the construction period (3 to 5 
years). Construction of the proposed temporary finger piers would eliminate the need for 
dredging that would otherwise be required for construction barges to access the 
Proposed Project site, and would thereby avoid the more substantial disturbance to river 
sediments that would be caused by dredging. Finger piers would likely be supported by 
up to 180 small (18 to 24 inches) steel pipe piles. Following best management practices 
(BMPs) for pile installation (NOAA 2008), noise from the driving of the finger pier 
piles would be minimized by first allowing piles to sink into the sediment under their 
own weight before using a vibratory driver to advance the piles to resistance. Piles 
would be impact driven to their final elevation. The project team anticipates duration of 
impact pile driving at less than 5 to 10 minutes per pile. Crews would install an average 
of 6 piles each day. At this rate there would be an average daily duration of 1 hour of 


Vd 


impact pile driving and not likely more than 2 hours per day. To minimize underwater 
noise levels, a wooden cushion block would be used, which would provide 
approximately 11 to 24 dB of noise attenuation. In addition, impact hammering would 
begin with a series of light taps of gradually increasing power, which is an effective 
method to avoid sudden disturbances to fish and provide them with an opportunity to 
move away from the site of the activity prior to exposure to injurious noise levels 
(FHWA 2003). 


Construction of west and east replacement bridge piers. The new girder approach / arch 
main span bridge would have a total of 37 in-water piers (with a pier diameter of 5.67 


feet for all piers except piers 13 and 14 at 6.67 feet). Eight of the piers, five along the 
Cecil County shoreline and three along the Harford County shoreline, will be encased in 
permanent cofferdams. The remaining piers will be encased in permanent caissons. The 
construction approach used for each pier pairing would depend on the location of the 
pier in relation to water depth. In deeper waters, drilled caissons (concrete-filled steel 
pipe piles) would be used for the pier construction and in shallower waters cofferdams 
would be utilized. Pile drilling results in minimal river bottom disturbance relative to 
other large-diameter pile installation methods. No dredging, sheet pile cells, or 
cofferdams would be required with the exception of the deep-water piers (Piers 3 and 4) 
that would potentially require a cofferdam during construction. 


Demolition of the existing bridge and remnant piers. There are currently 16 in-water 
piers supporting the existing bridge and 13 remnant piers just downstream of the 
existing bridge that were left in place following demolition of the 1866 Philadelphia, 
Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad (PW&B) bridge. During demolition, the existing 
bridge would be dismantled by removing parts of the superstructure by barge or crane. 
The existing piers would be removed with an excavator and their support piles would 
either be cut two feet below the mud line with a wire saw or demolished by blasting 
inside a temporary cofferdam. Use of turbidity curtains and floating booms during the 
bridge removal activities would minimize the potential for resuspended sediment to 
result in significant adverse impacts to water or sediment quality. 


Description of the Action Area 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along the Chesapeake Bay near the mouth 
of the Susquehanna River, at river Milepost 1. The action area is defined as “all areas to 
be affected directly or indirectly by the Federal action and not merely the immediate 
area involved in the action” (SOCFR§402.02). For this project, an area, 1,000-feet 
upstream and 1,000 feet downstream of the current rail right-of-way, was evaluated for 
potential impacts to forests and wetlands. The project team identified 22 waters of the 
U.S. within this area. The majority of the identified systems included nontidal forested 
wetlands within the floodplain of lower and upper perennial streams that drain to the 
Chesapeake Bay, Susquehanna River, or Furnace Bay. These systems included a few 
emergent/open water wetland stormwater management ponds or drainage swales and a 
forested wetland ditch along the Amtrak railroad tracks, which drain directly to streams 
or forested wetlands along the streams. Two identified forested wetlands and one 
emergent wetland appeared to be hydrologically isolated. Two systems were identified 


as tidal emergent or forested wetlands, one along the Susquehanna River and the other 
along the perimeter of Furnace Bay. Other habitat in the action area is described in detail 
in the NETR. 


The study area for aquatic resources in the Susquehanna River was the larger area of 
Lower Susquehanna River from the head of tide north of Port Deposit to the confluence 
with the Upper Bay, and the Upper Bay down to the Elk River at Turkey Point to 
include the shallow Susquehanna Flats area, where much of the larger grained sediment 
discharged by the Susquehanna River is deposited (see Figure E-6 in the NETR). The 
aquatic resources study area also included the following streams: an unnamed tributary 
to Swan Creek, an unnamed tributary to Gashey’s Creek, Gashey’s Creek, an unnamed 
tributary to Lily Run, Lily Run, Mill Creek, and Principio Creek. 


NMES Listed Species (and Critical Habitat) in the Action Area 


The shortnose sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) and Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser 
oxyrinchus), were identified by NMFS as endangered species that may occur within the 
action area. The study area is also an important migration area for diadromous fish 
species such as American shad, alewife, blueback herring, striped bass, hickory shad, 
gizzard shad, and American eel. 


Shortnose sturgeon is a federally and state-listed endangered species found along the 
Atlantic coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers, including the Susquehanna 
(Chesapeake Bay). It is considered "amphidromous" — that is, like anadromous species it 
spawns in freshwater but regularly enters saltwater. Shortnose sturgeon may occur in the 
action area year round, but are most likely to occur there between January and April 
based on previous observations (NOAA 2007). In preparation for spawning, shortnose 
sturgeon in many rivers migrate in the fall to overwintering areas located in the furthest 
upstream areas of rivers and in close proximity to spawning grounds (Crance 1986; 
Kynard et al. 2012 Life History and Behaviour of Sturgeon). Spawning occurs the 
following spring, usually during April and May. The Susquehanna River may contain 
suitable spawning habitat and adult shortnose sturgeon have been documented in the 
river in February, April, and June, consistent with spawning time periods. However, it is 
unknown if adequate spawning or nursery habitat is present below the Conowingo Dam, 
which is the first barrier to upstream passage (NMFS 2014). 


Atlantic sturgeon is a federally listed endangered species that also occurs along the 
Atlantic coast of North America in estuaries and large rivers, including the Susquehanna 
(Chesapeake Bay). On February 6, 2012, certain Distinct Population Segments were 
designated as federally endangered. Atlantic sturgeon from the Chesapeake Bay and 
New York Bight Distinct Population Segment may occur in the action area. Similar to 
the shortnose sturgeon, the Atlantic sturgeon is also typically anadromous, sharing much 
of its range within rivers with the shortnose sturgeon. Although Atlantic sturgeon are 
expected to occur at least intermittently in the action area, and are most likely to occur 
between April and June, they are not found in exceptionally high abundance (USFWS 
2007 Atlantic sturgeon reward program). Atlantic sturgeon may occur in the action area 
year round as juveniles and sub-adults (NOAA 2007). The Chesapeake Bay DPS spawns 
in the James River in Virginia (NMFS 2014). There is not a spawning population in the 
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Susquehanna River due to the presence of the Conowingo Dam (SRAFRC 2010) and 
there is no hard-bottom spawning habitat present within the action area; therefore, 
Atlantic sturgeon eggs, larvae, and early juveniles are not expected to occur in the action 
area. On June 3, 2016, NMFS proposed a rule to designate critical habitat for three listed 
distinct population segments (DPSs) of Atlantic sturgeon found in U.S. waters (Gulf of 
Maine, New York Bight, and Chesapeake Bay DPSs) under GARFO jurisdiction (81 FR 
35701). The proposed action occurs within the proposed Susquehanna River area. 


Effects Determination 


The work planned for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is within the known and 
expected range of shortnose sturgeon and Atlantic sturgeon. Both species are susceptible 
to the anticipated effects (i.e., increased turbidity, habitat modification, and vessel 
interactions). Construction or operation of the replacement bridges would not be 
expected to result in significant changes to water quality or other aquatic habitat 
parameters that would affect aquatic organisms. As described in detail in the attached 
NETR, the proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect shortnose 
sturgeon (Acipenser brevirostrum) or any of the Distinct Population Segments of 
Atlantic sturgeon (Acipenser oxyrinchus) that may be present in the action area. The 
table contained in this letter summarizes the total potential effects on natural resources 
from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. 


Turbidity and Water Quality 


Bottom disturbance during the construction of the in-water elements would have the 
potential to result in temporary sediment resuspension, and in turn, increased turbidity. 
However, any such effects would be highly localized and temporary, and would be 
expected to dissipate quickly, such that no significant or long-lasting changes in 
turbidity or other water quality parameters would occur. As the total suspended solids 
(TSS) will not reach levels that are toxic to benthic communities, the proposed action is 
extremely unlikely to result in reductions in the quality or quantity of sturgeon prey 
currently available. TSS is most likely to affect sturgeon if a plume creates a barrier in 
the waterway, and/or triggers an alteration of normal behaviors. However, because of 
turbidity curtains, sturgeon will not be exposed to elevated levels of resuspended 
sediment. Based on this, and the best available information, we conclude that when 
added to the baseline conditions, the effects of suspended sediment will be too small to 
be meaningfully measured or detected, and are therefore insignificant. The project will 
have no effect on salinity. No impacts to dissolved oxygen or temperature are 
anticipated. 


Habitat Modification 


The action area consists of soft substrate that may support benthic prey organisms. 
Sturgeon could opportunistically forage in the action area based on current conditions. 
The only activities that will impact soft substrate are pile installation. The estimated 
acreage of habitat loss due to the pile footprints of the bridge piers is <0.1 acres. The 
area of permanent habitat loss is therefore equivalent to <0.1% of the available soft- 
sediment benthic habitat in the action area and an even smaller percentage of the total 
soft-sediment benthic habitat in the Susquehanna River. Given the small size of the 
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bridge piers and the extremely small loss of soft-bottom benthic habitat, effects of 
habitat modification will be too small to be meaningfully measured or detected, and are 
therefore insignificant. 


The proposed action will not affect the habitat in a way that impedes the movements of 
spawning adults or juveniles; this is because it will not alter the depth of the action area 
in a way that makes the area inaccessible or will result in the placement of physical 
barriers to passage. While the project will result in additional structures in the water, 
neither the existing bridge piers, nor the replacement piers to be constructed, are likely 
to impede the movements of juvenile or adult sturgeon, as fish monitored with acoustic 
tags in the action area were unaffected and the new piers are designed to minimize 
surface area. 


Acoustic Impacts 


The installation and removal of steel piles using impact and vibratory hammers will 
produce sound pressure waves and therefore may affect aquatic species, including 
sturgeon. Underwater sound pressure waves can injure or kill fish (Reyff 2003; Abbott 
and Bing-Sawyer 2002; Longmuir and Lively 2001; Stephenson et al. 2010; Stotz and 
Colby 2001). Effects to fish can range from temporary startle resulting in avoidance of 
an area to death due to injury of internal organs, such as swim bladders. The type of 
hammer (i.e., vibratory hammer vs. impact hammer), size of the organism (smaller 
individuals are more susceptible to effects), and distance from the sound source (1.8... 
sound dissipates over distance, so noise levels are greater closer to the source) all 
contribute to the likelihood of effects to the individual. 


During unattenuated impact pile driving of steel pipe piles for temporary finger piers, 
underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of physiological injury to fish 
(i.e., 206 dB re: 1pPa SPLpeak) would extend up to 50 feet from the pile’. The use of a 
wooden cushion block during impact pile driving would provide approximately 11 to 26 
dB of noise attenuation, which would reduce the extent of the ensonified (sound-filled) 
area to within less than 33 feet of the pile. Given the small extent of the 206 dB SPLpcak 
noise isopleth, injurious effects to sturgeon in the action area are extremely unlikely and 
therefore discountable. The potential impacts of underwater noise would be further 
minimized if the impact pile driving was conducted between July and December, when 
sturgeon are less likely to occur in the action area. 


Underwater noise levels associated with the potential onset of behavioral effects to fish 
(i.e., 150 dB re: 1pPa SPLims) would extend across the river during unattenuated impact 
pile driving of piles and approximately 1,800 feet (i.e., 50% of the river width within the 
action area) if a wooden cushion block was used to attenuate noise levels. These noise 
levels would only occur over a period of 1 to 2 hours per day. If an average of 6 piles 
were driven per day and 3 days of impact pile driving occurred each week, then impact 
pile driving would be completed within 2.5 months. The most likely response of 
sturgeon to the underwater sound produced during pile driving for the finger piers would 


' Noise isopleth estimates were made using the GARFO Acoustics Tool for analyzing 
the effects of pile driving on ESA-listed species in the Greater Atlantic Region. 
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Potential Effects on Natural Resources from the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Resource Type Resource Category aes naa 
a 


Wetlands (acres) 


Relatively Permanent Waterways | 3,190 2,943 
(acres) Nontidal 172 


Forest Resources 2.08 


(acres) 
6.4 6. 
0.37 0.37 


0.23 


Chesapeake Bay 
Critical Area (acres) 


k 


Permanent Impacts 


Susquehanna Riverbed 
/ Aquatic Biota (acres) 


Construction (Temporary 
Impacts, including finger piers) 


Permanent Impacts from bridge 
piers and construction (e.g., 
includes temporary finger pier 
and cofferdam impacts owing to 
length of construction) 


Submerged Aquatic 
Vegetation - SAV 
(acres) 


Critical Habitat 


A proposed rule regarding the designation of critical habitat for the Chesapeake Bay 
Distinct Population Segment (DPS) of the Atlantic sturgeon was published in the 
Federal Register on June 3, 2016. The proposed critical habitat includes the entirety of 
the action area. Once critical habitat is proposed, the requirement to conference is in 
place. Conference is required when a proposed action is likely to result in the destruction 
or adverse modification of proposed critical habitat. We have determined that 
conference is not necessary; here, we consider the impacts of the proposed action on 
critical habitat proposed for designation for the Chesapeake Bay DPS. 


The critical habitat designation is for habitats that support successful Atlantic sturgeon 
reproduction and recruitment. In order to determine if the project may affect critical 
habitat, we consider whether it would impact the habitat in a way that would affect its 
ability to support reproduction and recruitment. Specifically, we consider the effects of 
the project on the physical and biological features of the proposed critical habitat. The 
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be temporary avoidance of the area (AKRF and Popper 2012a,b). Behavioral avoidance 
by sturgeon would be temporary and limited to 1 to 2 hours during impact pile driving 
on any given day. Because the extent of the 150 dB SPLms isopleth is greater than the 
extent of the 187 dB re: 1pPa”*s cSEL isopleth (i.e., the potential onset of physiological 
injury due to prolonged sound exposure), sturgeon would avoid the ensonified area and 
would not likely be exposed to noise levels exceeding the 187 dB cSEL threshold. 


Should sturgeon move into the action area where the 150 dBRMS isopleth extends, as 
described above, it is reasonable to assume that a sturgeon, upon detecting underwater 
noise levels of 150 dBRMS, will modify its behavior such that it redirects its course of 
movement away from the ensonified area and therefore, away from the project site. If 
any movements away from the ensonified area do occur, it is extremely unlikely that 
these movements will affect essential sturgeon behaviors (e.g., spawning, foraging, 
resting, and migration), as the area is not a spawning or overwintering area, and the 
Susquehanna River is sufficiently large enough to allow sturgeon to avoid the ensonified 
area while continuing to forage and migrate. Given the small distance a sturgeon would 
need to move to avoid the disturbance levels of noise, any effects will not be able to be 
meaningfully measured or detected. Therefore, the effects of noise on sturgeon are 
insignificant. 


Increased Vessel Traffic 


The proposed project may result in a temporary increase in vessel traffic in the action 
area; however, at this time, the exact number of project vessels operating within the 
action area at any given time and the precise number of operating hours for those vessels 
are not known. At a minimum, the project will utilize work barges, delivery barges, and 
crew vessels (with personnel lifts). The drafts of these vessels are not likely to exceed 6 
to 8 feet in most cases. Water depths within most of the action area range from 20 to 50 
feet at mean lower low water. Therefore, the vessel clearance above the river bottom 
would be at least 12 feet. The factors relevant to determining the risk to listed species 
from vessel strikes vary, but may be related to the size and speed of the vessels, 
navigational clearance (i.e., depth of water and draft of the vessel) in the area where the 
vessel is operating, and the behavior of fish in the area (foraging, migrating, etc.). 
Because both Atlantic and shortnose sturgeons are demersal (bottom-dwelling) species 
and spend the majority of the time within a few feet of the bottom while foraging and 
below 15 feet from the water’s surface for Atlantic sturgeon (Balazik et al. 2012), vessel 
interaction with sturgeon is extremely unlikely and, therefore, discountable. 


essential features identified in the proposed rule are: 


e suitable hard bottom substrate (e.g., rock, cobble, gravel, limestone, boulder, 
etc.) in low salinity waters (i.e., 0.0-0.5 parts per thousand range) for settlement 
of fertilized eggs, refuge, growth, and development of early life stages; 

e transitional salinity zones of 0.5-30 parts per thousand inclusive of waters with a 
gradual downstream gradient and soft substrate (e.g., sand, mud) downstream of 
spawning sites for juvenile foraging and physiological development; 

e water depth of up to 27 meters absent physical barriers to passage (e.g., locks, 
dams, reservoirs, gear, etc.) between the river mouth and spawning sites for 
unimpeded movements of spawning adults as well as seasonal and physiological- 
dependent movement of juvenile Atlantic sturgeon to appropriate salinity zones 
within the river estuary, and; 

e water with the temperature, salinity, and oxygen values that, combined, provide 
for dissolved oxygen values that support successful reproduction and recruitment 
(e.g., 6 mg/L for juvenile rearing habitat) and are within the temperature range 
that supports the habitat function (e.g., 13 to 26° C for spawning habitat and no 
more than 30° C for juvenile rearing habitat). 


The first feature (hard bottom habitat with salinity less than 0.05 ppt) is not present in 
the action area. 


The remaining three features are present in the action area. The only activity remaining 
as part of the proposed action that will impact soft substrate is pile installation. The 
estimated acreage of habitat loss due to the pile footprints of the bridge piers is <0.1 
acres. The area of permanent habitat loss therefore is equivalent to <0.1% of the 
available soft-sediment benthic habitat in the action area and an even smaller percentage 
of the total soft-sediment benthic habitat in the Susquehanna River. Given the small size 
of the bridge piers and the extremely small loss of soft-bottom benthic habitat, effects 
will be insignificant. 


The proposed action will not affect the habitat in a way that impedes the movements of 
spawning adults or juveniles; this is because it will not alter the depth of the action area 
in a way that makes the area inaccessible or result in the placement of physical barriers 
to passage. While the project will result in additional structures in the water, neither the 
existing bridge piers, nor the replacement piers to be constructed, would impede the 
movements of juvenile or adult sturgeon, as fish monitored with acoustic tags in the 
action area were unaffected and the new piers are designed to minimize surface area. 


The project will have no effect on salinity. No impacts to dissolved oxygen or 
temperature are anticipated. Effects to water quality are extremely unlikely to occur and 
are, therefore, discountable. 


In sum, it is not expected that the temporary loss of a minimal amount of soft substrate 
that could be used for juvenile foraging would result in a direct or indirect alteration of 


the proposed critical habitat that appreciably diminishes the value of the critical habitat 
for the conservation of Atlantic sturgeon. Therefore, we do not anticipate the destruction 
or adverse modification of the proposed critical habitat and conference with NMFS is 
not necessary. 


Conclusion 


Overall, we have determined that the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project may affect, 
but is not likely to adversely affect, any listed species, or pending critical habitat, under 
NMFS’ jurisdiction. We request your concurrence with our determinations for these 
species, and hereby request informal consultation under Section 7 of the ESA. Please 
contact me, FRA Environmental Protection Specialist, at (202) 493-0844 or by email at 
Brandon. Bratcher@dot.gov. 


Thank you for your assistance with this project. 


Sincerely, 


nL. Bratcher 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

West Building, Mail Stop 20 
Washington, DC 20590 

(202) 493-0844 


Literature Cited 


All references are included in the referenced electronic copy of the NETR. 
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March 23, 2016 


Dan Reagle 

Environmental Planner 
Maryland Transit Administration 
Environmental Planning Division 
6 St. Paul Street, 9th Floor, 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


The Smart Growth and Neighborhood Conservation Coordinating Committee met on March 9, 2016 to 
review a request by the Maryland Department of Transportation for a Priority Funding Area (PFA) 
exception for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, located between the City of Havre de Grace 
(Harford County) and Town of Perryville (Cecil County). 


This project involves: (1) replacing the existing 1 10-year old railroad bridge and approach tracks (6.2 
miles total); (2) improving rail service reliability and safety; operational flexibility and accommodate 
reduced trip times; and (3) optimizing existing and planned infrastructure; accommodate future high- 
speed rail, commuter, intercity & freight rail operations; maintain adequate navigation and improve safety 
along the Susquehanna River, The capital funding for this project includes a Federal Rail Administration 
Grant of $22 million for PE/NEPA only, with a FONSI anticipated by 2017. The estimated total cost of 
the project is between $800M-1.2B. If fully funded, construction would be complete in approximately 5 
years. 


It was noted during the presentation of the PFA exception request that 94% project is located within an 
existing PFA, and the only portion of project outside PFA is found along the northern terminus in Cecil 
County. It was pointed out that there is no feasible or prudent alignment alternative to the existing 
Northeast Corridor (NEC). Furthermore, the proposed project and areas outside of PEA will not induce 
- unplanned growth; no modifications or new stations are proposed. 


Based on this information, the Committee voted to approve this as an exception to the PFA requirements 
due to it being a growth-related project involving a commercial or industrial activity, which, due to its 
operational or physical characteristics, must be located away from other development. More specifically 
the Committee found that the project qualified for a PFA exemption as it supports and is related to a 
passenger transit and rail freight service, a commercial or industrial activity that is proximate to a railroad 
facility (per §5-7B-06(a)(iii)3.). 


vey, 


Charles W. Boyd P 
Deputy Director of Planning Service 


301 West Preston Street - Suite 1101 - Baltimore - Maryland - 21201 
Tel: 410.767.4500 - Toll Free: 1.877.767.6272 - TTY users: Maryland Relay - Planning. Maryland.gov 
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April 15, 2016 


Mr. Neal Mills, Director 
Havre de Grace Planning 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre de Grace, MD 21078 


Dear Mr. Mills: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), as the project sponsor, is proposing the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”) between the City of Havre de Grace in 
Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. The Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) and MDOT are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the 
Proposed Project. The National Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, 
is providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. The 
existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


Two build alternatives are under consideration in the EA — Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Both 
alternatives would entail the decommissioning and removal of the existing rail bridge and the construction 
of two new two-track rail bridges. Alternatives 9A and 9B would result in permanent impacts to the Jean 
S. Roberts Memorial Park (also referred to as “Jean Roberts Park’’), located in Havre de Grace, Harford 
County. The Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park is a publicly-accessible facility that sits on a combination of 
land owned by the City of Havre de Grace, and land owned by Amtrak. The Amtrak-owned land is 
currently leased to the City of Havre de Grace under a 50-year agreement (signed March 14, 1986). Jean 
Roberts Park offers amenities such as fishing piers, a picnicking area, a kayak launch and a boat launch. 
The City of Havre de Grace-owned portion of this resource qualifies for protection under Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC §303, referred to herein as “Section 4(f)”). 
The Amtrak-owned portion of the resource is exempted from protection by Section 4(f) per 23 CFR 
774.11(h), which indicates that a property formally reserved for a future transportation facility is not 
subject to Section 4(f) even when a temporary, interim use on the site would otherwise constitute a 
Section 4(f) resource’. Therefore, only the City-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park is the 
subject of this letter. 


The impacts to Jean Roberts Park from Alternatives 9A and 9B include permanent fee-simple property 
acquisition of 0.01 acre that constitutes a Section 4(f) use of the property. The purpose of this letter is to 
request your concurrence that, in light of proposed minimization measures described below, the proposed 
Section 4(f) use would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of Jean Roberts Park. To 
aid your ability to concur, we are providing background information about the proposed project as well as 
a discussion of FRA and MDOT’ justification for reaching these determinations. 


* The full text of §23 CFR 774.11(h) is as follows: “When a property formally reserved for a future transportation 
facility temporarily functions for park, recreation, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes in the interim, the 
interim activity, regardless of duration, will not subject the property to Section 4(f).” 
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In accordance with Section 4(f), FRA may not approve the use of land from a publicly-owned public 
park, recreation area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless a 
determination is made that: (i) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of the land from the 
property; and (11) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from 
such use, or (iii) the Section 4(f) use is de minimis. A de minimis Section 4(f) use is one that, after taking 
into account any measures to minimize harm (such as avoidance, minimization, mitigation or 


enhancement measures), would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying a park, 
recreation area, or refuge for protection under Section 4(f). To make a finding that a Section 4(f) use is de 
minimis, FRA requires written concurrence from the official(s) with jurisdiction over the resource that, 
based on the proposed measures to minimize harm, such use would not adversely affect the activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f). In addition, public notice 
and opportunity for public review and comment on the finding is required. 


Project Purpose and Need 
The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project would span approximately six miles, between the “Oak” 


Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 south of the City of Havre de Grace and the “Prince” Interlocking at 
Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville (Attachment 1). The 110-year-old bridge is a critical link 
along the NEC, which is one of the USDOT’s designated high-speed rail corridors and is the busiest 
passenger rail line in the United States. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional 
Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight trains 
across the Susquehanna River. 


The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge include: functionally obsolete and 
aging infrastructure; speed and capacity constraints; operational inflexibility; maintenance difficulties; 
and conflicts with maritime uses. The primary purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide continued rail 
connectivity along the NEC. The goals of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project include: 


e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 

e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 

e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, 
intercity and high-speed rail operations; and 

e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 


Planning Context 
FRA launched the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program in June 2009. HSIPR 


emphasizes a corridor-level approach to planning rail services to support the state-centric funding. The 
administration’s initial vision for establishing high-speed rail was documented in the High-Speed Rail 
Strategic Plan (April 2009)’, and clarified by the FRA’s Interim Program Guidance (June 2009), which 
outlined the eligibility requirements and procedures for obtaining funds under the program, and the 
criteria by which applications are evaluated. USDOT awarded a $22 million grant to the State of 
Maryland for preliminary engineering and environmental studies (of which the EA is a part) for the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. As mentioned above, USDOT designated the NEC as a high- 
speed rail corridor through the HSIPR program. 


* http://www.fra.dot.gov/downloads/rrdev/hsrstrategicplan.pdf. Accessed October 21, 2013. 
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As part of a separate effort, FRA is leading the NEC FUTURE program, a comprehensive planning effort 
to define, evaluate, and prioritize future investments along the NEC from Washington, D.C. to Boston, 
MA. FRA launched NEC FUTURE in 2012 to consider the role of rail passenger service in the context of 
current and future transportation demands. Through the NEC FUTURE program, the FRA is determining 
a long-term vision and investment program for the NEC, and preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and Service Development Plan in support of that vision. The NEC Future Tier I Draft 
EIS was released in November 2015. The purpose of the NEC FUTURE program is to upgrade aging 
infrastructure and to improve the reliability, capacity, connectivity, performance, and resiliency of 
passenger rail service on the NEC for both intercity and regional trips, while promoting environmental 
sustainability and economic growth. Reaching Maximum Allowable Speeds (MAS) along the corridor 
will be a critical consideration when evaluating the efficiency of the rail network along the NEC now and 
well into the future. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is being coordinated with and informed 
by the NEC FUTURE program. This includes the NEC FUTURE program’s goal to achieve at least 160 
mph along the NEC wherever possible. 


Project Alternatives 
The EA for the Proposed Project includes a No Action Alternative, in addition to two build alternatives: 


Alternatives 9A and 9B. Both Alternatives 9A and 9B would include the decommissioning and removal 
of the existing bridge and the construction of: 


e anew two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to the west 
(upstream) of the existing bridge, and 
e asecond new two-track bridge very close to the existing alignment. 


The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up to 150 
mph for Alternative 9B. 


MDOT and FRA have been conducting a broad public involvement and agency coordination program 
since the project’s inception. In addition to the general outreach, MDOT and FRA have coordinated with 
the City of Havre de Grace throughout the project duration. 


De Minimis Section 4(f) Use 


As described above, Jean Roberts Park sits on a combination of land owned by the City of Havre de 
Grace, and land owned by Amtrak and leased to the City of Havre de Grace. The Amtrak-owned portion 
of the park is 0.26 acre in size, and would be used in its entirety under Alternatives 9A and 9B, which 
would prohibit public access within the Amtrak right-of-way and would require the removal of the boat 
ramp area and a portion of the pier. However, as described above, the Amtrak-owned parcel is not 
considered a Section 4(f) resource due to its having been formally reserved for future transportation use. 


Alternatives 9A and 9B have the same impact to the City-owned parcel, requiring a Section 4(f) use of 
0.01 acre of the City-owned portion of Jean Roberts Park (approximately two percent of the City-owned 
portion of the park). Both alternatives would construct a new bridge crossing above Jean Roberts Park on 
an elevated structure. The elevated structure would require modification of the existing lease agreement. 


Based on MDOT’s analysis of the proposed use to the City-owned portion of Jean Roberts Park, MDOT 
believes that the Section 4(f) use of this City-owned property would not adversely affect the activities, 
features, or attributes qualifying this property for protection under Section 4(f). We request your 
concurrence that the minor impacts to the City-owned portion of Jean Roberts Park to construct 
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Alternative 9A or 9B would not impair the activities, features, and attributes important to the facility. 
Upon your written agreement, MDOT intends to propose a de minimis impact finding to the FRA for the 
use of the facility. Public comment on the proposed impacts will be sought following your concurrence 
and prior to the request for a de minimis impact finding from FRA. 


If you agree with the above statements, please indicate your concurrence on the signature line below and 
return to my attention by May 13, 2016. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, 
please contact me at DReagle 1 @mta.maryland.gov or 410-767-3771. 


Sincerely, 

= y ae we, 
C_- 
Dan Reagle 
Office of Planning 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 


Baltimore, MD 21202 


Enclosures 
cc: Mr. Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Ms. Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Ms. Dianne Klair, City of Havre de Grace 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 


April 15, 2016 
Page 5 


Concurrence with MDOT’s determination that the Section 4(f) use of the City-owned portion of Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Alternative 9A or 9B would not 
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying this property for protection under Section 


4(f): 


City of Havre De Grace Printed Name Date 


Section 4(f) de minimis Finding Approval: 


Federal Railroad Administration Printed Name Date 
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April 22, 2016 


Mr. Cornell S. Brown 

Assistant Superintendent for Operations 
Harford County Public Schools 

102 South Hickory Avenue 

Bel Air, MD 21014 


RE: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


Mr. Brown: 


As discussed on our phone call earlier today, I am sending this revised correspondence as a 
prelude to the de minimis letter to be mailed to the Harford County Public School Superintendent 
on Monday, April 25, 2016 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), as the project sponsor, is proposing to 
improve the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre De Grace (HDG) in 
Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. The Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential 
environmental impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”). 
The National Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, is 
providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 
The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor 
(NEC). 

Section 4(f) is a Federal law protecting the use of historic properties for public parks from 
acquisition for transportation projects. Determining a decision that a Section 4(f) use is de 
minimis, FRA requires written concurrence from the official(s) with jurisdiction over the 
resource that based on the proposed measures to minimize harm; such use would not adversely 
affect the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 
4(f). In addition, public notice and opportunity for public review and comment on the finding is 
required. 


A detailed de minimis letter to the Superintendant will be sent separately to provide extensive 
details on the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project including; Project Purpose and Need; 
Project Alternatives; Project Impacts including the Athletic Fields acreage; Baseball F'eld; Water 
Main at the proposed Havre De Grace Middle/High School Project location. Two Build 
Alternatives are under consideration in the Environmental Assessment (EA) — Alternative 9A 
and Alternative 9B. Both alternatives would construct two new two-track bridges, one very 
close to the existing bridge alignment and one upstream of it. 
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The alternatives would differ in the track alignment near the proposed Havre De Grace Middle- 
High School Project. Alternative 9A would result in permanent impacts as previously discussed 
in our meeting(s). 


The impacts to the proposed Havre De Grace Middle-High School Project athletic fields include 
permanent fee-simple property acquisition as well as a permanent easement for a water main 
relocation that constitute a Section 4(f) use of the property. The purpose of this letter is to request 
your concurrence that, in light of proposed minimization and mitigation measures described in 
detail in the de minimis to the Superintendent, the proposed Section 4(f) use would not adversely 
affect the activities, features, or attributes of the proposed Havre De Grace Middle-High School 
Project Athletic Fields. To aid your ability to concur, we will provide background information 
about the proposed project as well as a discussion of FRA and MDOT’s justification for reaching 
these determinations. Should you have any questions or require additional information, please 
don’t hesitate to contact me. If you would kindly provide feedback as well as any indication of 
any additional renderings or civil drawings by May 2, 2016 I would be most appreciative. 


Respectfully, 


ifr h—P~__~ 
Jacqueline Thorne 
Maryland Department of Transportation 
Project Manager 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Hanover, MD 21076 


ce: _D. Reagal 
S. Williams 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 


RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT _ 
7 susrailbridge.com _| 


April 25, 2016 


Mrs. Barbara P. Canavan 
Superintendent of Schools 
Harford County Public Schools 
A.A. Roberty Building 

102 S. Hickory Avenue 

Bel Air, MD 21014 


Dear Mrs. Canavan: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), as the project sponsor, is proposing to improve the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the 
Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and MDOT 
are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1969 (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”). The National Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as 
bridge owner and operator, is providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination 
with MDOT and FRA. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast 
Corridor (NEC). As explained in more detail below, the NEPA and preliminary engineering phases of the 
project are being funded by FRA through the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program. 


Two Build Alternatives are under consideration in the EA—Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Both 
alternatives would construct two new two-track bridges—one very close to the existing alignment and one 
upstream of it. The alternatives would differ in the track alignment near the Havre de Grace Middle/High 
School. Alternative 9A would result in permanent impacts to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
Athletic Fields, located in Havre de Grace, Harford County. The Havre de Grace Middle/High School 
Athletic Fields are publicly-owned recreational facilities that are open to the public when not in use by the 
school or reserved for special events. As such, this resource qualifies for protection under Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC §303, referred to herein as “Section 4(f)”). 


In accordance with Section 4(f), FRA may not approve the use of land from a publicly-owned public 
park, recreation area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless a 
determination is made that: (i) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of the land from the 
property; and (ii) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from 
such use, or (iii) the Section 4(f) use is de minimis. A de minimis Section 4(f) use is one that, after taking 
into _account_any measures to minimize harm (such as avoidance, minimization, mitigation or 
enhancement measures), would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying a park, 
recreation area, or refuge for protection under Section 4(f). To make a finding that a Section 4(f) use is de 
minimis, FRA requires written concurrence from the official(s) with jurisdiction over the resource that, 
based on the proposed measures to minimize harm, such use would not adversely affect the activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f). In addition, public notice 
and opportunity for public review and comment on the finding is required. 


The impacts to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School Athletic Fields include permanent fee-simple 
property acquisition as well as a permanent easement for a water main relocation that constitute a Section 
4(f) use of the property. The purpose of this letter is to request your concurrence that, in light of proposed 
minimization and mitigation measures described below, the proposed Section 4(f) use would not 
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adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of the Havre de Grace Middle/High School Athletic 
Fields. To aid your ability to concur, we are providing background information about the proposed project 
as well as a discussion of FRA and MDOT’s justification for reaching these determinations. 


Project Purpose and Need 
The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project would span approximately six miles, between the “Oak” 


Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 south of the City of Havre de Grace and the “Prince” Interlocking at 
Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville (Attachment 1). The 110-year-old bridge is a critical link 
along the NEC, which is one of the USDOT’s designated high-speed rail corridors and is the busiest 
passenger rail line in the United States. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional 
Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight trains 
across the Susquehanna River. 


The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge include: functionally obsolete and 
aging infrastructure; speed and capacity constraints; operational inflexibility; maintenance difficulties; 
and conflicts with maritime uses. The primary purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide continued rail 
connectivity along the NEC. The goals of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project include: 


e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 

e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 

e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, 
intercity and high-speed rail operations; and 

e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 


Planning Context 
FRA launched the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program in June 2009. HSIPR 


emphasizes a corridor-level approach to planning rail services to support the state-centric funding. The 
administration’s initial vision for establishing high-speed rail was documented in the High-Speed Rail 
Strategic Plan (April 2009)', and clarified by the FRA’s Interim Program Guidance (June 2009), which 
outlined the eligibility requirements and procedures for obtaining funds under the program, and the 
criteria by which applications are evaluated. USDOT awarded a $22 million grant to the State of 
Maryland for preliminary engineering and environmental studies (of which the EA is a part) for the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. As mentioned above, USDOT designated the NEC as a high- 
speed rail corridor through the HSIPR program. 


As part of a separate effort, FRA is leading the NEC FUTURE program, a comprehensive planning effort 
to define, evaluate, and prioritize future investments along the NEC from Washington, D.C. to Boston, 
MA. FRA launched NEC FUTURE in 2012 to consider the role of rail passenger service in the context of 
current and future transportation demands. Through the NEC FUTURE program, the FRA is determining 
a long-term vision and investment program for the NEC, and preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and Service Development Plan in support of that vision. The NEC Future Tier I Draft 
EIS was released in November 2015. The purpose of the NEC FUTURE program is to upgrade aging 
infrastructure and to improve the reliability, capacity, connectivity, performance, and resiliency of 
passenger rail service on the NEC for both intercity and regional trips, while promoting environmental 
sustainability and economic growth. Reaching Maximum Allowable Speeds (MAS) along the corridor 
will be a critical consideration when evaluating the efficiency of the rail network along the NEC now and 
well into the future. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is being coordinated with and informed 
by the NEC FUTURE program. This includes the NEC FUTURE program’s goal to achieve at least 160 
mph along the NEC wherever possible. 


. http://www. fra.dot.gov/downloads/rrdev/hsrstrategicplan.pdf. Accessed October 21, 2013. 
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Project Alternatives 
The EA for the Proposed Project includes a No Action Alternative, in addition to two Build Alternatives: 


Alternatives 9A and 9B. Both Alternatives 9A and 9B would include the decommissioning and removal 
of the existing bridge and the construction of: 


e anew two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to the west 
(upstream) of the existing bridge, and 
e asecond new two-track bridge very close to the existing alignment. 


The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up to 150 
mph for Alternative 9B. 


MDOT and FRA have been conducting a broad public involvement and agency coordination program 
since the project’s inception. In addition to the general outreach, beginning in July 2015, the project team 
has consulted extensively with staff from Harford County Public Schools (HCPS) to discuss the need for 
the proposed improvements, as well as associated impacts resulting from Alternative 9A to the Havre de 
Grace Middle/High School Athletic Fields. No impacts to the Athletic Fields would result from 
Alternative 9B. 


De Minimis Section 4(f) Use 


Alternative 9A would require a Section 4(f) use of approximately 2.1 acres from the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School Athletic Fields. This use is required because the design curvature of Alternative 9A 
necessary to achieve 160 mph speeds necessitates property acquisition outside of the current Amtrak- 
owned right-of-way (ROW) within the Havre de Grace Middle/High School Athletic Fields (Attachment 
2). This Section 4(f) use is comprised of 1.5 acres of fee simple right-of-way as well as 0.6 acre of 
perpetual easement. The proposed new rail tracks would encroach partially upon the athletic fields. In 
addition, a retaining wall would be constructed parallel to the tracks to the south and would be situated 
fully on the Section 4(f) property. Fencing would also be installed along the top of the retaining wall for 
its entire length. The retaining wall would have an average height of 17 to 18 feet and would have a 
maximum height of 25 feet. 


The proposed rail track would impact only existing open space, but the proposed retaining wall and the 
associated construction/maintenance easement would result in impacts to existing amenities including the 
110 meter hurdle runout area, the high jump/pole vault facility, the long jump facility, and a storage shed. 
In addition, the retaining wall and easement would affect the proposed design of a planned baseball 
diamond, which is intended to be built to the west of the track. Furthermore, the proposed retaining wall 
would require the relocation of an existing 20-inch water main that currently runs along the north edge of 
the athletic fields approximately 15 feet inside the property line. The water main belongs to Harford 
County’s Department of Public Works (DPW), who would likely hold the construction / maintenance 
easement in perpetuity following the water main’s relocation resulting from this project’s rail alignment 
construction. 


FRA and MDOT have worked with HCPS to develop proposed measures to minimize and mitigate these 
impacts. Proposed minimization and mitigation for Alternative 9A impacts to the Havre de Grace 
Middle/High School Athletic Fields are described below and shown on Attachment 3. 


Existing Track and Field Facilities 
The proposed retaining wall requires modification or relocation of the existing pole vault/high jump, long 
jump and 110 meter hurdle runout area at the existing track and field facility. A storage shed would also 
be impacted. Minimization and Mitigation for impacts to these facilities include: 
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e Amtrak would build the railroad on an elevated structure over the 110-meter hurdle runout area. 
During construction the runout would be reduced to 8.5 meters but after construction would be 
rebuilt to its current 11.5-meter length. 


e Relocate pole vault, high jump, long jump and storage shed (see Attachment 3). 
e The Project would reimburse HCPS for the agreed upon additional design cost. 


e To the extent practical, construction would be scheduled to minimize disruption to these 
facilities. 


Planned Baseball Field Construction 

The project team has reviewed plans for a new baseball field as part of the proposed High School/Middle 
School development. Although this field has not yet been constructed, HCPS is in the process of 
designing the facility. As such, FRA and MDOT have taken the future baseball field into account in their 
assessment of the impacts to the property. It is recommended that baseball fields should be built with a 
60-foot clear area behind the foul line. As currently designed, the proposed retaining wall for Alternative 
9A would encroach within this clear area by up to 20 feet. To address this impact, MDOT has worked 
with HCPS to develop the following minimization and mitigation measures: 


e The baseball field would be redesigned by shifting home plate three (3) feet away from the 
railroad and rotating the field 2.5 degrees counter clockwise. This would provide more than 60 
feet from the foul line to the nearest obstruction. This modification would result 300 cubic yards 
(CY) of additional fill would be needed near the realigned ballfield. (see Attachment 3). 

e Design consultant working on the baseball fields would redesign the field to provide adequate 
clear area around Amtrak’s proposed retaining wall. 

e The Project would reimburse HCPS for the agreed upon additional design cost. 

e Amtrak would provide conduit and embedded inserts for installation of a future score board by 
HCPS. 

e Amtrak would install a protective netting to shield the railroad from foul balls. 


Existing 20-Inch Water Main 
An existing 20-inch water main is located adjacent to Amtrak right of way, approximately 15 feet inside 


the Athletic Field property and would require relocation due to the proposed retaining wall. Minimization 
and mitigation for impacts to the water main include: 


e The water main would be relocated in a casing, allowing future replacement to be done without 
affecting the athletic facilities. 


e Construction would be scheduled around use of the facilities. 


Based on MDOT’s analysis of the proposed use to the Havre de Grace Middle/High School Athletic 
Fields and the proposed minimization and mitigation measures described above, MDOT’s believes that 
the Section 4(f) use of this property would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes 
qualifying this property for protection under Section 4(f). We request your concurrence that, with the 
implementation of mitigation measures outlined above, the minor impacts to the Havre de Grace High 
School/Middle School Athletic Fields to construct Alternative 9A would not impair the activities, 
features, and attributes important to the facility. Upon your written agreement, MDOT intends to propose 
a de minimis impact finding to the FRA for the use of the facility. Public comment on the proposed 
impacts will be sought following your concurrence and prior to the request for a de minimis impact 
finding from FRA. 


April 25, 2016 
Page 5 


If you agree with the above statements, please indicate your concurrence on the signature line below and 
return to my attention by May 25, 2016. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding the 
proposed impact to the Havre de Grace High School/Middle School Athletic Fields, please contact me at 
please contact me at DReagle! @mta.maryland.gov or 410-767-3771. 


Sincerely, 


ee 
F 


Dan Reagle 

Office of Planning 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Enclosures 


cc: 
Mr. Cornell S. Brown, Jr., HCPS 
Mr. Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Ms. Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Mr. Joseph P. Licata, HCPS 
Mr. Harry Miller, HCPS 
Mr. Patrick Spicer, HCPS 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
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Concurrence with MDOT’s determination that the Section 4(f) use of the Havre de Grace High 
School/Middle School Athletic Fields for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Alternative 9A 
would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying this property for protection 
under Section 4(f): 


Harford County Public Schools Printed Name Date 


Section 4(f) de minimis Finding Approval: 


Federal Railroad Administration Printed Name Date 


Chesapeake Bay 


Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Attachment 1: 
Location of the Project Area 


| i -} “ex: Havre de Grace 
abe: a Middle School/High'School fz 


4 WAP Sg Ba eo, i Track and’Athletic Fields 


Y 


y™x = —~ 


Havre de Grace) |) 
High}School 
a 


Data Sources Susquehanna River 


eaeiacs Rail Bridge Project 
Cc) LOD 9A Calculation Area Havre de Grace Middle School/High School Track and Athletic Fields Athletic Field Complex Boundary: 


Harford County Government, 2011 
(> LOD 98 Calculation Area 1,000 ft Study Area : Attachment 2 


Build Alternatives Impacts to the 
Havre de Grace Middle School/ 
*Property partially developed using LWCF Funds (6(f) resource) ERet High School Track and Athletic Fields 


Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Attachment 3 


Proposed Mitigation 


Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Attachment 3 


Proposed Mitigation 


MIDDLE/HIGH SCHOOL PROPOSED TENNIS COURT FENCE 34’ MIN, ALL COURTS 


PROPOSED TENNIS COURT 


0 10 2 30 40 
SECTION AT PROPOSED BASEBALL FIELD 


30" MIN, 


HIGH JUMP/ 
POLE VAULT 


Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Attachment 3 


Proposed Mitigation 


April 15, 2016 
Page 5 


Concurrence with MDOT’s determination that the Section 4(f) use of the City-owned portion of Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Alternative 9A or 9B would not 
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying this property for protection under Section 


4(f): 
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M0 R ; City of Havre De Grace Printed Name Date 


Section 4(f) de minimis Finding Approval: 


Federal Railroad Administration Printed Name Date 


STARK AND KEENAN 


A PROFESSIONAL ASSOCIATION 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
30 OFFICE STREET 


ELWOOD V. STARK, JR. BEL Air, MARYLAND 21014 (410) 838-5522 
CHARLES B. KEENAN, JR. (410) 879-2222 
EDWIN G. CARSON FAX 
acl i410) 879-0688 
PAUL W. ISHAK www.starkandkeenan.com 


CRAIG H. DERAN 

APRIL C. ISHAK 

KRISTEN M. BARRETT 
ELIZABETH H. THOMPSON 


July 21, 2016 


VIA U.S. MAIL AND EMAIL TO:(dreaglel1@mta.maryland.gov) 
Dan Reagle 


Office of Planning 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, Maryland 21202 


Re: Our Client: Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace, Maryland 
Project: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Dear Mr. Reagle: 


Enclosed with this letter is a copy of your April 15, 2016 letter countersigned by William T. 
Martin, Mayor of the City of Havre de Grace. The Mayor was authorized to do so by City 
Resolution 2016-10 passed by the Mayor and City Council on July 5, 2016. This cover letter 
confirms that the City of Havre de Grace concurs with a de minimus impact finding to be reported 
to the Federal Railway Administration after taking into account mitigation measures for the benefit 
of my client. Our discussion on the level and type of mitigation that could occur was very positive, 
but that subject will be specifically addressed at a later time. The City will deliver a detailed package 
of requested mitigation expenses at your direction to the appropriate agency at the appropriate time. 


In the interim, the City looks forward to the project moving forward and the continued 
communication and cooperation that has been exchanged with your office. Ifyou have any questions 
or concerns, please contact me. 


Very truly yours, 


Paul W. Ishak 
City Attorney 
Havre de Grace, Maryland 
PWI/rg 
Enc. 
Ce William T. Martin, Mayor 
Stephen J. Gamatoria, Council President 
Patrick D. Sypolt, Director of Administration 
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Mr. Neal Mills, Director 
Havre de Grace Planning 
711 Pennington Avenue 
Havre de Grace, MD 21078 


Dear Mr. Mills: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), as the project sponsor, is proposing the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (the “Proposed Project”) between the City of Havre de Grace in 
Harford County, Maryland and the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. The Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) and MDOT are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the 
Proposed Project. The National Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak), as bridge owner and operator, 
is providing conceptual and preliminary engineering designs in coordination with MDOT and FRA. The 
existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is located along Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


Two build alternatives are under consideration in the EA — Alternative 9A and Alternative 9B. Both 
alternatives would entail the decommissioning and removal of the existing rail bridge and the construction 
of two new two-track rail bridges. Alternatives 9A and 9B would result in permanent impacts to the Jean 
S. Roberts Memorial Park (also referred to as “Jean Roberts Park’), located in Havre de Grace, Harford 
County. The Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park is a publicly-accessible facility that sits on a combination of 
land owned by the City of Havre de Grace, and land owned by Amtrak. The Amtrak-owned land is 
currently leased to the City of Havre de Grace under a 50-year agreement (signed March 14, 1986). Jean 
Roberts Park offers amenities such as fishing piers, a picnicking area, a kayak launch and a boat launch. 
The City of Havre de Grace-owned portion of this resource qualifies for protection under Section 4(f) of 
the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (49 USC §303, referred to herein as “Section 4(f)”). 
The Amtrak-owned portion of the resource is exempted from protection by Section 4(f) per 23 CFR 
774.11(h), which indicates that a property formally reserved for a future transportation facility is not 
subject to Section 4(f) even when a temporary, interim use on the site would otherwise constitute a 
Section 4(f) resource’. Therefore, only the City-owned portion of Jean S. Roberts Memorial Park is the 
subject of this letter. 


The impacts to Jean Roberts Park from Alternatives 9A and 9B include permanent fee-simple property 
acquisition of 0.01 acre that constitutes a Section 4(f) use of the property. The purpose of this letter is to 
request your concurrence that, in light of proposed minimization measures described below, the proposed 
Section 4(f) use would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes of Jean Roberts Park. To 
aid your ability to concur, we are providing background information about the proposed project as well as 
a discussion of FRA and MDOT’s justification for reaching these determinations. 


‘ The full text of §23 CFR 774.11(h) is as follows: “When a property formally reserved for a future transportation 
facility temporarily functions for park, recreation, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge purposes in the interim, the 
interim activity, regardless of duration, will not subject the property to Section 4(f).” 
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In accordance with Section 4(f), FRA may not approve the use of land from a publicly-owned public 
park, recreation area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless a 
determination is made that: (i) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of the land from the 
property; and (1i) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property resulting from 
such use, or (iii) the Section 4(f) use is de minimis. A de minimis Section 4(f) use is one that, after taking 
into account any measures to minimize harm (such as avoidance, minimization, mitigation or 
enhancement measures), would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying a park, 
recreation area, or refuge for protection under Section 4(f). To make a finding that a Section 4(f) use is de 
minimis, FRA requires written concurrence from the official(s) with jurisdiction over the resource that, 
based on the proposed measures to minimize harm, such use would not adversely affect the activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f). In addition, public notice 
and opportunity for public review and comment on the finding is required. 


Project Purpose and Need 
The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project would span approximately six miles, between the “Oak” 


Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 south of the City of Havre de Grace and the “Prince” Interlocking at 
Milepost 57.3 north of the Town of Perryville (Attachment 1). The 110-year-old bridge is a critical link 
along the NEC, which is one of the USDOT’s designated high-speed rail corridors and is the busiest 
passenger rail line in the United States. The bridge is used by Amtrak, the Maryland Area Regional 
Commuter (MARC), and Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) to carry intercity, commuter, and freight trains 
across the Susquehanna River. 


The problems posed by the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge include: functionally obsolete and 
aging infrastructure; speed and capacity constraints; operational inflexibility; maintenance difficulties; 
and conflicts with maritime uses. The primary purpose of the Proposed Project is to provide continued rail 
connectivity along the NEC. The goals of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project include: 


e Improve rail service reliability and safety; 

e Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times; 

e Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and accommodate future freight, commuter, 
intercity and high-speed rail operations; and 

e Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the Susquehanna River. 


Planning Context 
FRA launched the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program in June 2009. HSIPR 


emphasizes a corridor-level approach to planning rail services to support the state-centric funding. The 
administration’s initial vision for establishing high-speed rail was documented in the High-Speed Rail 
Strategic Plan (April 2009)*, and clarified by the FRA’s Interim Program Guidance (June 2009), which 
outlined the eligibility requirements and procedures for obtaining funds under the program, and the 
criteria by which applications are evaluated. USDOT awarded a $22 million grant to the State of 
Maryland for preliminary engineering and environmental studies (of which the EA is a part) for the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. As mentioned above, USDOT designated the NEC as a high- 
speed rail corridor through the HSIPR program. 


3 http://www.fra.dot.gov/downloads/rrdev/hsrstrategicplan.pdf. Accessed October 21, 2013. 
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As part of a separate effort, FRA is leading the NEC FUTURE program, a comprehensive planning effort 
to define, evaluate, and prioritize future investments along the NEC from Washington, D.C. to Boston, 
MA. FRA launched NEC FUTURE in 2012 to consider the role of rail passenger service in the context of 
current and future transportation demands. Through the NEC FUTURE program, the FRA is determining 
a long-term vision and investment program for the NEC, and preparing a Tier 1 Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) and Service Development Plan in support of that vision. The NEC Future Tier I Draft 
EIS was released in November 2015. The purpose of the NEC FUTURE program is to upgrade aging 
infrastructure and to improve the reliability, capacity, connectivity, performance, and resiliency of 
passenger rail service on the NEC for both intercity and regional trips, while promoting environmental 
sustainability and economic growth. Reaching Maximum Allowable Speeds (MAS) along the corridor 
will be a critical consideration when evaluating the efficiency of the rail network along the NEC now and 
well into the future. The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is being coordinated with and informed 
by the NEC FUTURE program. This includes the NEC FUTURE program’s goal to achieve at least 160 
mph along the NEC wherever possible. 


Project Alternatives 
The EA for the Proposed Project includes a No Action Alternative, in addition to two build alternatives: 


Alternatives 9A and 9B. Both Alternatives 9A and 9B would include the decommissioning and removal 
of the existing bridge and the construction of: 


e anew two-track bridge accommodating train speeds of up to 90 miles per hour (mph) to the west 
(upstream) of the existing bridge, and 
e asecond new two-track bridge very close to the existing alignment. 


The second new bridge would accommodate speeds of up to 160 mph for Alternative 9A and up to 150 
mph for Alternative 9B. 


MDOT and FRA have been conducting a broad public involvement and agency coordination program 
since the project’s inception. In addition to the general outreach, MDOT and FRA have coordinated with 
the City of Havre de Grace throughout the project duration. 


De Minimis Section 4(f) Use 


As described above, Jean Roberts Park sits on a combination of land owned by the City of Havre de 
Grace, and land owned by Amtrak and leased to the City of Havre de Grace. The Amtrak-owned portion 
of the park is 0.26 acre in size, and would be used in its entirety under Alternatives 9A and 9B, which 
would prohibit public access within the Amtrak right-of-way and would require the removal of the boat 
ramp area and a portion of the pier. However, as described above, the Amtrak-owned parcel is not 
considered a Section 4(f) resource due to its having been formally reserved for future transportation use. 


Alternatives 9A and 9B have the same impact to the City-owned parcel, requiring a Section 4(f) use of 
0.01 acre of the City-owned portion of Jean Roberts Park (approximately two percent of the City-owned 
portion of the park). Both alternatives would construct a new bridge crossing above Jean Roberts Park on 
an elevated structure. The elevated structure would require modification of the existing lease agreement. 


Based on MDOT’s analysis of the proposed use to the City-owned portion of Jean Roberts Park, MDOT 
believes that the Section 4(f) use of this City-owned property would not adversely affect the activities, 
features, or attributes qualifying this property for protection under Section 4(f). We request your 
concurrence that the minor impacts to the City-owned portion of Jean Roberts Park to construct 
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Alternative 9A or 9B would not impair the activities, features, and attributes important to the facility. 
Upon your written agreement, MDOT intends to propose a de minimis impact finding to the FRA for the 
use of the facility. Public comment on the proposed impacts will be sought following your concurrence 
and prior to the request for a de minimis impact finding from FRA. 


If you agree with the above statements, please indicate your concurrence on the signature line below and 
return to my attention by May 13, 2016. Should you have any questions or concerns regarding this letter, 
please contact me at DReagle| @mta.maryland.gov or 410-767-3771. 


Sincerely, - ae YA 
Adee Ress ls 


Dan Reagle 

Office of Planning 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


Enclosures 
Cc: Mr. Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Ms. Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Ms. Dianne Klair, City of Havre de Grace 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
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Concurrence with MDOT’s determination that the Section 4(f) use of the City-owned portion of Jean S. 
Roberts Memorial Park for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Alternative 9A or 9B would not 
adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying this property for protection under Section 


4(f): 
WV. Lillie, T- “ar Ln 4 fro//6 
City of Havre De Grace Printed Name Date 


Section 4(f) de minimis Finding Approval: 


Federal Railroad Administration Printed Name Date 
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é) Barbara P. Canavan, Superintendent of Schools 


HARFORD COUNTY 102 S. Hickory Avenue, Bel Air, Maryland 21014 


R Office: 410-838-7300 » www.hcps.org « fax: 410-893-2478 


Q PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


Cornell S. Brown, Jr., Assistant Superintendent for Operations 
Office of Operations 
Office: 410-588-5256 * Fax 410 588 5344 


September 7, 2016 


Mr. Dan Reagle 

Office of Planning 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 St. Paul Street, 9" Floor 
Baltimore, MD 21202 


RE: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Havre de Grace Middle School and Havre de Grace High School 


Dear Mr. Reagle: 


In response to and upon review of the Maryland Department of ‘Transportation’s (MDOT) analysis of the 
proposed use of the Havre de Grace Middle and High School Athletic Fields (Board Property) and the proposed 
minimization and mitigation measures as set forth in your correspondence, dated April 25, 2016 regarding the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Alternative 9A (Bridge Project), Harford County Public Schools (FCPS) 
submits it concurrence with your determination that the Section 4(f), use of Board Property for the Bridge 
Project would not adversely affect the activities, features, or attributes qualifying this property for protection 
under Section 4(f), with consideration given to the following terms and conditions: 


1. It is our understanding that this project has only received approval for planning. Upon further 
development of the scope of work associated with Alternative 9A as proposed, any subsequent 
modification to the current proposal requires HCPS’ concurrence that scope modifications are de 
minimus. Under this condition, HCPS request that updated drawing, construction documents, 
and all new relevant information be submitted for review, and comment prior to proceeding. 


i) 


It is our understanding that the scope of work will exceed $5,000, includes permanent fee-simple 
ral we 8 . 

property acquisition, and requires a permanent easement and construction easement. Please be 

advised of the following: 


a. Any improvement to school property in excess of $5,000 must be formally approved by 
our Board. 


b. Fee-simple property acquisition of Board real property requires that the Superintendent 
coordinate and obtain the approval of the Board, Maryland State Department of Education 
(MSDE), and Harford County Government. As mandated under the Annotated Code of 
the State of Maryland, local school boards may dispose of real property only by conveying 
it to the local county government. Fee-simple property conveyance of Board real property 
must be formally approved by the Board, and authorized by MSDE, and requires the 
conveyance of such property from the Board to the Harford County Government. 
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c. Easements that are granted on Board Property must be formally approved by the Board 
and receive the administrative approval of MSDE. 

d. For the purposes of obtaining the required approvals and for coordinating the 
requirements associated with the fee-simple acquisition and necessary easements, once the 
project scope and engineering are finalized, we request that you submit scope of work 
narratives, site plans, easement documents, property descriptions, and supporting 
documentation, to the Office of Operations for processing. The point of contact regarding 
this condition is as follows: 

¢ Cornell S. Brown, Jr., Assistant Superintendent for Operations 
410.588.5256 
cornell. brown@heps.org 
e Patrick P. Spicer, Esq., General Counsel 
410.638.4005 
patrick.spicer@heps.org 
3. De Minimus impacts to be mitigated: 

a. Planned HIG MS/HS baseball field 
In order to accommodate the Bridge Project, the planned design of proposed baseball field 
will need to be shifted and the grades revised. The engineer of record will need to revise 
the civil drawing to revise the LEED boundary and the current layout of the field. 
Additional fill will be needed during construction. This accommodation will result in 
additional design and construction costs to HCPS, as follows: 

- Additional Design Cost - $6,500 

- Additional Construction Cost - $45,000 

- HCPS will be reimbursed for any cost incurred as the result of these 
modifications. 

b. Harris Field 


In order to accommodate the Bridge Project, modifications would need to be made to the 
existing track and field facilities located at Harris Field. The following summarizes our 
understanding of the modifications to be made. It is understood that the cost associated 
with these requirements will be MDOT’s responsibility. 


- During construction, the 110-meter hurdle runout area will be reduced. After 
construction, the runout area will be restored to its current length. 


- The high jump, pole vault, long jump, and storage shed will need to be relocated. 


- HCPS will be reimbursed for any cost incurred as the result of these 
modifications. 
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c. Existing 20-inch water main 


In order to accommodate the Bridge Project, an existing 20-inch water main would require 
relocation due to the proposed retaining wall. HICPS requires that during construction, all 
work must be scheduled and phased so as not to interfere with the use of the stadium and 
fields. It should be noted that the water main is owned by Harford County Government 
and that coordination of your proposal must receive the approval of Harford County 
Government. 


During any construction, all work must be scheduled and phased so as not to interfere with, or 
disrupt the operation of the schools as well as activities under the auspices of the Harford County 
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR). Scheduling shall be coordinated with the specific 
school staff, Transportation Department, Facilities Department, and DPR. Any concerns relative 
to this condition should be brought to the attention of the Assistant Superintendent for Operations 
at 410.588.5256. 


Prior to the commencement of work, your project manager shall schedule an on-site pre- 
construction meeting. The attendees shall be staff from the HCPS Central Office, Havre de Grace 
Middle School, Havre de Grace ligh School, DPR, and your construction management team. At 
least 48 hours prior to the actual start of work, the HCPS Facilities Department shall be contacted 
at 410.638.4084 and notified that work is scheduled to begin. ‘The points of contact regarding this 
condition are as follows: 


e = Patti Jo Beard, Executive Director of Facilities Department 
410.638.4084 


pattijo.beard@hcps.org 


e = Charles Taibi, Director of transportation 


401.638.4092 
charlie.tatbi(@heps.or 


¢ Harry Miller, Assistant Supervisor, Planning and Construction 
410.809.6120 


harry.miller@hcps.org 


¢ James L. Johnson, Principal, Havre de Grace Middle School 
410.939.6608 


james.johnson@hcps.org 


e James F. Reynolds, Principal, Havre de Grace High School 
410.939.6600 


james.reynolds@hcps.org 


All workers associated with this project: 


a. Shall carry appropriate identification when on Board Property. 
b. Shall not enter school buildings. 
c. Shall not have direct, unsupervised, and uncontrolled access to students /children. 


Please contact our Facilities Department at 410.638.4084 for visual inspection prior to the start of 
work and upon completion of work. As-built documentation shall be forwarded to HCPS, as 


—-——————————————— EEE 
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required, to keep on record for all work performed. The point of contact regarding this condition 
is as follows: 


e Patti Jo Beard, Executive Director of Facilities Department 
410.638.4204 


pattijo.beard@hcps.org 


L: General: 


a. All damages to the property shall be MDOT’s responsibility. 

b. All ground surfaces shall be returned to original condition or better, permanently seeded, 
and with matching surface type. 

c. The areas of construction shall be video-taped prior to construction. Any and all damage 
shall be repaired. Costs associated with required repairs will be MDOT’s responsibility. 


Sincerely, 


UMP AA) | \, RAR s< * “ BVolND 


. Canavan Nancy Reynolds 
Superintendent of Schools Board of Education, President 


cc: Mr. Joseph P. Licata, HCPS 
Mr. Cornell S. Brown, Jr., HCPS 
Patrick P. Spicer, Esq., HCPS 
Mrs. Patti Jo Beard, HCPS 
Mr. Christopher L. Morton, HCPS 
Mr. Harry Miller, Jr., HCPS 
Mr. Charles L. Taibi, FICPS 
Mr. Joseph A. Schmitz, HCPS 
Mr. James F’. Reynolds, HCPS 
Mr. James L. Johnson, HCPS 
Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
Mr. Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Ms. Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
Ms. Amrita Fill, Amtrak 
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October 7, 2016 


Mrs. Barbara P. Canavan 
Superintendent of Schools 
Mrs. Nancy Reynolds 

Board of Education, President 
Harford County Public Schools 
A.A. Roberty Building 

102 S. Hickory Avenue 

Bel Air, MD 21014 


Dear Mrs. Canavan & Mrs. Reynolds: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) and the entire Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project team would 
like to thank you for your signed September 7, 2016 letter on behalf of the Harford County Public Schools (HCPS). Your 
letter includes your concurrence with the proposed determination that the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
(Project) Alternative 9A’s prospective 4(f) use of Board property would not adversely affect the activities, features, or 
attributes qualifying the property for protection under Section 4(f), and would therefore amount to a de minimis use. 
The proposed determination and your concurrence take into account proposed measures to minimize harm resulting 
from the proposed Section 4(f) use. Our team has reviewed your letter and concurrence and would like to clarify a few 
items to accurately depict these minimization measures. 


In 2011, MDOT received a grant of federal funding from the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) for the initial 
engineering and planning phase of the Project. Accordingly, MDOT serves as the project sponsor for this initial phase of 
the Project and considers it a priority for the State of Maryland. FRA is also engaged in this initial phase of the Project, 
as the federal agency with responsibility for the Project’s compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act and 
other environmental laws, including Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966. The National Railroad 
Passenger Corporation (Amtrak), as owner and operator of the Susquehanna Rail Bridge, is providing conceptual and 
preliminary engineering designs and is acting in coordination with MDOT and FRA. 


Based on the roles of each of these agencies with regards to the project, please see the clarifications, below: 


e Item 3: Before Amtrak would agree to provide reimbursement for any mitigation costs not quantified in your 
letter, HCPS will provide supporting cost breakdowns to Amtrak for review and approval. 

e Item 3a: MDOT is not responsible for any incurred costs for the proposed mitigation to the HDG MS/HS baseball 
field. This will be Amtrak’s responsibility. 

e {tem 3b: MDOT is not responsible for any incurred costs for the proposed mitigation to Harris Field. This will be 
Amtrak’s responsibility. 

e Item 3b: As indicated in Attachment 3 of the April 25, 2016 de minimis letter sent to HCPS, a corner of the track 
will be “clipped” by the proposed retaining wall. This area cannot be restored due to the proposed retaining 
wall. This area is not part of the runout area (at the end of the race), but is a chute area for athletes to stretch 
and coaches to advise athletes before the starting line. Therefore, the impact to this area should not impact 
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athletic competitions. The existing chutes are 10 meters long and would be reduced to 8.5 — 10 meters in the 
proposed condition. Research shaws that 5 meters ts an acceptable mintmum chute length. 
© Item 4. During any construction, all work will be scheduled and phased to minimize interference as best as 


possible with the operation of the school’s activities. 


2 Item 7; MDOT Is not responsible for any damages to the property and costs associated with required repairs 


This wil! be Amtrak’s responsibility. 


og 


Please let us know if you have any questions ta these points of revision. 


Sincerely, 


Ms Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 


Priority Projects Manager 

Office of Freight and Multimodalism 
7201 Corporate Center Drive 
Hanover, MD 210 


er, Federal R inistration 
Environmental Protection Specialist 

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 

West Building, MS-20 


Washington, DC 20590 


(bPut CA deni 


be Paul DelSignore, Amtrak = 
Director Structures Maintenance & Inspection 
30" Street Station 

2955 Market Street, 48-062 

Philadetphia, PA 19104 


cc: Mr. Joseph Pe Licata, HCPS 


Mr. Cornell S. Brown, Jr., HCPS 
Patrick P. Spicer Esq., HCPS 

Mrs. Patti Jo Beard, HCPS 

Mr. Christopher L. Morton, HCPS 
Mr. Harry Miller, Jr. HCPS 

Mr. James. |., Johnson, HCPS 


@ 


Mr. Charles L. Taibi, HCPS 
Mr. Joseph A. Schmitz, HCPS 
Mr. James F. Reynolds, HCPS 
Mr. Dan Regal, MTA 

Ms. Amrita Hill, Amtrak 

Ms. Jelena Matic, AKRF 

Mr. Jeff Konrad, HNTB 


APATARAM 


©) option 


Barbara P. Canavan, Superintendent of Schools 


HARFORD COUNTY 102 S. Hickory Avenue, Bel Air, Maryland 21014 
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DEC 28 2016 


Office of Freight and Multimodausm 


VIA USPS FIRST CLASS MAIL 


Ms. Jacqueline Thorne, Priority Projects Manager 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

Office of Freight and Multimodalism 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 

Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Mr. Brandon Bratcher, Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 

West Building, MS-20 

Washington, DC 20590 


Mr. Paul DelSignore, Director Structures Maintenance & Inspection 
Amtrak 
30 Street Station 
2965 Market Street, 4S-062 
Philadelphia, PA 19104 
Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Dear Ms. Thome, Mr. Bratcher and Mr. DelSignore: 


We are in receipt of your letter of October 7, 2016 regarding the above. Please be advised that the terms and conditions set forth in your 
letter are acceptable to Harford County Public Schools, with the following exception. 


We are unable to accept the penultimate bulleted item (Item 4), on page 2 of your letter. We propose instead that this item read as follows. 


2 = ltem 4: During any construction, all work will be scheduled and phased so that there is no interference with 
school functions and operation. 


We will await your response to the above. 


Sincerely yours, 


Barbara P. Capévan 


/dlr 


cc: Patrick P. Spicer, Esquire, General Counsel (via electronic mail) 
Mr. Joseph P. Licata, Chief of Administration (via electronic mail) 
Mr. Cornell Brown, Assistant Superintendent (via electronic mail) 
Mr. Chris Morton, Supervisor of Planning and Construction (via electronic mail} 
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June 11, 2015 


James E. Malone, Jr., Director 

Harford County Department of Parks and Recreation 
702 North Tollgate Road 

Bel Air, MD 21014 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project — Section 6(f) Resources 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Malone: 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), in cooperation with the Maryland Department of 
Transportation (MDOT), is preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for the proposed Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge Project. The EA is being prepared in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). The proposed project is intended to improve the existing two-track rail crossing 
over the Susquehanna River, located between the Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland and the 
City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland. The primary purpose of the proposed project is to 
maintain rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor. 


As part of the environmental review process, the project team has been compiling an inventory of 
properties that received Land and Water Conservation Funds through the National Parks Service (such 
properties are also referred to as “Section 6(f) resources”). The National Parks Service online database 
(http://waso-lwcf.ncrc.nps.gov/public/index.cfm) indicates that the Havre de Grace Middle School and 
High School in Harford County received Land and Water Conservation Fund monies (see attached). The 
monies were granted for the Havre de Grace High School Tennis Courts, which received $7,070.00 in 
1966, and the Havre de Grace Middle School Rec, which received $16,627.25 in 1970. In order to ensure 
that the NEPA documentation properly identifies and assesses Section 6(f) resources, we are writing to 
inquire if the Harford County Department of Parks and Recreation has any information regarding exactly 
how and where these funds were used. 


Any information you have regarding the application of Land and Water Conservation Funds monies at 
these locations would be greatly appreciated. If you have any questions, please contact me at 410-684- 
7060 or jthorne @ mdot.state.md.us. 


Sincerely, 


Cngle Wall, fa. 


Jacqueline Thorne, Project Manager 
Maryland Department of Transportation 


Enclosure 

cc: Adam Denton, Michelle Fishburne—Federal Railroad Administration 
Amrita Hill, Paul DelSignore—Amtrak 
Angela Willis, Maryland Transit Administration 
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June 25, 2015 


Jacqueline Thorne 

Project Manager, Office of Freight and Multimodalism 
Maryland Department of Transportation 

7201 Corporate Center Drive 

P.O. Box 548 

Hanover, MD 21076 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project — Section 6(f) Resources 


Dear Ms. Thorne: 


Thank you for your June 11, 2015 letter inquiring about the use of Land and Water Conservation Funds 
through the National Parks Service at Havre de Grace Middle and High Schools. Based on a search of our 
records, the following information exists with the Department of Parks & Recreation: 


Havre de Grace High School (Project 24-0008) - $7,070.00 in Land and Water Conservation 
Funds were used to construct three tennis and one multi-purpose court at the high school in 1966. 
When the high school was expanded in 1978, the original tennis courts were relocated on the school site 
as part of the school expansion project (see enclosed documentation). 


Havre de Grace Middle School (Project 19-00139-13-012) - $16,143.00 in Land and Water 
Conservation Funds were used to construct one multi-purpose court, four little league type baseball 
fields and a cinder running track at the middle school in 1970 (see enclosed documentation). 


Harford County Department of Parks & Recreation looks forward to working with you concerning the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge project. Please feel free to contact me should you have any questions or 


need additional information. 


rely, 


ames E. Malone, J 


Director 
JEM: kas 
Enclosures 
cc: Paul Magness, Deputy Director, Parks and Recreation 


MARYLAND’S NEW CENTER OF OPPORTUNITY 


410.638.3570 | 410.879.2000 | TTY Maryland Relay 711 | www.harfordcountymd.gov 
702 North Tollgate Road, Bel Air, Maryland 21014 
THIS DOCUMENT IS AVAILABLE IN ALTERNATIVE FORMAT UPON REQUEST 


DEPARTMENT OF FORESTS AND PARKS 


MARYLAND 


STATE OFFICE BUILDING 
ANNAPOLIS, MARYLAND 21404 
AREA 301 268-337) 
Spencer P. Ellis 
Director 


May 21, 1970 


Mr. Roy A, Seese 

Local Project Coordinator 

Harford County Parks and 
Recreation Department 

18 Office Street 

Bel Air, Maryland 21014 


Re: #19-00139-13-012 
Havre de Grace Middle School 
Recreation Center 


Dear Roy: 


This is official notice that the Bureau of Outdoor Recreation has 
approved $16,143.00 of Land and Water Conservation Funds to reimburse 
Harford County for the development of the above referenced project, 
Enclosed for the County's files are signed copies of the State Project 
Agreements confirming this approval, 


The continued success of this project now depends on the following: 


1, An early request for reimbursement of approved federal funds, 
Therefore, project completion must be prior to the project 
period expiration date of October 1, 1970, Any costs incurred 
after this date will be ineligible for fund assistance, 


2, Utilization of the entire $16,143.00 approved for this project. 
Underruns may result in a loss of fund assistance not only to 
Harford County but to the State of Maryland as well. Therefore, 
the County's cooperation is requested in developing this 
project as outlined in the application, Any unforseen chances 
in project scope or cost must be approved by the Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation through formal amendment procedures prior 
to September 1, 1970, 


Also enclosed is an allowable cost questionnaire which is a guide 
to assist in preparing reimbursement requests. As this is a develop- 
ment project and it will be accomplished by contract, it is necessary 


to supply the information listed under Part II, Item I and all of the 
information listed in Part II, 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 
DEPARTMENT OF FORESTS AND PARKS 


Land and Water Conservation Fund Project Agreement 


Political 

Subdivision HARFORD COUNTY Project Number 

Project Title Havre de Grace High School Tennis and Multi-Use Courts 
Period Covered 7/66 = 7/67 Project Period 7/66 = 7/67 


by this Agreement 


Project Scope (Description of Project) 


Construction of three tennis and one mltieuse court at 
Havre de Grace High School. Havre de Grace has a population 
of approximately 12,000 and no public tennis or milti-use 
courts. 


Project Stage Covered by this Agreement 
: . - Entire Project 


] 


Project Cost | Attachments 
14,140.00 
Total Cost $ ol 1. General Provisions 
50 (dated ) 
Fund Support % 
7,070.00 26 
Fund Amount $ 
Cost of this 14,140.00 | 3, 
Stage $ | Se 
Assistance this 7,070.00 i 
Stage $ i he 
| 
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The State of Maryland, represented by the Director, Department of Forests and 
Parks, and » (hereinafter referred to as 


rd Count; 


), mutually agree to perform this 
agreement in ESS ee the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, 78 


Stat. 897 (1961), and with the terms, promises, conditions, plans, specifications, 
estimates, procedures, project proposals, maps and assurances attached hereto and 
hereby made a part hereof. 


The State of Maryland hereby promises , in consideration of the promises made 
herein, to obligate to 


by 

Trre—Courity the amount of $7,000.00 
and to tender to THs COUNTY that portion of the obliga= 
tion which is required to pay Mi Guuatey of Maryland's share of the costs, based 
upon assistance, 
hereby promises , consideration of the promises made PPP atate of Maryland 
herein, to execute the project or project stage described above in accordance with 
the terms of this agreement. 


If the dees not comply with the 
terms, promises, condi tne epee ications, estamates, procedures, project proe 
posals, maps and assurances as agreed herein, the State shall withhold payments 
provided for until all requirements are complied with to the State's satisfaction. 


The following special project terms and conditions were added to this agree- 
ment before it was signed by the parties hereto: 


i fs 
Facilities constructed under this project agreement shall 
be available to the general publ + al} times the 
facilities are open for use. 


In witness whereof, the parties hereto have executed this agreement as of the 
date entered below. 


STATE OF MARYLAND 


Ot ale a a 
Director, Department of Forests and 
Parks, Alternate Liaison Officer 


pate OCT 19 1966 
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August 2, 


Mr. Wilitam Greer, Project Officer 
Department of Natural Resources 
Tawes State Office Building C4 
Annapolts, MD 21401 


Subject: BOR Project 24-90006 
BOR Project 24-00017 


Dear Mr. Greer: 


This tetter Is to officially notify your depart- 


19728 


ORAS ; 
Pde Se. beg 
dennia C40 , 


ment that the tennts courts at the Havre de Grace Senior 
High School (Harford County, Maryland - Project 24-00008) 


constructed with @OR funds have been relocated at this 


school site. The pravious tennis courts were destroyed 


due to the expansion of the Senior High School 


Harford County Hoard of Education. 


The two tennis courts at the North Harford High 
School (Project 24-00017) which were also constructed 
wlth BOR funds will ve destroyed In the near future 
because of the necessity to construct new facilities 


at this school. 


Wa officially request permission to relocate the 


North Harford HKHilgh School Tennis Courts. 


tennis courts will be constructed with Board of 
Education funds and wlll be tocated at a different 


site on this property. 


Should you have any questions, 
hesitate to contact this office. 


Sincerely, 


W€tltiam 


WGN/ Jb 


please do not 


Nicodemus, 
Open Space Coordinator 


Mr. Roy A, Seese May 21, 1970 
Page 2 


Do not hesitate to contact this office should further information 
or assistance be needed concerning the requirements and procedures of 
the Land and Water Conservation Fund, 


Sincerely, 


pencer P, Ellis 
State Liaison Officer 
LJOsdw 


Enclosures: Funding Certification 
Maintenance Agreement 
State Project Agreement 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 


DEPARTMENT OF FORESTS AND PARKS 


Land and Water Conservation Fund Project Agreement 


Political Project 
Subdivision Harford County, laryland | yyumber = 19-00139+13-012 


Project Title Havre de Grace iddle School Recreation Center - Levolopment 1 


Period Covered Late of Avnproval | Project Late of A proval 
by this Agreement to 10/1/71 Period to 10/1/71 
Project Scope (Description of Project) 


This project -roposes the development by Contract at the site of 
Havre ce Grace .'idéle School in Havre de Grace, Harford County, 
Maryland, of a public day=use outdoor recreatio  arca, this 
project includes planning, seeding, mulchin-, construction of a 
multi-use court, and fencing for the court, four (4) complete 
little league tyve baseball fields and a cinder running track, — 
Assistance to help develop these facilitics is requested by the 
Harford County Parks and .ecreation Lex rtment which is the 
responsible agency for development, operation, and maintenance 
of these croposed facilities under the school-recreation center 
concept, 


eet Stowe 6 2 cya HOT TOL 

Project Siace Covered by this Agreement vate of Approval to 10/1/71 
PROJ"*. ATTACHMENTS 

Total Cs7% 32 ,286,00 1. General Provisions 

5 Ie St led ele on “(Gated December 1965 ) 
Fund Support 30 b 
mind -Anount & 16,143.00 2, laintenance Agreement 

Cost of thi ii 7 

ere Ss r 32, 286,00 4. Funding Certification 
Assist. thi z 

sehen Ss A 16,143-00 he Joint Use Agreement 


wn 
e 


Pr t Pro; 
Stolect Propose) pace 1 of k 


The State of Maryland, represented by the Director, Department of Forests and 
Parks, and _Harford County, Maryland County, Maryland (hereinafter referred to as the 

County Ne mutually agree to perform this 
agreement. in accordance with the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, 78 
Stat. 897 (1964), and with the terms, promises, conditions, plans, specifications, 
estimates, procedures, project proposals, maps and assurances attached hereto and 
hereby made a part hereof, 


The State ef Maryland hereby promises, in consideration of the promises made 

by the County herein, to obligate to the 
the amount of 

and to tender to the County that portion of the 
obligation which is required to pay the State of Maryland's share of the costs, 
based upon assistance, 
hereby promises, in consideration of the promises made by the State of Maryland 
herein, to execute the project or project stage described above in accordance with 
the terms of this agreement, 


If the Comty does not comply with the 
terms, promises, conditions, specifications, estimates, procedures, project pro- 
posals, maps and assurances as agreed herein, the State shall withhold payments 
provided for until all requirements are complied with to the State's satisfaction. 


The following special project terms and conditions were added to this agree= 
ment before it was signed by the parties hereto: 


Delete Section B,2(d) of the attached General Provisions, (December 1965) 


Facilities constructed under this project agreamont shall be available to 
the general public at all times the facilities are open for use. 


All new utility and electrical service lines placed on this project site 
will bo installed underground or will be in conformance with Bureau of 
Outdoor Reereation regulations, 


Facilities constructed under this agreement are not required by State or 
County Regulations to meet the basic needs related to education, 


In witness whereof, the parties hereto have executed this agreement as of the 
date entered below. 


STATE OF YLAND 
LA 
ector, Department of Forests and 
Parks, State Liaison Officer 

MAY 21 1970 


Date 


LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND PROJECT AGREEMENT 
General Provisions 


December 1965 


(e) The sponsor shall incorporate, or cause to be incorporated, into 
all construction contracts the following provisions: 


"During the performance of this contract, the contractor agrees 
as follows: 


"(1) The contractor will not discriminate against any employee 
or applicant for employment because of race, creed, color, or 
national origin. The contractor will take affirmative action 

to ensure that applicants are employeed, and that employees are 
treated during employment, without regard to their race, creed, 
color, or national origin. Such action shall include, but not 

be limited to, the following: employment, upgrading, demotion 
or transfer; recruitment or recruitment advertising; layoff or 
termination; rates or pay or other forms of compensations; and 
selection for training, including apprenticeship. The 

contractor agrees to post in conspicuous places, available to 
employees and applicants for employment, notices to be provided by 
the contracting officer setting forth the provisions of this non- 
discrimination clause. 


"(2) The contractor will, in all solicitations or advertisements 
for employees placed by or on behalf of the contractor, state that 
all qualified applicants will receive consideration for employment 
without regard to race, creed, color, or national origin. 


"(3) The contractor will send to each labor union or representative 
or workers with which he has a collective bargaining agreement or 
other contract or understanding, a notice, to be provided by the 
agency contracting officer, advising the labor union or workers! 
representative of the con -ractor's commitments under Section 202 

of Executive Order No. 1126 of September 2h, 1965, and shall 

post copies of the notice in conspicuous places available to 
employees and applicants for employment. 


"(4.) The contractor will comply with all provisions of Executive 
Order Noe 112h6 of September 2, 1965, and of the rules, regulations, 
and relevant orders of the Secretary of Labor. 


"(5) The contractor will furnish all information and reports 
required by Executive Order No. 1126 of September 24, 1965, and 
by the rules, regulations, and arders of the Secretary of Labor, 
or pursuant thereto, and will permit access to his books, records, 
and accounts by the contracting agency and the Secretary of Labor 
for purposes of investigation to ascertain compliance with such 
rules, regulations, and orders, 
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"(6) In the event of the contractor's noncompliance with the 
nondiscrimination clauses of this contract or with any of such 
rules, regulations, or orders, this contract may be canceled, 
terminated, or suspended in whole or in part and the contractor 
may be declared ineligible for further Government contracts in 
accordance with procedures authorized in Executive Order lo. 112h6 
of September 2), 1965, and such other sanctions may be imposed 
and remedies invoked as provided in Executive Order io, 1126 

of September 24, 1965, or by rule, regulation, or order of the 
Secretary of Labor, or as otherwise provided by law. 


"(7) The contractor will include the provisions of Paragraphs 
(1) through (7) in every subcontract or purchase order unk ss 
exempted by rules, regulations, or orders of the Secietary of 
Labor issued pursuant to Section 20 of Executive Order TOs +1 26 
of September 2, 1965, so that such provisions will be binding 
upon each subcontractor or vendor. The contractor will take such 
action with respect to any subcontract or purchase order as the 
contracting agency may direct as a means of enforcing such 
provisions, including sanctions for noncompliance: Provided, 
however, that in the event the contractor becomes involved in, or 
is threatened with, litigation with a subcontractor ar vendor 

as a result of such direction by the contracting agency, the 
contractor may request the United States to enter into such 
litigation to protect the interests af the Iulted States," 
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STATE OF MARYLAND 


DEPARTMENT OF FORESTS AMD PARKS 


VA INTENANCE 
AGRNEMENT 


WHEREAS, it is desirable to provide maintenance of recreation facilities estab- 
lished under the provisions of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, Now be it 


resolved that will hereafter 
provide the necessary metntenance 3 follows: 


The property shall be maintained so as to appear attractive and inviting to the 
public. Sanitation and sanitary facilities shall be maintained in accordance with 
applicable State and local public health standards. Properties shall be kept rea- 
sonably safe for public use. Fire prevention, lifeguard and similar activities 
shall be maintained at levels reasonable to prevent loss of the lives or injury to 
users, Buildings, roads, trails and other structures and improvements shall be kept 
in reasonable repair throughout their estimated lifetime so as to prevent undue de-« 
terioration and not to discourage public use on the following described project: 


Froject Name 1 Havre de Grace Middle School-Reareation Center, Development /1 
Project Number : 


AND, be it further provided that Harford County 
will keep the facility open to the general public at reasonable hours and times o 


the year consistent with the type of facility and will further obtain the State of 
Maryland's approval in writing before any change from the criginal recreational use 
is effected on the above-described project. 


AND, be it further provided that should negotiations for adequate maintenance 
fail the State may demand a refund of federal funds involved in this project on a 
depreciating basis. Until this matter is resolved, the local sponsoring unit of 
government shall not be eligible for Land and “ater Conservation Fund Act money. 
In the event of default the State shall have the right to maintain the project and 
shall be authorized to charge such cost of maintenance back to the local unit of 
government. It is further agreed that such costs of maintenance shall constitute 
a debt due and owing to the State, 


Dated this 12% day of November , 1969, 


County: Harford Comty, Mervland 


APFROVED BY: Chairman: ‘ 


QUEM County Commissioners of Harford 
Canty, Maryland 
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Reviseo May 1969 
ATTACHMENT # 6 


FUNDING AUTHORIZATION 


(Suppty 3 Sienep Copies) 


Vorcanle, g/d, 407 


STATE Liaison OFrricerR 
DEPARTMENT OF FoRESTS AND Parks 
State Orrice Bulitoine 
ANNAPOLIS, MaryLano 2710 


RE: Havre de Grace Middle School-Recreation Center Development #1 
ComPLETE PrRovect TIiTLe 


Dear Str? 


AS THE OFFICIAL DESIGNATED BY THE CounTY ComMISS!IONERS TO 
REPRESENT Harford CouUNTY FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF DISPERSING OF FUNDS APPORTIONED TO THIS CouNTY FROM THE LAND 
ANO Water ConsERVATION Funb, THE OuTooorR RECREATION LAND Loan of 
1969 ano tHE Patuxent River WATERSHED Act, | HEREBY CERTIFY THAT 
Harf. Co. Parks & Rec. DepartmenwWay apply FOR THE FOLLOWING FUNDS 
(County, DEPARTMENT OR City) 


ON THE ABOVE REFERENCED PROJECT. 


FUND SOURCE FISCAL YEAR APPORTIONMENT AMOUNT 


ae SNAG ERIE ern SAS 


16,143.00 


ane O10 Ee Oe NR pee soe fae one cae 


| toma AMOUNT 


ee hee sas 


SINCERELY, 


Vital Gh. 


SIGNATURE = CounTy Liaison OFFICER 


WILLIAM O. WHITEFORD 
Type Name of County Liatrson Orriver 


ATTACHMENT # 6 FUNDING AUTHORIZATION 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT = 


Section 106 Correspondence 


SS AMTRAK: 
é »» 3 Maryland Department ESS 
a or” of Transportation 


U.S. Department 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
of Transportation Washington, DC 20590 


Federal Railroad 
Administration 


R10 20i4 


Mr. J. Rodney Little 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 

100 Community Place, 3rd Floor 
Crownsville, MD 21032 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, Harford and Cecil Counties, MD 
Dear Mr. Little: 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge, which spans between the City of Havre de Grace (Harford County) and the Town of 
Perryville (Cecil County; see Figure 1). The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is serving as the 
lead federal agency for the preparation of an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The National Passenger Railroad Corporation (Amtrak) 
is the bridge owner and operator. 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge has been determined eligible for the State and National Registers 
of Historic Places (S/NR). FRA is writing to initiate consultation for the aforementioned undertaking in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended); 
Section 4(f) of the United States Department of Transportation (USDOT).Act; the Maryland Historical 
Trust Act of 1985, as amended; the State Finance and Procurement Article §§ 5A-325; and 5A-326 of 
the Annotated Code of Maryland. Per Subpart A, Section 800.2(a)(3) and 800.2(c)(4) of 36 CFR, FRA 
is authorizing MDOT (the project sponsor), as an applicant for federal approvals, to prepare 
information and analyses regarding Section 106 consultation for the referenced project. 


In accordance with 36 C.F.R. §800.3, FRA is providing Attachment A, “Cultural Resources 
Methodology”, to afford your office the opportunity to review 1) the proposed delineation of the Area 
of Potential Effect (APE), 2) the cultural resources impacts assessment criteria, and 3) an initial list of 
interested and consulting parties for this project. Please note that the project alternatives described in 
the enclosed methodology are still being developed and refined. Further consultations with your office 
are anticipated regarding the identification and evaluation of effects to cultural resources. 


If you have any questions or need further clarification about the proposed project, please contact 
Michelle Fishburne at (202) 493-0398 or michelle.fishburne@dot.gov. We look forward to working 
with you on this important rail transportation project. 


David Valenstein 
Division Chief, Environmental and Systems Planning 


Sincerely, 


Enclosures 


ce: Harry Romano, MDOT 
Adam Denton, FRA 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 
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Attachment A: Cultural Resources Methodology 
SSeS EE EN Eee £8 NA CTHOCONOSY 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


The Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to improve the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace in Harford County, Maryland and the 
Town of Perryville in Cecil County, Maryland. The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is 
serving as the lead federal agency for this Environmental Assessment (EA), being conducted in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The existing Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge is located on Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor (NEC) at Milepost 60, and has 
been determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places 
(S/NR). The bridge itself is approximately 4,154 feet long from abutment to abutment and is the 
longest bridge with a movable span on the NEC. It is a swing bridge, with a movable span that 
rotates horizontally to open (using a center pivot mounted on a pier in the river) to allow boats to 
pass. The bridge comprises 18 spans, which are numbered from north to south. Span Nos. | and 
18, adjacent to the abutments, are 192 feet long; Span Nos. 2 through 9 are each 255 feet long; 
and Span Nos. 11 through 17 are approximately 196 feet long. The movable swing span (Span 
No. 10) is 277 feet long and is composed of a riveted-steel through truss (where the rail track 
travels within the truss framework). The remaining 17 spans are open deck, pin-connected steel 
trusses, where the rail track travels on top of the span. The bridge is used by Amtrak trains 
(approximately 88 trains per day in total), MARC commuter rail service (13 trains per day), and 
Norfolk Southern Railway (NS) freight rail traffic (currently approximately 7 to 10 trains per 
day, mostly at night). 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to provide continued rail 
connectivity along the NEC. The proposed project would span approximately six miles, between 
the “Oak” Interlocking at Milepost 63.5 in Havre de Grace and the “Prince” Interlocking at 
Milepost 57.3 in Perryville (see Figure 1). A range of alternatives is being considered, including 
rehabilitating or replacing the existing 108-year-old Susquehanna River Bridge, and adding a 
new bridge to bring the railroad crossing to a state of good repair and expand capacity at this 
crossing to up to four tracks. Consistent with NEPA requirements, the project alternatives to be 
evaluated will also include a No Action Alternative, wherein the existing structure would remain 
in place with continued maintenance and minimal repairs. 


PROPOSED ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES ANALYSIS 
METHODOLOGIES 


Since the project is still in a conceptual development and alternatives analysis stage, the location 
of specific project components has not yet been finalized. The analysis of archaeological and 
architectural resources will focus on the project site and the areas of potential effect (APEs) for 
archaeological and architectural resources, respectively. Proposed methodologies for the analysis 
of archaeological and architectural resources are described below. The results of the analyses of 
both archaeological and architectural resources will be presented within the EA. 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 


ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


The project team will conduct archaeological investigations in order to determine the presence 
and integrity of any subsurface cultural deposits which may be located within the project APE. 
Due to the size of the project APE, these studies will begin with a Phase IA archaeological 
sensitivity assessment and disturbance analysis for all areas of the project where ground 
disturbing activities may occur. This study will involve a combination of comprehensive 
documentary research and a limited field inspection of the project corridor. Background research 
efforts will include the development of a prehistoric and historic context, a discussion of the 
evolution of land use patterns based on historic cartographic sources and soil surveys, and an 
inventory of all previously recorded archaeological sites within the vicinity of the APE. 


The field investigations will include a pedestrian survey and surface inspection of accessible 
areas in the APE. No systematic shovel testing or other excavations will occur as part of the 
Phase IA field survey. Utilizing the data gathered during the background research, investigators 
will focus on isolating areas of the archaeological APE that have been previously disturbed, or 
conversely, maintain stratigraphic integrity and have the potential to contain intact cultural 
deposits. 


Upon completion of the research and fieldwork, the project team will prepare a technical report 
detailing the results of the Phase IA investigations, which will be submitted to the Maryland 
Historical Trust (MHT) for review. The reporting will contain a synthesis of the project area’s 
history and previous archaeological studies, as well as a detailed report describing areas of 
archaeological potential versus those that have been previously impacted by modern 
development and retain little or no subsurface integrity. These areas will also be clearly depicted 
on project maps. The results outlined in the report will be used to make recommendations for 
any additional studies that may be warranted in order to identify any archaeological resources 
located within the APE and assess their potential eligibility for listing on the S/NR. IE it is 
determined that additional survey is needed, the project team will coordinate with the MHT to 
determine the appropriate next steps in order to comply with Section 106. 


ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 
The following steps will be undertaken as part of the architectural resources analysis: 


1) Identify the proposed project’s APE for architectural resources in consultation with 
MHT. The APE is the area where proposed construction activities may be close enough 
to an historic structure to potentially cause structural damage and where visual or 
contextual impacts may occur. 


2) Identify any officially recognized architectural resources within the APE. These include 
properties listed on the S/NR, properties determined eligible for such listing, National 
Historic Landmarks (NHL), and properties included in the Maryland Inventory of 
Historic Properties. 


3) Conduct a reconnaissance-level survey of the APE to identify any properties that appear 
to meet eligibility criteria for listing on the S/NR, based on 36 CFR § 800.4 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended). 


4) Research all potential architectural resources to identify pertinent historical information, 
such as date of construction, builder, and architect, and prepare and submit a 
Determination of Eligibility form to MHT for review. 
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Attachment A: Cultural Resources Methodology 


5) Assess any effects on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR § 800.5. These may 
include direct effects, such as damage from construction related activities, or indirect 
effects, such as the introduction of visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that 
diminish the historic integrity of a property. 


6) Evaluate any required mitigation measures in consultation with MHT. 
DEFINITION OF THE AREAS OF POTENTIAL EFFECT (APEs) 


A required step in the Section 106 process is determining the APE, which is defined as “the 
geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly cause alterations 
in the character or use of historic properties, if such properties exist” (36 CFR § 800.16[d]). The 
APE is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking. 


The proposed APEs are described below. As engineering for the proposed project progresses, if 
changes to the APEs boundaries are required, the proposed changes will be submitted to MHT 
for review and concurrence. 


APE FOR ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


The area of potential effect for archaeological resources includes all areas that could experience 
ground disturbance under the proposed project alternatives. The archaeological APE includes the 
Amtrak right-of-way and extends 5,200 feet west of the Susquehanna River shoreline in Havre 
de Grace and 5,700 feet east of the Susquehanna River shoreline in Perryville. 


APE FOR ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


In general, potential effects to architectural resources can include both direct physical effects 
(e.g., demolition, alteration, or damage from construction on nearby sites) and indirect effects, 
such as the isolation of a property from its surrounding environment, or the introduction of 
visual, audible, or atmospheric elements that may alter the characteristics of the historic property 
that qualify it for inclusion on the S/NR in a manner that would diminish the property’s historic 
integrity. The APE for architectural resources is, therefore, larger than the APE for 
archaeological resources to account for any potential impacts that may occur where proposed 
construction activities could physically alter or damage architectural resources or be close 
enough to result in visual or contextual impacts. Development of the proposed APE included 
field visits to determine locations where prominent views of the existing Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge exist and could be obstructed or altered by the proposed project. 


The proposed APE for architectural resources for this project is defined as the area within visual 
range of the project site, which includes areas where there is a potential for construction-related 
impacts (see Figure 2). Therefore, the proposed APE extends approximately 600 feet north and 
south of the project site. However, to account for more distant views of the project site along the 
Harford and Cecil County waterfronts, the proposed APE extends approximately one-quarter of 
a mile north and south of the project site. Views from Perry Point Mansion House and Mill 
(S/NR-listed), located approximately one-half of a mile south of the project site in Cecil County, 
will also be considered. 


PROPOSED IMPACTS ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 


Once the archaeological and architectural resources in the APEs are identified, the effects of the 
project on those resources are assessed. The effects analysis will be based on the proposed 
construction and the anticipated effects it may have on archaeological and architectural 
resources. 
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


Potential in-ground disturbances of the project site may result from improvements to the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and/or construction of a new bridge over the Susquehanna River 
in the project area. Modifications and/or additions to existing railroad tracks, embankments, and 
other railroad infrastructure could occur throughout the archaeological APE. Staging areas or 
temporary access roads could also be required during the construction phase. Areas of 
archaeological sensitivity will be compared to the vertical and horizontal extent of the proposed 
disturbance to determine the potential for impacts. 


ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


Architectural resources may be impacted by elements of the proposed project alternatives 
including, removal of or modifications to the existing S/NR-eligible Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge and/or construction of a new bridge or bridges over the Susquehanna River; and 
modifications and/or additions to existing railroad tracks, embankments, and other railroad 
infrastructure throughout the project site. The assessment of the potential effects of project 
construction on architectural resources will include direct effects (such as construction-period 
activities that could physically alter or damage architectural resources) and indirect effects (such 
as visual or contextual changes that would diminish the historic integrity of architectural 
resources). 


SECTION 106 CONSULTING PARTIES 


In accordance with 36 CFR 800.2, the lead federal agency, the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation (ACHP), other consulting parties, and the public are identified as participants in the 
Section 106 process. Consulting parties may include: the project sponsor, the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO); the Tribal Historic Preservation Officer (THPO); federally- 
recognized Indian tribes that attach religious and cultural significance to historic properties that 
may be affected by an undertaking; and representatives of local governments. Consulting parties 
may also include other individuals and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the 
proposed federal undertaking. 


As a part of the Section 106 consultation requirements for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
Project, FRA will invite the ACHP to participate in the Section 106 consultation. The ACHP 
may elect not to participate and instead rely on the MHT to provide comments and concurrence. 
Other consulting parties that will be invited to participate in this project include: 


e Harford County e Assateague Peoples Tribe 

e Cecil County e Nause-Waiwash Band of Indians, 

e City of Havre de Grace’ Inc. 

© Town of Perryville e Many Waters Band of the South 

e Maryland Historical Society Eastern Cherokee Council, Inc. 

e The Historical Society of Harford ¢ Pocomoke Indian Tribe, Inc. 
County e Preservation Maryland 

e The Historical Society of Cecil e National Railway Historical 
County Society, Perryville Chapter 

e Piscataway Conoy Confederacy and 
Sub-Tribes, Inc. ¢ Youghiogheny River Band of 

e Perry Point VA Medical Center Shawnee Indians, Inc. 


e Accohannock Indian Tribe, Inc. 
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e Susquehanna Museum of Havre de e Friends of the Concord Point 
Grace at the Lock House Lighthouse 
e Piscataway Indian Nation Friends of Rodgers Tavern 
e Federally-Recognized Indian Susquehanna State Park 
Tribes, if applicable Havre de Grace Decoy Museum 
e Lower Susquehanna Area Havre de Grace Maritime Museum 
Greenway 
Throughout the Section 106 process, FRA and MDOT will provide the public with information 
about the undertaking and its effects on historic properties. The public will be given 
opportunities to provide input on the effects of the project, as well as any resolution of adverse 
effects on historic resources that may result from the project. It is assumed that, in accordance 
with 36 CFR § 800.2(d)(3), the procedures utilized for public involvement under NEPA will also 
satisfy the requirements of the Section 106 process. 


PRELIMINARY LIST OF KNOWN ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES IDENTIFIED IN 
THE APE 


Table A-1 
Known Architectural Resources Within the APE 
S/NR- 
Name/Type Address Location S/NR_| eligible 
Havre de Grace Historic District HA-1125 
Southern Terminus, Susquehanna 
and Tidewater Canal - South Lock 
2 #1 and Toll House’ Erie & Water Streets Havre de Grace 
Millard Tydings Memorial Park, 
Martha Lewis (skipjack)? Commerce St. at S. Strawberry La. Havre de Grace 


Rodgers Tavern Broad Street & River Road Perryville CE-129 
Perryville Railroad Station 650 Broad Street CE-1442 


| xX | | 
| ai 
Px {| 
[| x [| 
re 
Perry Point Mansion House and CE-146; 
Mill’ Sixth Street, Avenue A Perryville Xx CE-244 
| x | 
| 8 ee a 
| nm 
x] | 


HA-112; 
HA-113 


HA-2189 


HA-1712 
HA-2048 


AMTRAK Railroad Bridge over Union Avenue (MD 7) & Otsego Street, 
Susquehanna River AMTRAK RR Bridge larford Count 


H 
Otsego Street Survey District 700 and 800 Blocks of Otsego Street 


Perry Point Veterans 
Administration Medical Center 
Historic District’ VA Medical Center, Perry Point Cecil Count 
Principio Furnace (Principio Iron 
Works)* Principio Furnace Road (MD 7) Cecil County 
Notes: 
( 


There are no National Historic Landmarks (NHLs) located in the proposed APE. 

' Notes resource is also a MHT easement property. 

2 This resource is currently under restoration at Hutchins Park, MD. 

3 Although portions of this property are located in the proposed APE, there are no structures associated with this resource located within the 
proposed APE. 

S/NR: Listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places 

S/NR-eligible: Officially determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of Historic Places 

MIHP: Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties 

Sources: MHT Online Resources 


CE-1544 


CE-112 


DRAFT A-5 March 26, 2014 


\ ‘|D] = ; Sustain ® >. 


eS 
Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 


Attaina>/> 


June 16,2014 


David Valenstein 

Division Chief, Environmental and Systems Planning 
Federal Railroad Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Washington, DC 20590 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Cecil and Harford Counties, Maryland 
Initiation of Section 106 Consultation 


Dear Mr. Valenstein: 


Thank you for your recent letter, received by the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) on April 14, 2014, regarding the 
above-referenced project. Your submittal formally initiated consultation with the Trust, Maryland’s State Historic 
Preservation Office, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, for this federally assisted 
undertaking. Based on our review of the submitted materials, we offer the following comments and concurrence. 


Project Description: The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
are proposing to improve the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between Havre de Grace in Harford County and 
Perryville in Cecil County. The bridge is the longest bridge with a moveable span on the Northeast Corridor. Constructed 
in 1906, the Amtrak Bridge over the Susquehanna River (MIHP No. 1712) was determined eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places in 1998. A range of alternatives are under consideration by FRA, including 
replacement, rehabilitation and the addition of a new parallel structure to increase capacity of the river crossing to four 
tracks. The Trust has been invited to comment and concur with the project’s Purpose and Need Statement. We are 
including-our-eoneurrenee-as-an-attachment-to this tetter—_—— --—-_— ——— = 


Area of Potential Effects: The Trust concurs with FRA/MDOT’s defined Area of Potential Effects (APE) for historic 
architectural and archeological resources, illustrated in Figure 2 of FRA’s submittal. We recognize that FRA/MDOT may 
make further refinements to its APEs as planning proceeds based on alignment changes, the addition of ancillary actions, 
or other modifications. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties: We concur with the overall approach for conducting and 
completing the cultural resources investigations, as outlined in your submittal. We encourage frequent coordination with 
our office to ensure that the investigations are commensurate with the scale of the undertaking and consistent with our 
standards and guidelines. As you are aware, considerable information already exists regarding identified historic and 
archeological resources in the project vicinity, as a result of multiple prior investigations for various projects. The Phase 
1A archival investigations should also address the APE’s potential for containing submerged cultural resources and 
provide relevant recommendations, if warranted. Please feel free to consult with the Trust prior to the initiation of any 
detailed investigations to ensure a reasonable and appropriate level of effort is performed for the project. We look forward 
to receiving the results of the architectural resources survey and a copy of the draft Phase IA report for review and 
comment, when available. 


Martin O'Malley, Governor Richard Eberhart Hall, AICP Secrelary 
Anthony G. Brown, Lt. Governor Amanda Stakem Conn, Esq., Deputy Secretary 
Maryland Historical Trust - 100 Community Place - Crownsville Maryland - 21032 


Tel: 410.514.7600 - Tol! Free: 1.800.756.0119 - TTY users: Maryland Relay - MHT. Maryland. gov 


David Valenstein 

Susquehanna River Bridge Project 
Initiation of Section 106 Consultation 
June 16, 2014 
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Consulting Parties: We agree with the list of potential consulting parties for this undertaking as presented in FRA’s 
submittal. We also suggest that FRA include the Perry Point VA Medical Center and the Maryland Commission on Indian 
Affairs as potential consulting parties. As the Section 106 coordination and public outreach efforts progress, additional 
relevant parties may be identified and invited to participate in the consultation. 


We look forward to ongoing consultation with FRA, MDOT, and other involved parties to successfully complete the 
Section 106 consultation for this undertaking as project planning proceeds. If you have questions or need further 
assistance, please contact Tim Tamburrino (for historic structures) at tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov / 410-514-7637 or 
me (for archeology) at beth.cole@maryland.gov / 410-514-7631. Thank you for providing us this opportunity to 
comment. 


Sincerely, 


Eth Cate 


Beth Cole 
Administrator, Project Review and Compliance 


BC/TJT/201401913 
Attachment: Purpose and Need Concurrence Sheet 


ce: Michelle Fishburne (FRA) 
Angela Willis (MTA) 


ECELWIE 
APR 48 2014 


PURPOSE AND NEED 


Project Name & Limits: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (MP 57.3 to MP 63. 5) 


Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the 
summary presented above, the following agency (by signing this document): 


__._ Corps of Engineers ___. Coast Guard ____ Federal Transit Administration 


___. Concurs (without comments) _ Concurs (w/ minor comments) _ Does Not Concur 


Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: 


Note: Please do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as 
provided (without co comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
information is provided. 


___ Environmental Protection Agency ___ MD Dept. of Natural Resources <_MD Historical Trust 
___. Fish and Wildlife Service ___. MD Dept. of the Environment ____ Metropolitan Planning Org. 
___ National Marine Fisheries Service ___ MD Department of Planning 


>< Has No Comments 


___. Provides Comments (below or attached) 


Comments: 


Additional ‘Information Needed: 


| Signature: _sorawre:__/ Dor ) LA, CO __ Date: 


Area of Potential Effect 


ATTACHMENT 1 


Chesapeake 
Bay 


==> Project Site G t Meee 


|—-—' Proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE) SCALE 
3 Havre de Grace Historic District 


Proposed Area of Potential Effect (APE) for Architectural Resources 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Figure 2 


ATTACHMENT 2: Potential Historic Resources 


Figure 2: Perryville Methodist Church 
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Figure 10: House at the corner of Broad Street and Cecil Avenue 
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June 16, 2014 


David Valenstein 

Division Chief, Environmental and Systems Planning 
Federal Railroad Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Washington, DC 20590 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Cecil and Harford Counties, Maryland 
Initiation of Section 106 Consultation 


Dear Mr. Valenstein: 


Thank you for your recent letter, received by the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) on April 14, 2014, regarding the 
above-referenced project. Your submittal formally initiated consultation with the Trust, Maryland’s State Historic 
Preservation Office, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, for this federally assisted 
undertaking. Based on our review of the submitted materials, we offer the following comments and concurrence. 


Project Description: The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) 
are proposing to improve the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between Havre de Grace in Harford County and 
Perryville in Ceci] County. The bridge is the longest bridge with a moveable span on the Northeast Corridor. Constructed 
in 1906, the Amtrak Bridge over the Susquehanna River (MIHP No. 1712) was determined eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places in 1998. A range of alternatives are under consideration by FRA, including 
replacement, rehabilitation and the addition of a new parallel structure to increase capacity of the river crossing to four 
tracks. The Trust has been invited to comment and concur with the project’s Purpose and Need Statement. We are 


including-our eoneurrenee-es-an-attachmentto thistetter-— ——~ a 


Area of Potential Effects: The Trust concurs with FRA/MDOT’s defined Area of Potential Effects (APE) for historic 
architectural and archeological resources, illustrated in Figure 2 of FRA’s submittal. We recognize that FRA/MDOT may 
make further refinements to its APEs as planning proceeds based on alignment changes, the addition of ancillary actions, 
or other modifications. 


Identification and Evaluation of Historic Properties: We concur with the overall approach for conducting and 
completing the cultural resources investigations, as outlined in your submittal. We encourage frequent coordination with 
our office to ensure that the investigations are commensurate with the scale of the undertaking and consistent with our 
standards and guidelines. As you are aware, considerable information already exists regarding identified historic and 
archeological resources in the project vicinity, as a result of multiple prior investigations for various projects, The Phase 
1A archival! investigations should also address the APE’s potential for containing submerged cultural resources and 
provide relevant recommendations, if warranted. Please feel free to consult with the Trust prior to the initiation of any 
detailed investigations to ensure a reasonable and appropriate level of effort is performed for the project. We look forward 
to receiving the results of the architectural resources survey and a copy of the draft Phase IA report for review and 
comment, when available. 


Martin O'Matiey, Governor Richard Eberhart Hail, AICP, Secretary 
Anthony G Brown, Lt Governor Amanda Stakem Conn, Esq. Deputy Secretary 
Maryiand Historicai Trust - 100 Community Place - Crownswile . Maryland - 21032 


Tei 410 514.7600 - Toli Free 1.800.756 0179 - TTY users Marytard Retay - MHT Maryiand gov 


David Valenstein 

Susquehanna River Bridge Project 
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Consulting Parties: We agree with the list of potential consulting parties for this undertaking as presented in FRA’s 
submittal. We also suggest that FRA include the Perry Point VA Medical Center and the Maryland Commission on Indian 
Affairs as potential consulting parties. As the Section 106 coordination and public outreach efforts progress, additional 
relevant parties may be identified and invited to participate in the consultation. 


We look forward to ongoing consultation with FRA, MDOT, and other involved parties to successfully complete the 
Section 106 consultation for this undertaking as project planning proceeds. If you have questions or need further 
assistance, please contact Tim Tamburrino (for historic structures) at tim.tamburrino@maryland.goy / 410-514-7637 or 
me (for archeology) at beth.cole@maryland.gov / 410-514-7631. Thank you for providing us this opportunity to 
comment. 


Sincerely, 


bth Cote. 


Beth Cole 
Administrator, Project Review and Compliance 


BC/TJT/20 1461913 
Attachment: Purpose and Need Concurrence Sheet 


ce: Michelle Fishbume (FRA) 
Angela Willis (MTA) 


eee 
APR 48 2014 


PURPOSE AND NEED 


Project Name & Limits: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (MP 57.3 to MP 63.5) 


Having reviewed the attached Purpose and Need concurrence/comment package and the 
summary presented above, the following i : 


__. Corps of Engineers ____. Coast Guard ___. Federal Transit Administration 


____ Concurs {without comments) ____ Concurs (w/ minor comments) _ Does Not Concur 


Comments / Reasons for Non-Concurrence: 


Note: Please do not provide “conditional” concurrence. You should either concur with the information as 
provided (without comments or with minor comments) or not concur until revisions are made or additional 
information is provided. 


—— Environmental Protection Agency ___ MD Dept. of Natural Resources Z<. MD Historical Trust 
__.. Fish and Wildlife Service ___ MD Dept. of the Environment __. Metropolitan Planning Org. 
—~... National Marine Fisheries Service ____ MD Department of Planning 


_— Provides Comments (below or attached) x Has No Comments 


Comments: 


Additional Information Needed: 
{ 


| Signature: ? CHa Date: & Ib [0 [ef 


Martin O’Malley 


Governor 
Maryland Department of Transportation Anthony G. Brown 
The Secretary’s Office Lt. Governor 

James T. Smith 

Secretary 


September 24, 2014 


Mr. Tim Tamburrino 

Maryland Historical Trust 

100 Community Place 3rd Floor 
Crownsville, MD 21032 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
Section 106 Consultation 


Dear Mr. Tamburrino: 


Thank you for your letter dated June 16, 2014. We appreciate the Maryland Historical Trust’s 
(MHT) input on the methodology of identifying and evaluating historic properties, suggestions 
on the Section 106 consulting parties list, and approval of the Area of Potential Effect (APE). We 
have extended a request for additional consulting parties to participate as suggested. For your 
convenience, a copy of the approved APE is attached to this letter (see Attachment 1). The 
project team has been continuing environmental data collection for purposes of the 
Environmental Assessment (EA) and Section 106. We look forward to sharing our draft reports 
with you in the near future. We are seeking MHT’s guidance on potentially eligible historic 
resources that we identified during our field visits. 


Potentially Eligible Historic Resources: We have identified known historic resources and 
potentially historic resources within the APE, as shown in Table 1. As part of this data gathering 
effort, we have updated our list of known historic resources based on MHT’s recent 
correspondence to the MARC Maintenance and Storage Facility project team (MHT letter dated 
June 18, 2014). During the course of our field surveys and research, we identified additional 
resources that may be potentially eligible for listing. We do not anticipate that any of the 
potentially eligible resources listed will be directly impacted by the proposed project. 
Nonetheless, we are bringing them to your attention since they are located within the APE. 


We are seeking MHT’s guidance on how to proceed with evaluating these resources for the 
purposes of the EA and what type of documentation (e.g., a brief narrative/map/digital photos, a 
Determination of Eligibility (DOE) “short form”, or a complete DOE form) should be submitted 
for each resource. Photos of the potentially eligible resources are attached to this letter as 
Attachment 2. More detailed photos taken in accordance with MHT’s Standards and Guidelines 
for Architectural and Historical Investigations in Maryland will be submitted with the DOE 
form. 


Table 1 
Known Historic Resources and Potentially Elig 


S/NR- 
Name/Type Address Location S/NR_ | eligible 


KNOWN HISTORIC RESOURCES 


po KNOWNHISTORICRESOURCES 
Havre de Grace Havre de 
1 Historic District Havre de Grace Grace x HA-1125 


Southern Terminus, 
Susquehanna and 
Tidewater Canal - 
South Lock #1 and Havre de 
Toll House’ Erie & Water Streets Grace X 


2 HA-118 
Millard Tydings Memorial 
Martha Lewis Park, Commerce St. at S.}| Havre de 
3 skipjack)* Strawberry La. Grace x HA-2189 


Broad Street & River Road| Perryville] X_| | CE-129 


Principio Furnace 
(Principio Iron Principio Furnace Road Cecil 
5 Works)® (MD 7) County | X CE-112 
Perry Point Mansion CE-146; 
House and Mill’ Sixth Street, Avenue A_| Perryville | X CE-244 
Perryville Railroad 
7 Station 650 Broad Street Perryville X_ | CE-1442 


Amtrak Railroad 

Bridge over the 
Susquehanna River | Union Avenue (MD 7) & 
(Susquehanna River | Otsego Street, AMTRAK | Harford 

Rail Bridge RR Bridge Count HA-1712 

Perry Point Veterans 

Administration 

Medical Center VA Medical Center, Perry Cecil 

Historic District’ Point Count X_| CE-1544 


ible Resources Within the APE 


Crothers House 
(Furnace Bay Golf 79 Chesapeake View Cecil 
10 Course Clubhouse Road Count Xx CE-1566 
: a 


Woodlands Farm Woodlands Farm Lane Cecil 
Historic District* South Count X | CE-145 


POTENTIAL HISTORIC RESOURCES 


Thomas J. Hatem Route 40 over the Havre de CE-1550; 


TBD Memorial Bridge Susquehanna River Grace HA-2182 


heal Perryville Methodist eerie 
TBD Church 375 Broad Street Perryville 
Perryville 

TBD Facto and Broad Streets Perryville 
D 
D 


ee ae 
2 ae 
416FrontStreet_| 416 FrontStreet___| Perryille| | 
in| 


House at corner of 
Broad Street and House at corner of Broad 
TB Cecil Avenue Street and Cecil Avenue | Perryville 


814 Broad Street 814 Broad Street 


House at corner of 
Otsego and Arch __| House at corner of Otsego 
TBD Streets and Arch Streets Perryville 


Table 1 
<i Historic Resources and Potentially Eligible Resources Within the APE 


S/NR- 
Name/Type Address Location eligible 


Perryville 
Presbyterian Church 710 Broad Street ille 


‘Totes: 
There are no National Historic Landmarks (NHLs) located in the APE. 
Notes resource is also a MHT easement property. 
2 This resource is currently under restoration at Hutchins Park, MD. 
$ Although portions of this property are located in the APE, there are no structures associated 
with this resource located within the APE. 
* This is an expansion of a boundary for the National Register-listed Woodlands Farm. 
S/NR: Listed on the State and National Registers of Historic Places 
S/NRP-eligible: Officially determined eligible for listing on the State and National Registers of 
Historic Places 
MIHP: Maryland Inventory of Historic Properties 
Sources: MHT Online Resources 


The project team hosted its second Public Outreach Information Session on August 13, 2014, 
which also served as the initial Section 106 consulting parties meeting. We are planning a 
follow-up Section 106 consulting parties meeting in the near future. We would be pleased to 
have a conference call or meeting with you to coordinate the next steps. If you have any 
questions, please contact me at 410-767-4080. Thank you for your input on the Susquehanna 
River Rail Bridge Project. 


Sincerely, 


i? ~ Wits 


Angela Willis 
Environmental Planner 
Maryland Transit Administration 


Cc: Beth Cole, MHT 
Adam Denton, FRA 
Michelle Fishburne, FRA 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT 
Eric Sennstrom, Cecil County Government 
W. Neal Mills, City of Havre de Grace 
Bethany Baker, Friends of the Concord Point Lighthouse 
Mary Ann Lisanti, Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 
John H. McClune Sr., National Railway Historical Society, Perryville Chapter 
Patrick E. Stetina, National Railway Historical Society, Perryville Chapter 


MDOT telephone number is 410-865-1000 
Toll Free Number 1-888-713-1414 TTY Users Call Via MD Relay 
7201 Corporate Center Drive, Hanover, Maryland 21076 


Jo peo Sustain ab/e__Attain abe 


Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historica! Trust 


November 12, 2014 


Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 Saint Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-1614 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Cecil and Harford Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


Thank you for your recent letter regarding the above-referenced project. Your submittal requests the Maryland 
Historical Trust’s (Trust’s) input on potential historic properties within the undertaking’s area of potential 
effects (APE) and also seeks guidance on the development of a survey methodology. We offer the following 
comments and suggestions in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as 
amended. 


As noted in our previous correspondence, the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) and Maryland Department 
of Transportation (MDOT) are proposing to improve the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between 
Havre de Grace in Harford County and Perryville in Cecil County. The project team has conducted a 
reconnaissance survey of the undertaking’s APE and identified existing and potential historic resources 
associated with the built environment in the Perryville area. The Trust conducted a site visit on October 21, 2014 
to examine these potentially National Register-eligible resources. Based on our site visit, we agree that the 


Perryville Methodist Church and the Perryville Presbyterian Church may be eligible for listing in the National 
Register. 


We recommend the preparation of the following survey documentation to evaluate potential historic properties 
in the Perryville area. Please prepare a Determination of Eligibility (DOE) form for the following properties: 


1. Western portion of the Town of Perryville, as illustrated on the attached map. Based on a brief visual 
examination, we do not believe that this area possesses sufficient material integrity for listing in the 
National Register. Background research may reveal other important areas of significance. The 
preparation of a DOE form is the most efficient method for evaluating this large area. 

2. Perryville Methodist Church, 374 Broad Street; and 

3. Perryville Presbyterian Church, 710 Broad Street. 


Considerable information already exists regarding identified historic and archeological resources in the project 
vicinity, as a result of multiple prior investigations for various projects. However, there remain sections of the 
APE that have not been previously studied. For those areas outside of existing historic districts (and the survey 
district identified above), the project team must survey and evaluate the remaining properties that are fifty years 
old or older within the undertaking’s APE. The Short Form for Ineligible Properties (Short Form) may be 
utilized to document any property that is clearly ineligible due to major loss of historic integrity or due to an 
obvious lack of architectural significance. Buildings that possess some level of architectural significance and 


integrity and which may represent a significant trend or contextual theme should be documented on a DOE 
form. 


Martin © Malley. Governor Richard Eberhart Hall, AICP Secretary 
Anthony G. Brown. Lt. Governor Amanda Stakem Conn, Esq.. Deputy Secretary 


Maryland Historical Trust - 100 Community Place - Crownsville - Maryland - 21032 
Tel 4105147600 ~- TollFree t 800 756.0119 - TTY users: Manfand Relay - MHT Maryland gov 


Ms. Angela Willis 
Susquehanna River Bridge Project 
Page 2 of 2 


We look forward to receiving the results of the historic structures investigations for our review and comment, 
when available. If you have questions or need further assistance, please contact Tim Tamburrino (for historic 


structures) at tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov / 410-514-7637 or me (for archeology) at beth.cole@maryland.gov 
/ 410-514-7631. Thank you for providing us this opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


Oar. Dobe 


Tim Tamburrino 
Preservation Officer 


TJT/201405073 


Attachment: Map of the Perryville Survey District 
ce: Michelle Fishburne (FRA) 
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December 17, 2014 


Mr. J. Rodney Little 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 

100 Community Place, 3rd Floor 
Crownsville, MD 21032 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, Harford and Cecil Counties, MD 
Phase IA Archaeological Study 


Dear Mr. Little: 


As you know, the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) is proposing to improve the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge, which spans between the City of Havre de Grace (Harford County) and the Town of Perryville (Cecil County). The 
Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is serving as the lead federal agency for the preparation of an Environmental 
Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The National Passenger Railroad 
Corporation (Amtrak) is the bridge owner and operator. The existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge has been 
determined eligible for the State and National Registers of Historic Places (S/NR-eligible). 


In April 2014, FRA initiated consultation for this undertaking in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (as amended). FRA also submitted and received concurrence from your office on the 
Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the project and the cultural resources methodology. As part of the ongoing process of 
identifying historic properties in the APE for the Proposed Project, we are now submitting an Archaeological 
Documentary Study to your office for review and comment. The enclosed study, Phase IA Archaeological Assessment for 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland (McCormick Taylor: August 2014), 
evaluates the archaeological potential of the APE, identifies areas of archaeological sensitivity, and provides 
recommendations for further investigation where appropriate. If MHT does not believe any of the information 
contained herein is confidential or sensitive, the project team will share the Phase IA with the Section 106 Consulting 
Parties. 


If you have any questions or require further information, please contact me at 410-767-4080. We look forward to 
receiving your comments on this archaeological study. 


Sincerely, : 


An Mga Ws 


Environmental Planner 
Maryland Transit Administration 


enclosure 


ry AMTRAK: 
YY Maryland Department 
an fi of Transportation 
» 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT Ty 


CG: Beth Cole, MHT (w/o enclosure) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT (CD only) 
Michelle Fishburne, FRA (CD only) 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak (CD only) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak (CD only) 


RS Op, AMTRAK 
$ % Maryland Department ERS 
A Gi of Transportation Sf 


Sustainable Attainable 


Maryland Department of Planning 
Maryland Historical Trust 


January 27, 2015 


Angela Willis 

Environmental Planner 
Maryland Transit Administration 
6 Saint Paul Street 

Baltimore, Maryland 21202-1614 


Re Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Phase IA Archeological Assessment Study 
Harford and Cecil Counties, MD 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


Thank you for your recent letter regarding the above-referenced project. Your submittal requested the Maryland 
Historical Trust’s (Trust’s) input on the archeological potential of the undertaking’s area of potential effects (APE) and 
recommendations for further investigations. We examined the materials provided and offer the following comments in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended. 


Trust staff carefully reviewed the following document prepared by McCormick Taylor and included with your submittal: 
Phase IA Archeological Assessment for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, Harford and Cecil Counties, 
Maryland (McDonald et al. 2014). The report presents detailed information on the goals, methods, results, and 
preliminary recommendations of the archeological assessment study. The investigations entailed completion of 
background research to better understand the project area’s environmental setting, historic context, development, prior 
investigations, and currently known cultural resources. The effort also included a field reconnaissance of the project area 
to assess its current conditions and extent of prior disturbances. Applying the research results, the report presents an 
informed assessment of the APE’s potential to contain archeological resources and offers recommendations on the level of 
Phase I archeological survey investigations that may be warranted for terrestrial and underwater sections of the APE. 


Based on the information presented in the report, the Trust concurs with MTA that sections of the APE have a high 
potential for containing archeological resources, both terrestrial and underwater, which may be impacted by the project. 
These resources likely reflect the project area’s varied human uses throughout prehistoric and historic time periods, 
including residentiai, commercial, transportation, industrial and maritime related activities. The Trust agrees that Phase I 
archeological survey of the archeologically sensitive terrestrial areas of the APE slated for impact will be warranted. In 
addition, Phase I underwater investigations may also be warranted and we do not agree with the recommendation that no 
additional Phase I survey is recommended for underwater portions of the APE (p.101). The previous remote sensing 
surveys cited in support of this recommendation were not comprehensive and were conducted during 1995 and 2002 using 
instruments now considered outdated and unsuitable for Phase I surveys. At this point in project planning, it is difficult to 
make informed recommendations on the exact location and extent of Phase I terrestrial and underwater surveys needed for 
the project, until more detailed plans are developed for the alternative alignments and proposed methods of construction. 
In addition, archeological investigations of related project ancillary activities (such as construction staging zones, 
environmental mitigation areas, etc.) may also be warranted and will require further coordination as plans progress. MTA 
should continue to consult with the Trust regarding the proposed Phase I archeological survey efforts for terrestrial and 
underwater resources, including proposed survey areas, methods, schedule, and related issues. 


Lawrence J. Hogan, Jr., Governor 
Boyd K. Rutherford, Lt. Governor 


100 Community Place - Crownsville - Maryland - 21032 
Tel: 410.514.7600 - Toll Free: 1.800.756.0119 - TTY users: Maryland Relay - MHT.Maryland.gov 
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We look forward to ongoing coordination with MTA, FRA and other involved parties to successfully complete the 
Section 106 review of this undertaking, as project planning proceeds. If you have questions or require further assistance, 
please contact Troy Nowak (for underwater archeology) at 410-514-7668 / troy.nowak@maryland.gov or me at 410-514- 


7631 / beth.cole@maryland.gov. 


Thank you for providing us this opportunity to comment. 
Sincerely, 


Bebb Loo 


Beth Cole 
Administrator, Project Review and Compliance 


EJC/TJN/201406438 
rere Michelle Fishburn (FRA) 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


7 susrailbridge.com _ 


February 12, 2015 


Ms. Beth Cole 

Administrator, Review and Compliance 
Maryland Historical Trust 

100 Community Place, 3rd Floor 
Crownsville, MD 21032 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
Draft DOE Report 


Dear Ms. Cole: 


Please find enclosed the DOE Report for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. The DOE Report contains the 
following: 


e Ahard copy containing a cover letter, the full DOEs printed on archival paper with archival photographs (with all of 
the various components outlined in the Standards and Guidelines and May 2009 Guidelines for Compliance- 
Generated DOEs), and the short DOE Forms with accompanying USGS maps and photographs. 

e ACD containing the DOE Form database provided by MHT with the full and short DOE forms, pdfs of all of the DOE 
forms, and the photo log and digital photographs for the full DOE forms labeled according to the Standards and 
Guidelines and May 2009 Guidelines for Compliance-Generated DOEs. 


We would be pleased to have our cultural resources team set up a conference call or meeting to facilitate the review of 
the DOE Report. If you have any questions, please contact me at 410-767-4080. Thank you for your input on the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. 


Whe 
Angela Willis 
Environmental Planner 


Sincerely, 


Maryland Transit Administration 


enclosure 

Ce: Tim Tamburrino, MHT (without enclosure) 
Adam Denton, FRA (without enclosure) 
Michelle Fishburne, FRA (without enclosure) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak (without enclosure) 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak (without enclosure) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT (without enclosure) 
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April 22, 2015 


Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 Saint Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-6806 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Historic Structures Investigations — Determination of Eligibility Forms 
Harford and Cecit Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


Thank you for providing the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) with Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms 
produced for the above-referenced undertaking. The Trust has reviewed the materials as part of our ongoing 
consultation for this undertaking, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended. We offer the following comments and recommendations regarding the historic structures investigations. 


Trust staff reviewed the Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms prepared by AKRF, Inc. on behalf of the 
Maryland Transit Administration (MTA). MTA’s submittal comprised 76 DOE forms; including 71 resources 
documented using the ‘DOE Short Form for Ineligible Resources’. Our comments regarding the eligibility of historic 
properties for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) are provided below, 


The following properties are eligible for listing in the National Register: 

* Susquehanna River Rail Bridge & Bridge Overpasses (MIHP No. HA-!712) 
¢ — Perryville United Methodist Church (MIHP No. CE-1573) 

* Perryville Presbyterian Church (MIHP No. CE-1574) 


The following properties are not eligible for listing in the National Register: 

¢ Perryville Historic District (MIHP No. CE-1572) 

* 400-413 Webb Lane, Havre de Grace (MIHP No. HA-2250) 

« We-concur that all 71 resources documented with the ‘Short Form for Ineligible Properties’ are not eligible for 
listing in the National Register. 


We look forward to continuing consultation with MTA, the Federal Railroad Administration and the other involved 
parties to successfully complete the Section 106 review of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge project as planning 
progresses. If you have questions or require additional information, please contact Beth Cole (for archeology) at 
beth.cole@maryland.gov / 410-514-7631 or Tim Tamburrino (for historic built environment) at 
tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov / 410-514-7637. 


Sincerely, 


Elizabeth Hughes is 


Acting Director/State Historic Preservation Officer 


EH/TIT 201500546 


100 Community Place - Crownsvile - Maryiand - 21032 
Tel: 410.514.7600 - Toll Free: 1.800.756.0119 - TTY users: Maryiand Relay - MHT.Maryland gov 


Purple Line Corridor Transit Study 
Historic Structures Investigations — Determination of Eligibility Forms 
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ce: Michelle Fishburne (FRA) 
Jacqueline Thorne (MDOT) 
Craig Rolwood (Amtrak) 
Bradley F. Killian (Harford County) 
Anthony DiGiacomo (Cecil County) 
Dianne Klair (Havre de Grace) 
Bethany Baker (Concord Point Lighthouse) 
Norris C. Howard Sr. (Pocomoke Indian Nation) 
Leslie Mesnick (AKRF) 


Q 


U.S. Department 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
of Transportation Washington, DC 20590 


Federal Railroad 
Administration 


May 19, 2016 


Elizabeth Hughes 

State Historic Preservation Officer 
Maryland Historical Trust 
Maryland Department of Planning 
100 Community Place 
Crownsville, MD 21032 


Re: | Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Perryville (Cecil County), and Havre de Grace (Harford County), Maryland 
Continuation of Section 106 Consultation 
Determinations of Effects to Historic Properties 


Dear Ms. Hughes, 


The purpose of this letter is to continue consultation between the Federal Railroad 
Administration (FRA) and your office for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. 


The enclosed Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources details the project’s effects 
on the National Register (NR)-eligible or listed historic architectural resources in the project’s 
Area of Potential Effects. This report serves as follow-up to your June 16, 2014 concurrence with 
the project initiation material, November 12, 2014 input on the identification of historic 
properties, and April 22, 2015 comments on the Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms. For 
all effects on historic architectural resources, the enclosed report assesses whether or not the 
effects are adverse, in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.5, and makes recommendations to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects. A summary of FRA’s adverse or potentially 
adverse effects determinations associated with NR-eligible or listed historic architectural 
resources and recommendations to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects is provided in the 
table below. 


ADVERSE EFFECTS ON HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


Actions Under Consideration to 
Action avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
adverse effects 


Known Architectural Adverse 
Resources in the APE Effect? 


Susquehanna River Yes Demolition 
Rail Bridge 


Avoidance of demolition not feasible 


Minimize through use of traditional 
design features in the two new 
bridges 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 2 


Mitigate through: 

e Continued review by MHT of 
design plans 

e Preparation of Historic American 
Engineering Record (HAER) 
documentation 

e Development of an interpretive 
exhibit in a park, greenway, or 
public space 

e Development of an educational 
document 

e Production of a short educational 
film 

e Salvage of elements of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 

e Preservation of the abutments 
from the original (1866) bridge 

e Development of an 
interpretive exhibit for 
Perryville’s Railroad Museum 


9 overpass rail bridges Yes Bridge replacement Avoidance of replacing or extending 
(all or concrete bridges not feasible 

except extensions 
MP 

60.85) 


Minimize or avoid through use of 
stone not feasible 


Minimize by using a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be 
compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 

Mitigate through preparation of 
Historic American Engineering 
Record (HAER) Documentation 
Possible | Construction of Avoid additional adverse effect by 
adjacent retaining ensuring design of the new walls is 
walls in accordance with the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 


Havre de Grace Yes Demolition of Avoidance of demolition not feasible 
Historic District Susquehanna River (see above for steps to minimize and 
Rail Bridge, a mitigate) 

contributing feature 
to the historic district 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 3 


Yes Visual adverse effects | Minimize visual adverse effects by 
from widening of locating bridge abutment further 
Susquehanna River south, constructing retaining walls, 
Rail Bridge and ensuring retaining walls are 
approaches developed in accordance with the 

Secretary of the Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties 

Yes Extensions to four Avoidance of replacing or extending 
undergrade bridges, bridges not feasible 
contributing features Minimize or avoid through use of 
to the historic district Mahe nanieacinle 

Minimize by using a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be 
compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 
Possible | Construction of Avoid additional adverse effect by 
retaining walls ensuring design of the new walls is 
adjacent to the four in accordance with the Secretary of 
undergrade bridges the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties 
Possible | Construction-related Avoid adverse effect through 
damage to development and implementation of 
contributing a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) 
structures 
Rodgers Tavern Yes Visual adverse effect Minimize visual adverse effect 
from the widening of through development of an 
the bridge approach aesthetic treatment for the retaining 
wall and landscaping in front of wall, 
if possible 
Possible | Construction-related Avoid adverse effect through 
damage development and implementation of 
a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) 
Perryville Railroad Possible | Demolition of Perry Avoid adverse effect by shifting the 
Station Interlocking Tower Interlocking Tower slightly within 
Amtrak ROW 
Mitigate through preparation of 
Historic American Engineering 
Record (HAER) documentation 
Yes Extension to Minimize or avoid through use of 


undergrade bridge at 
MP 59.39, a 
contributing feature 
to the station 
complex 


stone not feasible 


Minimize by using a form liner that 
emulates stone and is stained to be 
compatible with the color of the 
existing stone 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 4 


Yes Construction of Avoid additional adverse effect by 
retaining walls ensuring design of the new walls is 
adjacent to station in accordance with the Secretary of 
complex the Interior’s Standards for the 

Treatment of Historic Properties 


The enclosed report concludes that the project would have no adverse effect on the following 
historic architectural properties: 


° Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal — South Lock #1 and Toll House 
° Martha Lewis (Skipjack) 

° Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works) 

° Perry Point Mansion House and Mill 

° Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic District 

° Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Clubhouse) 

° Woodlands Farmhouse Historic District 

° Perryville United Methodist Church 

° Perryville Presbyterian Church 


To update you on the archaeological investigation, prior to project construction, and after all 
areas that may be affected by project activities are identified, Amtrak will complete Phase IB 
archaeological investigations in all portions of the APE that have potential for archaeological 
resources, as determined in the Phase IA Archaeological Assessment. This includes not only 
terrestrial areas with archaeological potential, but underwater archaeological resources as well. 
Archaeological surveys will be conducted to locate and confirm site locations using standard 
survey methodology on land and within the Susquehanna River. In accordance with your January 
27, 2015 comments on the Phase IA Archaeological Assessment Study, an additional Phase I 
underwater archaeological survey will be conducted within the Preferred Alternative’s 
alignment. These commitments will be included in the project’s Memorandum of Agreement 
(MOA). 


Any archaeological resources identified within the APE will be evaluated in accordance with 36 
CFR 800.4(c). Amtrak will prepare a report detailing the results and recommendations for review 
by FRA, the Maryland Historic Trust (MHT), interested Tribes & Nations, and other consulting 
parties. The report will be consistent with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Identification (46 FR 44720-23), also taking into account the National Park 
Service’s publication The Archaeological Survey: Methods and Uses (1978: GPO stock #024- 
016-00091) and the MHT’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Investigations in 
Maryland (1994). MHT’s concurrence will be requested on the eligibility of archaeological 
properties. 


FRA and the Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT) have continued to seek input 
from Section 106 Consulting Parties and the general public, and have incorporated comments 
into the enclosed report. As part of the consultation, the National Park Service (NPS), a 
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Consulting Party, has commented that they want to ensure resources associated with the Captain 
John Smith Chesapeake National Historic Trail (NHT), Washington-Rochambeau NHT, and Star 
Spangled Banner NHT are taken into consideration in the Section 106 review process. We are 
coordinating with NPS to obtain available information about specific resources that are within 
the project APE and relate to one or more of the trails. We will continue consultation regarding 
effects to these additional resources if appropriate. 


By this letter, FRA and MDOT are sending an electronic copy of the enclosed report (on CD) to 
all confirmed Consulting Parties and seeking their comments within 30 days of receipt. In 
addition, previously identified Consulting Parties who have not responded to date will be sent a 
notification that they can review the enclosed report on the project website 
(http://susrailbridge.com/). We will forward to you any comments we receive. 


FRA requests your review of the enclosed report and concurrence with FRA’s effects 
determinations. Following your review and concurrence, FRA and MDOT will schedule a 
meeting with your office and other Consulting Parties to review possible mitigation measures 
and decide the appropriate mitigation to be incorporated into a Memorandum of Agreement to 
resolve adverse effects of the project on historic properties. 


If you have any questions or require additional information, please contact Laura Shick, FRA’s 
Federal Preservation Officer, at (202) 366-0340 or laura.shick@dot.gov. 


jell d— 


Michael M. Johnsen 
Acting Division Chief, Environmental & Corridor Planning 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 


CC: Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 
Dan Reagle, Maryland Department of Transportation 
Michelle Fishburne, Federal Railroad Administration 
Michael Johnsen, Federal Railroad Administration 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 


ce with encl.: 
Eric Sennstrom, Cecil County Planning & Zoning 
Tony DiGiacomo, Cecil County Planning & Zoning 
Ivy Freitag, Harford County Agricultural & Historical Preservation Section 
Brad Killian, Harford County Planning & Zoning 
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Denise Breder, Town of Perryville Administrator 

Neal Mills, City of Havre de Grace Planning & Zoning 

Dianne Klair, City of Havre de Grace Planning Department 

Matt Jagunic, National Park Service, Chesapeake Bay Office 

Bethany Baker, Friends of Concord Point Lighthouse, Inc. 

Kerri S. Kneisley, Havre de Grace Decoy Museum 

Brigitte Carty, Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 

Mary Ann Lisanti, Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 

Sarah W. Colenda, Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway 

John H. McClune, Sr., National Railway Historical Society, Perryville Chapter 
Patrick E. Stetina, National Railway Historical Society, Perryville Chapter 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
WWW.HAVREDEGRACEMD.COM 


July 13, 2016 


Mr. Michael M. Johnsen, Acting Division Chief 

Environmental & Corridor Planning, Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
Federal Rail Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Washington, DC 20590 


Dear Mr. Johnsen, 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources 
for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (SRRBP), Perryville, Cecil County and Havre de Grace, 
Harford County, Maryland for Review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. | am 
responding as a Consulting Party representing the City of Havre de Grace through our Department of 
Planning. | have reviewed the Effects Assessment and related materials delivered via CD and am grateful 
for the thoroughness of the information. | offer the following comments in light of a future Memorandum 
of Agreement involving appropriate coordination with ACHP, MHT and consulting parties. 


SUMMARY TABLE IN LETTER DATED JUNE 13, 2016 


= Susquehanna River Rail Bridge: | agree with the Actions Under Consideration to avoid, minimize, 
or mitigate adverse effects for the loss of the bridge itself due to demolition. However, | would 
like to understand further what your terminology — i.e. use of traditional design features in the 
two new bridges — means (second item, related to minimizing adverse effect). | respectfully 
request to have Consulting Parties be able to participate in architectural design review 
specifically related to the keyhole arch Girder/Arch bridge that has been determined by the 
MDOT Project Team as their preferred design through comments received in the public outreach 
sessions. Due to the determination of Girder/Arch bridge design, | would like to have the concrete 
piers and the bridge itself be as interesting and aesthetically pleasing (potentially utilizing pier 
form elements of past two bridges) as possible. | appreciate and agree with all defined mitigation 
measures as outlined in the summary for documenting, salvaging and interpreting the historic 
1906 truss bridge as a way to offset its loss. 


= 9 Overpass Rail Bridges: There is concern by the SRRBP Advisory Board members that the 
emulated stone using a form liner will not be visually appealing or cohesive. Is it possible to see 
this treatment in an example elsewhere and can it be shown that it can be successful 
aesthetically? The above-grade rail corridor has a huge visual impact on the City’s older, 
traditional community. In addition, Advisory Board members have concerns with safety and 
maintenance with regard to the extension of the tunnels (specifically Freedom and Centennial 
Lanes); is it possible to have lighting within these overpasses? | would respectfully request to 
have Consulting Parties be able to participate in the design review for construction of the 
adjacent retaining walls and for the proposed concrete extensions of the nine (9) overpasses. 


" Havre de Grace Historic District: The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is a contributing feature 
within the Havre de Grace National Register Historic District (NRHD) and it is also a bisecting 
feature of the District as well. As avoidance of demolition is not feasible, the two new bridges 
and their relationship to the roadway geometry for Otsego Street/Union Avenue (MD 7) as a 
gateway into the City’s historic commercial district (National Main Street, State Arts & 
Entertainment District, and identified Maryland Heritage Area) is critical. As the Track Plans - 
Limit of Disturbance — 9A+9B sheets show, the location of the bridge piers directly impacts the 
road entrance into and between north and south portions of our NRHD. Bridge piers over the 
land portion of the Havre de Grace waterfront are designed to be 160’ apart on-center whereas 
the current piers are 200’ on-center. | respectfully request: 1). another line item for an 
additional adverse effect for the interference with our NRHD and our main road entrance due 
to reduced pier span distance, 2). that mitigation include Consulting Parties be able to 
participate in the concrete pier design/keyhole arch (massing, coloration and aesthetic form) 
review to have input into the final pier form within the limits of engineering, and 3). 
reconsideration for a larger span on the overland portion of the bridge, if possible, due to the 
constriction of the gateway into the center of Havre de Grace. In addition, it is my anticipation 
that all existing walking trails, signature sidewalks and streetscape improvements will be 
reconstructed to take into account the new bridge configuration. 


" Rodgers Tavern: It appears from the Track Plans - Limit of Disturbance — 9A+9B sheets that the 
abutment on the Cecil County side has been moved eastward, which has the very positive benefit 
of opening up the views to and from the Rodgers Tavern NR historic site. This is great news and 
an excellent solution to help preserve the context of that important site. 


As you can see from my comments, my greatest concern is how the two new bridges will contribute to 
the fabric of a really unique and beautiful historic community. The concrete Girder/Arch bridge design 
will be sleeker and have more vertical clearance than the current 1906 bridge but the impact to the 
downtown entrance is substantial because of closer distances between the piers and abutment, double 
bridge (expansion to four tracks) and overall increased number of piers. Is it possible to design the twin 
bridges with wider spans on the Havre de Grace overland portion? How can the bridge expansion and 
its impacts within our NRHD be mitigated is a question that | would like to see addressed in the 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA). The public outreach process for this project through the MDOT 
design team has been excellent and forthright, and | would like to continue the dialogue through final 
design. 


My request for continued participation in the final bridge design relates the adverse effect to the NRHD 
whereas it is a “change in the character of the property’s use or setting” (in this case, the property is the 
NRHD itself). It is my hope that it is appropriate to state these requests during this Section 106 review 
process so that it is considered in an MOA. Having no past experience in these matters nor knowing the 
level of specificity in an MOA, | make these comments respectfully to ensure their inclusion in the public 
record. As for the Effects Assessment (the report), | offer the following comments: 


EFFECTS ASSESSMENT FOR HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


As far as the report itself, EFFECTS ASSESSMENT FOR HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES, | believe that the 
description of the City’s NRHD and, specifically the adjoining structures in the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) were downplayed. The structures that were identified on the Resources Contributing to the NRHD 
on Figure 22 (p. 4-25) were only those immediately adjacent to the bridge and its right-of-way and does 


not cover the entire identified APE. In addition, the adjacent historic building stock that is identified in 
the report is described in the following paragraph: 


Despite the number of contributing historic resources within close proximity to the Project Site, a 
windshield survey of the entire historic district revealed that the more high style buildings in the 
district are located south of the Project Site, with many examples along Union Street. Therefore, 
even though there are some individual structure or clusters of houses that contribute to the 
significance of the historic district, the immediate vicinity of the Project Site is not one of the 
strongest areas within the historic district in terms of architectural integrity. (P. 4-26, EA Report) 


Though this may not be an incorrect statement, it is my understanding that “high style” structures do not 
diminish the value of the Otsego Street corridor or the buildings that are immediately located to the south 
of the bridge as historic resources (Identified areas A-J, Figure 22). An Otsego Street Survey District, HA- 
2048 was performed for a State Highway Otsego Street/MD 7 road resurfacing project by Anne Bruder, 
Architectural Historian for SHA, in 2003. That documentation gives more insight into the collection of 
buildings that were developed in this gateway corridor and stresses their importance within the growth 
and historic development of Havre de Grace. In addition, the City’s NRHD is erroneously cited as HA-1125, 
the Havre de Grace United Methodist Church, not HA-1617 for all references. It is my hope that this 
oversight did not make a difference in the reporting and understanding of the District itself. Lastly, it is 
my belief that American Legion Post #47 (ca. 1835) is NR-eligible. Though it is discussed as a contributing 
structure and treated similarly — and that the findings would not necessarily change the outcome —! would 
like to see more recognition of its importance, specifically since it is immediately south of the bridge. 


Just as a point of interest, the location of American Legion Post #47 is the landing that is referenced 
whenever you see The War of 1812 depicted in images. This is the scene of the British landing by William 
Charles, ca. 1813, Admiral Cockburn Burning and Plundering Havre de Grace. The National Park Service 
(NPS), Maryland Heritage Areas Authority (MHAA), and the City of Havre de Grace contributed greatly to 
the 200" Anniversary Commemoration of The War of 1812 in which Havre de Grace played a role inthe 
British Chesapeake Campaign. In addition, three National Trail Systems (through NPS) converge here at 
the top of the Bay: Captain John Smith National Historic Trail, Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 
and Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route National Historic Trail. 


As for the archeological findings, | cannot speak to this and hope that staff from MHT is advocating on our 
behalf. | do not understand the phase nomenclature (i.e. “Phase 1A”), what that entails and the depth of 
study that implies. | do know the general area of the SRRBP is an area of prior disturbance, however it is 
a very critical archeologic location for seventeenth century colonial settlement. | appreciate the 
opportunity to comment and | have enclosed extensive attachments that show the City’s relationship to 
US history, Havre de Grace town settlement, transportation history and photos to illustrate the context 
of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project within the City and its impact to this region. 


~ Respectfully, 


-Bianne Klair, Planner 


City of Havre de Grace 


CONSIDER THE CONTEXT AND BRIDGE FORM 


Havre de Grace National Register Historic District 


The Havre de Grace NRHD is bisected by the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The gateway to our historic 
downtown commercial district is the bridge itself, and within four blocks a traveler will have traversed 
that entire district, which is a National Main Street District as well as a State-designated Arts & 
Entertainment District. The following photographs show the context for the development of these two 
new bridges and their relationship to our historic community, its downtown and the waterfront. 


Union Avenue/MD 7 Historic Context 

These are photos of Union Avenue/MD 7 streetscapes and historic structures, to include the Havre de 
Grace United Methodist Church (HA-1125) and the Spencer-Silver Mansion (HA-549). Union Avenue is 
one of two principal streets, the other being Congress Avenue, that were designed as wide boulevards in 
1782 when the City was first laid out by its founder, Robert Young Stokes. The Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge is located at its north end, within five blocks of these photo locations. 
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Bridge as Gateway and Backdrop 

These are views to the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge from the northernmost intersection at Union 
Avenue/MD 7 and St. John Street. Streetscape enhancements were constructed through MD State 
Highway Administration twenty years ago and provided a street-level gateway with the imposing 1906 
truss bridge as a backdrop. The above-grade track embankment is anticipated to be faced with a retaining 
wall through the historic portions of Havre de Grace. 


North Section of the National Register Historic District 

These photos are of the north end of the NRHD, which is separated from the bulk of the district by the 
railroad, and show views to the Susquehanna River and bridge from the Otsego/Ontario Street 
communities. This may have been the earliest settled section of Havre de Grace prior to the Revolutionary 
War, where the earliest ferry crossing would have been across from Rodgers Tavern in Perryville. The 
early colonial settlement was referred to as Susquehanna Lower Ferry and a crossing was established by 
the mid-seventeenth century. 


The Bridge Defines the Setting 

The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is literally the gateway to the City of Havre de Grace’s historic 
downtown, as evidenced by the photo below with the monument entrance sign located directly under 
the bridge itself. All of these views are within four blocks of the bridge structure and show its relationship 
to the City’s waterfront and the region, with vantage points from both north (from Havre de Grace Marina) 
and south (Tidewater Grill Restaurant). In addition, it is immediately north of the American Legion Post 
#47 building (HA- 790, Abraham Jarrett Thomas House) c. 1835, which was identified as a contributing 
structure in the report as opposed to NR-eligible. 


Early Maps 

The Robert Young Stokes Original Plat from 1782 allowed for the sale and renting of lots for the 
development of Havre de Grace, when the name was codified. The community was incorporated in 1785 
after his death. The existing 1906 truss bridge and the current Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is 


located at the northernmost edge of this surveyed area. 
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The Peter Leslie Hopper Plan of the City of Havre de Grace from 1889 really shows the town development 
and favorable location for railroad construction. From a land form standpoint, Havre de Grace presented 
the shortest distance and opportunity for overland transportation for tidewater Maryland and proved a 
major link for the Atlantic seaboard since the earliest history of the nation. Within this map, one can see 
the original outline of the Stokes plat as well as the railroad spur/ferry landing at St. Clair Street (now 
Pennington Avenue) and the first railroad bridge which was located just south of today’s truss structure. 
Located at the very top of the Chesapeake Bay, the Havre de Grace — Perryville river crossing is an iconic 
location. 


DIY, Hopkins 


4 DM Cabe 
\ 
(2B — Psp Cw a 


Ww 


ISLAND 


FALMER 


Jno, Mitchell 


R 


Goa i Afitcholl 


ER RATA A CERT CM at EE SR SS REP ED EES TIT RIE IE A Ma NESE CT HT OT 


aN VIDIO ST Ey, 
a 
a¥ 


3-74 


bat 39°", 


ae 


Havre de Grace National Register Historic District 
500 0 500 1000 1500 Feet 
2 


Map aiso refers to Local Historic District for 
amendments to Ordinance No. 815 


Havre de Grace during The War of 1812 

This iconic image is a scene of Admiral Cockburn and British troops landing in Havre de Grace on the 
morning of May 3, 1813. The lithograph was created by William Charles immediately following the event 
and shows the Sears Tavern (on the left) fully engulfed in flames. The location for this land is the current 
site of the ca. 1835 Abraham Jarrett Thomas House (HA-790), today’s American Legion Post #47. The 
following images, Including logo, w were taken directly from the Maryland Historical Society website: 
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Admiral Cockburn Burning and Plundering Havre 
de Grace on the 1st of June 1813 
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Funded through the National Park Service and Maryland Heritage Areas Authority, the following are just 
a few of the wayside signs and displays that are located throughout the City depicting The War of 1812. 


Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 
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British Rear Admiral George 
Cockburn led the Upper Bay 


campaign of the War of 1812. 


Image courtesy National Maritime 
Museum, Greenwich, London 


www.starspangledtrail.net 
www.nps.gov/stsp 
www.hdgtourism.com 


Congreve 12-pound Shell Rocket, circa 1808. 
Congreve rockets were used by the British to 
create chaos and terror as they raided 

Havre de Grace during the War of 1812. 


Image © Brown University Library 


www.starspangledtrail.net 
Wwww.nps.gov/stsp 
www.hdgtourism.com 


Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 


- No Respect 


St. John’s Episcopal Church survived the British 
attack on Havre de Grace, May 3, 1813. The enemy spared 
the 1809 structure but damaged the interior. According to a 
Dewspepe “Finding nothing to steal [the raiders} 

ed the window{s] with brick bats 


Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 
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Rodgers House miraculoi 
burning attack on Havre de G) 
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Commodore John Rodgers is credited with firing the 
first shot of the war, June 23, 1812. His son, John 
Rodgers, born at the family home Sion Hill, commanded [es 
ironciads in the Civil War. in ail, the Rodgers family 
www.starspangledtrail.net re includes four generations of naval officers. 


www.nps.gov/stsp 


Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 


Several buildings survived the fires of the 
British attack, including three town icons. 


St. John's Church 
100 Nowh Limon Avert 

‘The British destroyed 
the church's windows, 
altar, and pews, but left 
the walls standing. The 
congregation was able to 
rebuild, and the church is 
still used today. 


Blizabeth Rodgers House 
28 North Wawungton Street 
Owned by Colonel John 
Rodgers and his wife 
Elizabeth, this home 
Survived the attack on 
Havre de Grace even 
though it was set on fire 
and extinguished at least 
three times. 


Star-Spangled Banner National Historic 
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British Attacks: 
April 29 - May 6, 1813 
* Frenchtown: April 29 
2 Elkton: defended Ap 
» Havre de Grace: May 3 


sit: defended May 3 
* Principio tron Foundry: May 3 
* Georgetown: May 6 
* Fredericktown: May 6 
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U.S. Department 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
of Transportation Washington, DC 20590 


Federal Railroad 
Administration 


July 15, 2016 
Tina Cappetta 
Superintendent 
Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail 
2400 East Fort Avenue 


Baltimore, MD 21230 
(tina_cappetta@nps.gov) 


RE: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Dear Ms. Cappetta: 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is providing grant funding to the Maryland 
Department of Transportation (MDOT) for preliminary engineering and environmental analysis 
for replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Maryland. FRA and MDOT, in coordination with the 
Maryland Transit Administration and Amtrak, are studying various alternatives to improve this 
rail crossing along the heavily traveled Northeast Corridor. As part of the analysis, FRA must 
consider the potential effects of the bridge replacement project (Project) on historic properties in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 
Information about the Project, including Section 106 materials, is available here: 
http://susrailbridge.com/. Also, enclosed is a map of known historic architectural properties in 
the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. 


As part of on-going Section 106 consultation for the Project, staff from the Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National Historic Trail (CAJO) recently requested that FRA consider whether the 
Project may affect historic properties associated with National Historic Trails (NHT) in the 
project vicinity, specifically CAJO, the Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route NHT, 
and the Star-Spangled Banner NHT. 


To that end, FRA is contacting you to request any information you may have that could be 
helpful in determining whether there may be historic properties associated with the Star- 
Spangled Banner NHT that FRA should consider in the Section 106 process. Examples of 
relevant documentation may include cultural resources surveys, comprehensive management 
plans, conservation strategies, historic context studies, etc. If you have a planner or cultural 
resources professional on staff, we also request that you provide his/her contact information if 
you would prefer that FRA contact him/her directly. 


If you or your staff would like to discuss this request, I can be reached at (202) 366-0340 or 
laura.shick @dot.gov. Thank you in advance for any assistance you may be able to provide. 
Sincerely, 


“Mr phic. 


Laura Shick 

Federal Preservation Officer 

Environmental & Corridor Planning Division 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 


cc: Brandon Bratcher, FRA 
Dan Reagle, MTA 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Tim Tamburrino, Maryland Historical Trust 
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U.S. Department 1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
of Transportation Washington, DC 20590 


Federal Railroad 
Administration 


July 15, 2016 


Joseph DiBello 

Superintendent, National Park Service 

Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary 
Route National Historic Trail 

200 Chestnut Street, 3rd Floor 

Philadelphia, PA 19016 


(joe_dibello @nps.gov) 


RE: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Dear Mr. DiBello: 


The Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) is providing grant funding to the Maryland 
Department of Transportation (MDOT) for preliminary engineering and environmental analysis 
for replacement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge between the City of Havre de Grace, 
Maryland and the Town of Perryville, Maryland. FRA and MDOT, in coordination with the 
Maryland Transit Administration and Amtrak, are studying various alternatives to improve this 
rail crossing along the heavily traveled Northeast Corridor. As part of the analysis, FRA must 
consider the potential effects of the bridge replacement project (Project) on historic properties in 
accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (Section 106). 
Information about the Project, including Section 106 materials, is available here: 
http://susrailbridge.com/. Also, enclosed is a map of known historic architectural properties in 
the Project’s Area of Potential Effects. 


As part of on-going Section 106 consultation for the Project, staff from the Captain John Smith 
Chesapeake National Historic Trail (CAJO) recently requested that FRA consider whether the 
Project may affect historic properties associated with National Historic Trails (NHT) in the 
project vicinity, specifically CAJO, the Washington-Rochambeau Revolutionary Route NHT, 
and the Star-Spangled Banner NHT. 


To that end, FRA is contacting you to request any information you may have that could be 
helpful in determining whether there may be historic properties associated with the Washington- 
Rochambeau NHT that FRA should consider in the Section 106 process. Examples of relevant 
documentation may include cultural resources surveys, comprehensive management plans, 
conservation strategies, historic context studies, etc. If you have a planner or cultural resources 
professional on staff, we also request that you provide his/her contact information if you would 
prefer that FRA contact him/her directly. 


If you or your staff would like to discuss this request, I can be reached at (202) 366-0340 or 
laura.shick @dot.gov. Thank you in advance for any assistance you may be able to provide. 


Sincerely, 


“Mr, plc. 


Laura Shick 

Federal Preservation Officer 

Environmental & Corridor Planning Division 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 


cc: Brandon Bratcher, FRA 
Dan Reagle, MTA 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Tim Tamburrino, Maryland Historical Trust 


Mayor 
James L. Eberhardt 


Commissioners 
° Robert R. Ashby Jr. 
Town Administrator Alan Fox 
CIT Michelle Linkey 


Denise Breder 
Raymond A. Ryan III 


Grounded in history. Focused on the future. 


July 15, 2016 


Mr. Michael M. Johnsen, Acting Division Chief 

Environmental & Corridor Planning, Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
Federal Rail Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Washington, DC 20590 


Dear Mr. Johnsen, 


Thank you for providing opportunity to comment on the Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural 
Resources Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project (SRRBP), Perryville, Cecil County, Havre de Grace, 
Harford County, Maryland for Review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. My 
response is as the Consulting Party on behalf of the Town of Perryville. The information that was 
provided was very thorough, and | offer the following comments on the information provided: 


e Susquehanna River Rail Bridge: This comment is in support of the comments provided by the 
City of Havre de Grace. The City’s request was for the Consulting Parties to be able to 
participate in architectural design review specifically related to the keyhole arch Girder / Arch 
Bridge. It is likewise important to Perryville that the concrete pier and the bridge itself be as 
interesting and aesthetically pleasing as possible, therefore | agree with and echo that request. 
Further, | also agree with the mitigation measures planned for the historic 1906 truss bridge, 
and | thank you for the plan to develop the HAER documentation, exhibits, video, and 
educational documents, and particularly for the planned development of an interpretive exhibit 
for the Perryville Railroad Museum. | would add that a video of the swing span bridge in 
operation is important to capture for historic documentation purposes. 


e 9 Overpass Rail Bridges: While the visual impact resulting from the extension of the bridges in 
Perryville’s downtown is not as substantial as it is to Havre de Grace’s downtown, | too am 
concerned that the emulated stone using a form liner will not be visually appealing or cohesive. 
| mirror Havre de Grace’s comment and respectfully request to have Consulting Parties be able 
to participate in the design review for construction of the adjacent retaining walls and for the 
proposed concrete extensions of the overpasses. 


e Havre de Grace Historic District: The SRRBP impacts to Havre de Grace and the Havre de Grace 
Historic District are substantial. Though clearly no direct impact on Perryville, | nonetheless 
support and respectfully request that you decide to the approve the City of Havre de Grace’s 
requests as follows: 1) another line item for an additional adverse effect for the interference 
with our NRHD and our main road entrance due to reduced pier span distance, 2) that 
mitigation include Consulting Parties be able to participate in the concrete pier design / 
keyhole arch (massing, coloration and aesthetic form) review to have input into the final pier 
form within the limits of engineering, and 3) reconsideration for a larger span on the overland 


515 Broad Street, RO. Box 773, Perryville, Maryland 21903-0773 
Phone (410)642-6066, Fax (410)642-6391 


www.perryvillemd.org 


portion of the bridge, if possible, due to the constriction of the gateway into the center of 
Havre de Grace. 


e Rodgers Tavern: It is particularly important to Perryville that the effects to Rodgers Tavern be 
minimized. The plans for the landing in Perryville include moving the retaining wall 44 feet 
closer to the tavern, making the distance between the tracks and the tavern approximately 57 
feet. | agree with the proposed mitigation to minimize the visual adverse effect from the tavern 
by making the retaining wall as aesthetically pleasing as possible. | also appreciate the plan to 
open up the views from the historic Rodgers Tavern site, as requested by the Town, by adding a 
span in Perryville and moving the abutment eastward. Though, | understand that by doing this, 
there will be impacts to Broad Street / Avenue A, the design of which is important to the Town. 
Additionally, the Summary Table in the June 13, 2016 letter states that the development and 
implementation of a Construction Protection Plan (CPP) for Rodgers Tavern will mitigate for 
possible construction related damage to the tavern. | concur with the need for the CPP, 
realizing, as mentioned above, that the retaining wall will come within 57 feet of the tavern, and 
likely the construction work will be much closer than that, it is vitally important to protect the 
Rodgers Tavern NR historic site during the construction period through the development and 
implementation of a CPP. Bearing all of the above comments in mind, | respectfully request 
that the Consulting Parties be able to participate in the design plans specifically related to the 
landing in Perryville, as well as in the development of the CPP for protection of the Rodgers 
Tavern NR historic site. 


e Perryville Railroad Station: In regard to the Perryville Railroad Station, section 5.8 of the 
report, | thank you for the plan to avoid adverse effect to the Perry Interlocking Tower by 
shifting the Interlocking Tower slightly within the Amtrak ROW versus demolition of the tower, 
and to further mitigate through the preparation of HAER documentation as mentioned in the 
table in the June 13 letter. Additionally, in section 5.8 of the report, it was stated that there are 
no plans to alter the bridge carrying the south leg of the wye track over Broad Street, but that 
“if the plans change and the bridge needs to be altered, Amtrak will ensure that plans are 
developed in accordance...massing.” | respectfully request if the plans do change and the 
bridge is altered, that the Consulting Parties be allowed to participate in the design of the 
alterations to that bridge. 


| appreciate the monumental scope of work that is undertaken by this effort to design and ultimately 
replace the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. The City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville are 
the two communities that will have the most direct impact from the SRRBP, therefore, | thank you for 
the many opportunities for public involvement and for accepting comments from and working with the 
SRRBP Advisory Board, the City of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville. 


Sincerely, 


Denise Breder 
Town Administrator 


Lower Susquehanna 
Heritage Greenway, Inc. 
4948 Conowingo Road 
Darlington, Maryland 21034 
410-457-2482 
Ishginfo@comcast.net 
www.hitourtrails.com 


July 18, 2016 


Mr. Michael M. Johnsen, Acting Division Chief 

Environmental & Corridor Planning, Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
Federal Rail Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Washington, DC 20590 


RE: Consulting Party Comments: Susquehanna Rail Bridge 
Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources 


Dear Mr. Johnsen: 


We are grateful for the opportunity to review and provide comments for the 
Susquehanna Rail Bridge project. We believe this to be the most significant 
capital project to impact our community, heritage area and byway for the past 
110 years. Further, it is our position that this project will significantly impact the 
communities of Havre de Grace, Perryville and surrounding areas for the next 
100+ years or so; therefore, we all need to get it right. 


The Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway Inc. (LSHG) is a non-profit 
organization who administers a state certified heritage area and state scenic 
byway. The above project is within the boundaries of both, therefore the 
following comments reflect our opinion as to consistency or not with both the 
heritage area and byway plans. The activities of the LSHG and all other state 
certified heritage areas is supervised by the Maryland Heritage Areas Authority 
(MHAA), an independent unit of state government that oversees the 
implementation of local management plans within a system of certified heritage 
areas. Heritage area certification requires the legislative adoption and 
maintenance of the area management plan and its incorporation into local 
master plans. 


In accordance with the Maryland Heritage Areas’ statute (Financial Institutions 
Article, Title 13, Subtitle 11, Annotated Code of Maryland), state government 
agencies are required to cooperate and coordinate within certified heritage 
areas to assure compatibility of their actions with the management plan for the 


heritage area. | have enclosed the program guidance for state units (Attachment 1), and hereby 
request a compatibility review and consultation on the following topics: 


1. Architectural design of the bridge; Over-pass rail bridges and retaining wall 
design; 

2. Impact mitigation on the Havre de Grace historic district/ Perryville historic 
resources; specifically, the Abraham Jarrett Thomas House (HA-790) which was 
left out of the study; 

3. The proposed road network and gateway into two national trail systems, a 
proposed national scenic byway through the historic towns of Havre de Grace 
and Perryville; 

4. Elimination of the 1866 bridge piers; and 

5. Reestablishment of a bicycle / pedestrian river crossing that existed from 1866- 
1943 between Perryville and Havre de Grace on the abandon piers. 


General Comments: 


We have reviewed and support the comments provided by the City of Havre de Grace and the 

Town of Perryville specifically with regard to their request for participation in the architectural 
design related to the materials used for the bridge piers, overpass and retaining walls. We join 
them in expressing our desire to collaborate and ultimately achieve compatibility with minimal 
negative community impact. 


The loss of the stone undergrade bridges will have a major impact on the “character” that the 
railroad imparts to the community. Their unique character, which is an iconic American 
feature, is part of the “draw” for railroad enthusiasts. Additional renderings of what will 
replace these undergrade bridges should be provided. It is unclear if you propose to emulate 
the existing stone in pattern and color. 


Based on the proposed bridge height, this report states that the Martha Lewis will no longer be 
able to travel north to Port Deposit and Susquehanna State Park. Is bridge clearance the only 
limitation now and in the future? How does this movement restriction impact the use and 
operation of our “floating museum”. What comments have you received from the Martha 
Lewis? What mitigation efforts will you offer the vessel? 


Additional renderings of proposed changes should be included in the report so there is some 
record of what is expected to occur. The consulting parties will likely offer additional 
comments once visual representations are provided. 


Page by page comments: 


Page/Section Summary / Comment or Request 


1-5; paragraph 3 Information used to prepare this report will also be used in the 
development of an Environmental Assessment (EA). 


The LSHG wishes to review baseline information and have the opportunity to consult 
and comment on the EA. 


1-6, paragraph 1 Project team considered input provided through public outreach 
efforts, coordination with local officials, Section 106 consulting party 
meetings, interagency review meetings, and other stakeholder 
meetings. 


Outreach, information and input should also be sought from state and federal elected 
officials given the size, scope and financial support needed for this project. 


Page 1-8, paragraph 4 Approach Structures: This will require extending the culvert at 
Lilly/ Lewis Run crossing. 


Lilly run is the source of city-wide flooding problems during certain weather conditions. 
The City of Havre de Grace commissioned the Lilly Run Improvement Plan (May 9, 2007) 
and filed a Join Permit Application to MDE in March of 2010. It appears that the culvert 
referenced in the project may have an impact on the plan as it is near the Oak 
interlocking MP63.5. Additionally, The Harford County Board of Education has selected 
the adjacent parcel for the construction of a new Havre de Grace High School. 
Remediation efforts for Lilly Run are part of the over-all high school construction plans. 
Design is complete and construction is pending the availability local funding to match 
State of Maryland funds. See the diagram on the next page. Consultation with the City 
of Havre de Grace and Board of Education capital planning division is necessary. I’m 
happy to direct you to the appropriate personnel. 
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RECOMMENDED 


ADDITIONAL FEATURES OF 
LILLY RUN IMPROVEMENT 


PROGRAM RELATING TO © 


EXHIBIT 2: Revised 2013 concept for Lilly Run Improvement Program Flood Control area 


Page 2-1, paragraph 3 MHT approved the list of consulting parties 


After review of this document, we recommend that the following organizations be 
permitted to provide technical input: Havre de Grace Historic District Commission, 
Havre de Grace Main Street Inc., Harford and Cecil County Archeological Society, 

Captain John Smith National Historic Trail office, and the Chesapeake Conservancy. 


Page 2-1, paragraph 6 Project should have a strong historic transportation theme. 


We strongly agree and recommend interpretation of American Indian trails; the Kings 
highway; ferry boat routes, canal routes, rail and vehicle crossings that all occurred 
within the project area. The King’s highway was a roughly 1,300-mile (2,100 km) road 
laid out from 1650 to 1735 in the American colonies. It was built on the order of Charles 
Il of England who directed his colonial governors to link Charleston, South Carolina and 
Boston, Massachusetts. Today in this area, it follows portions of MD Rt. 7 (Old Post 
Road) and crosses the Susquehanna at Susquehanna Lower Ferry (modern day Havre de 
Grace at the American Legion and Perryville Rodgers Tavern). 
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Page 2-2, last paragraph Phase IA Archeological Assessment has been completed. 


The LSHG requests the opportunity to review and provide comments on this document 
as it has not been made available to the consulting parties. Given the sensitivity of this 
information, we request the opportunity to consult with the Maryland Commission of 
Indian Affairs. 


Page 3-1, paragraph 2 Initial European Contact (1600-1650) 


It is well documented, and archeological evidence shows, that the project area had 
human presence during the Paleo-Indian periods (13,000-7,500 B.C.) with habitation 
during the late Archaic and Early Woodland Periods. Specifically, Garrett Island is a 
documented American Indian settlement. It is a serious over-site to begin a description 
of the area’s history in European context, thus excluding thousands of years of human 
activity. The minor references that have been made are not area, but region specific. It 
is our recommendation that further investigation be conducted in this area and at such 
time we request the opportunity to consult with appropriate parties and review any 
additional information as it relates to this project. 


Page 3-3, paragraph 2 John Rogers Ferry 


The Harford County site of the ferry (opposite Rodgers Tavern in Perryville) is at the 
present day American Legion. 


Page 3-3, paragraph 4 Garrett Island trading post — additional important information 


Garrett Island is the only rock island in the tidal waters of the Chesapeake and in 1622 
was awarded to Edward Palmer as part of a land grant by King James | of England. In 
1637, it was established by William Claiborne as a trading post and the 1643 Proprietary 
Government of Maryland (now the Maryland General Assembly) ordered its fortification 
and on it built Fort Conquest. Garrett Island was the first settlement in Cecil County and 
once home to John C. Paca, grandson of William B. Paca signer of the Declaration of 
Independence and Governor of Maryland. We request this additional significant 
information be included in this report. 


Page 3-4 paragraphs 1-2 Agricultural — Industrial Transition Period (1815-1870) 


The National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom: The underground railroad 
played a role in our local history. The Perryville Railroad Ferry and Station Site has been 
evaluated by the National Park Service and has been deemed the site as making a 
significant contribution to the Underground Railroad. Details are discussed in the 
attached article (Attachment 2) on Amtrak’s website, A History of America’s Railroad, 
http://history.amtrak.com/blogs/blog/exploring-underground-railroad-heritage-sites 


Page 3-4 paragraph 3 Industrialization and Modern Period: Railroad 


Reference to the 1866 Susquehanna Bridge is given little significance; however, it was 
used for pedestrian and vehicular travel between Perryville and Havre de Grace linking 
the northeastern corridor of the United States from 1866 - 1943. This double-decker 
bridge pre-dates the US Route 40 Hatem and I-95 Tydings Bridges. 


In 1943, as the United State entered into WWII, scrap medal was scarce, therefore the 
double-decker bridge was sacrificed for re-use to make 60 tanks for our national 
defense. 


The stone piers ID # HA-836 (Maryland Historic Site Survey), designated in the Lower 
Susquehanna Heritage Greenway Management Plan as architectural resources, are an 
important reminder of the perils of war and community sacrifice. (Attachment 3) 


The stone piers should be maintained and repurposed for a pedestrian crossing in 
accordance with the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway Management Plan. This 
project is described in-depth throughout the LSHG plan, therefore we are requesting 
consultation on this issue in accordance with the guidance document provided. 
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Page 3-4 paragraph 4 Industrialization and Modern Period: Railroad 


Reference to the Wiley Company should also include that 32 tunnel sections for the I-95 
tunnel under Baltimore Harbor, each of which was 320 feet long by 82 feet wide by 40 


feet deep was made on site in Port Deposit. 


Page 4-3 and 4-4; Properties considered not eligible for NR 


| have attached a list of historic properties in Perryville and Havre de Grace from the 
LSHG Management Plan. Each property listed meets the State of Maryland standards 
for historic property income tax credit. This list should be reviewed and compared with 


those identified in this assessment. (Attachment 4) 


Please explain why the 43 structures in Perryville that were evaluated were deemed not 
eligible for designation. In subsequent appendices it is noted that the reason for not 
including part of Perryville in the National Register was that the structures lacked 
sufficient material integrity. It would be helpful if this was noted in the main text and an 


explanation of sufficient material integrity was provided. 


Property item # 70 — Havre de Grace train station ruins. This site is specifically listed in 
the LSHG Management Plan master capital project list for re-development on or near 

the original platform. The goal is to compliment the Perryville station on the north side 
with a Havre de Grace station on the south side. Details can be provided upon request. 
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Page 4-5 Identification of cultural resources eligible for NR 


It is notable that two architectural resources listed as significant for protection in the 
LSHG Management Plan are not listed in this assessment: 


1. The Abraham Jarrett Thomas House (HA-790) at 501 St. John Street, Havre de 
Grace was not evaluated. A copy of the Maryland Historic trust site survey is 
attached (Attachment 5) 

2. Old railroad bridge pilings (HA-836). A copy of the Maryland Historic trust site 
survey is attached (Attachment 3). 


The LSHG requests consultation and further review of these sites for action and 
mitigation of adverse effects. A list of the National Register of Historic Places properties 
within the heritage area is attached for review. (Attachment 6) 


Page 4-7 Havre de Grace Architectural Resource Map (Figure 5) 


This map should be updated to reflect individual properties instead of lumped into a 
“district”. It should be similar to the Perryville map (Figure 6). 


Page 49, paragraph 4 Havre de Grace Historic District 


It appears that the integrity of the district in totality is heavily weighted against the 
significance of individual sites, therefore different standards are applied to Havre de 
Grace and Perryville. The characterization of the district as having “suffered from a loss 
of architectural integrity, along with some modern intrusions” seems to influence the 
valuation of your assessment. The LSHG requests that more work be done on individual 
sites provided from our management plan. 


Page 4-11 Havre de Grace Historic District Photo Key (Figure 8) 


This map illustrates the varied styles of architecture found in the historic district; 
however, it is not representative of the properties listed in my Attachments 4 and 6. 
Updates should be made or a separate map included. 


Page 4-12 Photo 8 


This photo is labeled the American Legion and former Lafayette Hotel which is correct; 
however, it is also the Abraham Jarrett Thomas House (HA-790) at 501 St. John Street. 
This property is historically significant and has not been properly identified or reviewed. 
As noted earlier, a copy of the Maryland Historic trust site survey is attached 
(Attachment 5). 


Page 4-13 Photo 10 


It is unclear why this photo is listed to show a house that has been moved. It has been 
verified that the house is still there. 


Page 4-15 Photo 14 


This is the first permanent Roman Catholic Church in Havre de Grace. Previously a small 
framed mission church, it was built in what is now Mt. Erin Cemetery overlooking the 
City of Havre de Grace. The mission church operated from 1840-1847. The church 
pictured in photo 14 was erected of Port Deposit granite in 1847 and operated until 
1908 when St. Patrick’s moved to its current location on corner of Congress Avenue and 
Stokes Street. This property should be evaluated given the age, history, architectural 
design and proximity to the rail project although it is briefly referenced on pages 4-25 
and 4-26 and in Figure 22. 


The connecting parcel known as was the rectory for St. Patrick’s Catholic Church. This 
property is located at 425N. Stokes Street (HA-1175) was built in 1862. A copy of the 
Maryland Historic trust site survey is attached. (Attachment 7). This property should be 
evaluated given the age, history, architectural design and proximity to the rail project. 


Page 4-26 and 4-27, references to Freedom and Centennial Lanes 


Havre de Grace was a primary destination on the eastern route of the Underground 
Railroad in Maryland. Slaves were able to ferry across the Susquehanna from Havre de 
Grace to Perryville in route to safe sites above the Mason Dixon line in the free states of 
Pennsylvania and New York. Freedom and Centennial Lanes and undergrade bridges 
(proposed to be replaced) honor the paths that slaves took to freedom and the people 
of Havre de Grace that offered aid and comfort. It is our recommendation that further 
investigation be conducted in this area to determine the relationship to the 
Underground Railroad. If additional information is uncovered, the LSHG requests the 
opportunity to review and consult with the appropriate parties on how this might 
impact the project. 


In October of 2014, Amtrak announced the acceptance of the Perryville Railroad Ferry 
and Station Site into the National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom. See 
Attachment 2. 


Page 4-31 Principio Furnace 


Joseph Whitaker built a Mansion House on property in 1836. It is used as an 
interpretative site for the history and culture of the Iron Works. The Mansion should be 
evaluated for architectural significance to the area and additional information should be 
included in this assessment. 


Page 4-33 Existing Railroad bridge, adjacent granite pilings and 9 undergrade bridges. 


It is noted in this report that the railroad bridge, granite pilings and 9 undergrade 
bridges have been evaluated and determined not to be eligible for National Register. 
The bridge HA-1712 (Attachment 8) and pilings HA-836 (Attachment 3) are eligible for 
state designation. All are listed as important resources within the LSHG Management 
Plan therefore we are requesting consultation on this issue in accordance with the 
guidance document provided. 


Furthermore, the dismissal of the idea to re-use the granite pilings for a pedestrian 
crossing or scenic overlook is in direct conflict with the LSHG Management Plan and 
various river-crossing initiatives. Additionally, it denies these communities the ability to 
regain the lost connection between Havre de Grace and Perryville that was used for 77 
years. 


In 2002, the Maryland Department of Transportation conducted the Susquehanna River 
Pedestrian Bridge Crossing Feasibility Study. A copy of the report is available upon 
request. Among the long-term recommendations was a pedestrian bridge between 
Havre de Grace and Perryville. Recently MDTA implemented one of the study’s non- 
bridge alternatives by permitting bicyclists on the Rt 40 Hatem Bridge. 


It is our belief that the existing abandoned piers could be re-purposed and / or 
segments salvaged and incorporated into a new pedestrian bridge. The pedestrian 
bridge could be constructed at the appropriate height to permit navigation or have a 
cantilever or drawbridge design. Alternatively, the second span of the “new railroad 
bridge” can be designed to accommodate a pedestrian path like on the Amtrak Bridge in 
Portland, Oregon, Harper’s Ferry, Virginia and Cologne, Germany. See next page. 


Photo credit: Amtrak passenger train shares bridge with trail over Willamette River, 
Portland, Oregon; photo by Stuart Macdonald, August, 2008 
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Harper’s Ferry, Virginia 


Cologne, Germany 


We have determined that community mitigation is necessary, should all of these 
resources be demolished as planned. In addition to actions listed, we asking for a re- 
evaluation of the materials used for the bridge piers, overpass and retaining walls. Form 
line concrete may be inconsistent with the historic character of the community. 


We would like to work with you to develop a sufficient interpretative, recreation and 
educational plan for the project area. We believe there are substantive themes such as 
transportation paths and trails that can address American Indian, ferry, canal, rail, 
vehicular and pedestrian movement. 


Page 5-4 and Pages 5-11-17 The Undergrade Bridges 


Existing and proposed renderings should be developed and shared with the consulting 
parties for input. 


Page 5-6 and 5-7 Photo 46 and 49 


We recommend the design style of arched piers with girder approach with main arch 
span to be architecturally consistent with the Rt 40 bridge and existing structures. 


Page 5-19 Lilly Run Undergrade Bridge 


See previous comments concerning Lilly Run Improvement Plan and construction of a 
new Havre de Grace High School. 


Page 5-21 Alternative 9A or 9B 


After review of the design plans provided with this report and the potential property 
impact graphic for both alternatives, it is critical that the consulting parties be provided 
with more details to properly evaluate the impact. The chart on page 5-21 illustrates 
the distance from each building to the track for both alternatives; however, | would like 
to see a chart that shows the distance from all eight properties /clusters to the tracks 
for both alternatives. There is discussion in this section of moving the tracks closer to 
historic structures, but there is no explanation of why this relocation was deemed to 
have no impact on the structures. Depictions or examples from other areas showing 
what is proposed would be helpful in understanding potential impact 


The visual and noise effects of moving the tracks 44 feet closer to Rogers Tavern is a 
concern. The graphic depicting the retaining wall is helpful in understanding the visual 
impact. A stone facing wall would likely match the historic character of the area. 


In contrast, we have utilized pictometry to determine that the abandoned pilings are 
between 172.7 fee and 205.6 feet from the closest new rail line. This is more than 
sufficient distance for a pedestrian crossing. It will be interesting to contrast the 
proximity to effected private properties. 


Be Seah Atess 


Enter address or landmark 


Page 5-25 


Additional information on how the use of stone does not meet current engineering 
design standards should be provided. Given that it is used internationally as a reliable 
building source, was the determination base upon cost, policy or agency preference? 


Page 5-27 


Additional study is needed on the potential loss of these sites. Are any of these 
properties listed on the Harford County or State of Maryland registry of historic 


properties? The LSHG is requesting additional information and evaluation of each site 
so that a determination can be made. What community mitigation is proposed? Should 
these properties be removed from the Havre de Grace Historic District? 


Page 5-30 


The LSHG supports the Town of Perryville’s request to participate in the architectural 
design and materials used in the retaining wall. The materials selected should be 
consistent with and compliment the architectural design of Rodger’s Tavern. At this 
time, we have concerns over the use of concrete form liner that emulates stone. 
Natural stone may be a better alternative due to the scale and proximity to Rodgers 
Tavern. 


Page 6-1 Summary Recommendations 


Can you provide this chart electronically so that we can respond to each adverse effect 
with a summary of our above comments and recommendations? We will expedite the 
return to that completed document. 


Page 6-3 Mitigation measures 


We concur with the measures listed; however, the LSHG wishes to work with the 
consulting parties to develop a sufficient interpretative, recreation and educational plan 
for the project area. We propose that the plan will address input submitted from all 
consulting parties. We believe a community mitigation plan is necessary and should be 
developed by the community consulting parties priority to construction permit 
approval. 


Finally, Underneath the existing rail bridge on the Havre de Grace side is a stone sign that reads 
“Havre de Grace”. The stone used in this sign was re-purposed during the addition to Havre de 
Grace City Hall in 2002. Originally those stones were part of a set of exterior columns and were 
mined locally. It is my hope that when the sign is demolished the stone will be salvaged and 
re-used for a similar purpose. 


Thank you for the opportunity to provide our comments. We look forward to working with you 
as a consulting party and as we fulfill out statutory heritage area obligation. 


Please feel free to contact me at 410-808-6118 or at maryann@upperbaytrails.com if you 
would like more information or explanation of these comments. 


Sincerely, 


Wau, h. Kpoaate 


Mary Ann Lisanti 
Executive Director 
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Maryland Heritage Areas Authority Program Guidance 


Coordination between State Units and 
Certified Heritage Area Management Entities 


Introduction 


The Maryland Heritage Areas Authority and the Maryland system of recognized and 
certified heritage areas were established in 1996 by Chapter 601 (House bill 1), 1996 
Laws of Maryland (Financial Institutions Article, Title 13, Subtitle 11, Annotated Code 
of Maryland - the heritage areas statute). This legislation is designed to promote historic 
preservation and areas of natural beauty in order to stimulate economic development 
through tourism. Heritage areas are discrete geographic areas or regions with a 
distinctive sense of place embodied in their historic buildings, neighborhoods, traditions, 
and natural features. They may be rural or urban places, where private ownership is 
anticipated to predominate but where development can be creatively guided to attract 
tourism. 


The Maryland Heritage Areas Authority (MHAA), an independent unit of State 
government created by the heritage areas statute, oversees implementation of this heritage 
preservation and tourism initiative. The Authority is housed in the Maryland Department 
of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) and is provided administrative staff 
by DHCD's Division of Historical and Cultural Programs. 


The statute establishes a process for heritage areas to become recognized and certified by 
meeting certain criteria, including the development of a heritage area management plan. 
Heritage area management plans must set forth the strategies, projects, programs, actions, 
and partnerships that will be necessary for an area to achieve its goals. The purpose of the 
management plan is threefold: 


e to provide a strategic action blueprint for coordinating the many collaborative 
efforts required to develop a successful heritage area; 

e to enable the key stakeholders to reach consensus on the roles each will play in 
implementation of the management plan; and 

e to determine the optimum investment of public resources necessary to trigger the 
significant private investment commitments of dollars, energy, and programmatic 
support that will make the heritage area sustainable over time. 


If the Maryland Heritage Areas Authority approves the management plan, the heritage 
area is designated as a Certified Heritage Area (CHA) and becomes, in shorthand, a 
“heritage enterprise zone.” Certified Heritage Area benefits include eligibility for grants 
and loan assistance for acquisition, development, public interpretation, and programming, 
as well as tax incentives for the rehabilitation of non-designated historic buildings and 
non-historic buildings in active tourism use. In addition, State government agencies are 
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required to cooperate and coordinate within CHAs to assure compatibility of their actions 
with the management plan for the heritage area. 


This Program Guidance offers suggested strategies for CHA management entities and 
State Units to fulfill their respective responsibilities under the statute. The MHAA 
encourages CHA management entities and State Units to develop effective working 
relationships and partnerships that foster open communication, cooperation, and 
coordination. Through coordinated planning efforts, State Units and CHA management 
entities can help ensure that the actions of State Units are developed and implemented in 
an appropriate manner that not only meets the needs and goals of specific State Unit 
activities, but also are consistent with the strategies and interests of the relevant CHA. 


Background 


The heritage areas statute establishes specific responsibilities for State Units and defined 

roles for the CHA management entities and MHAA when State Units conduct or support 

activities affecting a CHA. Specifically, Financial Institution Article § 13-1112 (b) states 
that: 


(b) Units of State Government that conduct or support activities affecting a 
CHA shall: 


1) Consult, cooperate, and, to the maximum extent feasible, coordinate their 
activities with the unit or entity responsible for the management of each 
certified heritage area; 


2) To the maximum extent practicable, carry out the activities of the unit in a 
manner that is consistent with the approved management plan for the 
certified heritage area; and 


3) When conducting a review of State funded, licensed, or permitted 
activities under Article 83B, §§ 5-617 and 5-618 of the Code, assure that 
the activities will not have an adverse effect on the historic and cultural 
resources of the certified heritage area, unless there is no prudent and 
feasible alternative. 


In this way, the statute gives CHA management entities formal opportunities to consult, 
cooperate, and coordinate with State Units to facilitate and ensure the consistency of state 
sponsored or supported activities with the approved management plan for a given CHA. 
In addition, the statute provides additional opportunities for CHA management entities to 
participate as consulting parties in the state historic preservation review process 
established under the Maryland Historical Trust Act of 1985, Article 83B, §§ 5-617 
through 5-618, Annotated Code of Maryland (Article 83B), when State Units are 
conducting or sponsoring activities within CHAs. 
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The processes outlined in the heritage areas statute encourage, but do not mandate, 
preservation of a heritage area’s historical, cultural, and natural resources and consistency 
with approved heritage area management plans. Sometimes there is no way for a needed 
project to proceed without some effect on a heritage area management plan or heritage 
area resources. Such effects may be either beneficial or adversarial. The review does, 
however, ensure that a heritage area’s goals and strategies are factored into State Unit’s 
planning and decision making processes. 


This Program Guidance recommends mechanisms for CHA management entities and 
State Units to fulfill their respective responsibilities under the three items specified in the 
heritage areas statute, and to coordinate those responsibilities with the Article 83B 
consultation process, when applicable. This document is intended to serve as general 
guidance. The Authority encourages CHA management entities and State Units to 
develop more detailed procedures for cooperation, coordination, and consultation 
relevant to their particular areas of interest and program goals and objectives. State Units 
may choose to include such procedures as part of the State agency program statements 
required by the heritage areas statute (Financial Institution Article § 13-1112 (a)). State 
Units required to prepare program statements detailing actions in the areas of planning, 
development, use, assistance, and regulation that support and assist the establishment and 
management of certified heritage areas include the Departments of Housing and 
Community Development, Business and Economic Development, Natural Resources, 
Transportation, and General Services and the Commission on Higher Education. 


Roles and Responsibilities 


The heritage areas statute identifies responsibilities for State Units and roles for the CHA 
management entities for consultation, coordination, and cooperation. Consultation does 
not mandate a specific outcome. Rather, it is the process of seeking consensus about 
coordinating activities, ensuring consistency of State Unit activities with the approved 
management plan, and minimizing project effects on historic properties within CHAs. 
The consultation process is a negotiation conducted between the State Units and CHA 
management entities, and other appropriate parties. 


State Units: State Units are responsible for initiating the consultation process with 
Maryland heritage area management entities. The extent of consultation for a specific 
program or project will vary depending upon the State Unit’s planning process, the nature 
of the action, and its potential to impact heritage resources of the CHA. In developing 
procedures for consultation, State Units should take advantage of existing mechanisms 
for sharing information, such as the Maryland Department of Planning’s State 
Clearinghouse. Through the consultation process, State Units will acknowledge 
responsibility for effects resulting from their activities within heritage areas and 
accountability for their decisions. 


Certified Heritage Areas: The CHA management entity must determine how actively it 
wishes to participate in consultation with State Units for given programs and projects. 
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As a consulting party in this process, CHA management entities are entitled to share their 
views, receive and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and consider possible 
solutions together with the State Unit and other consulting parties. The heritage areas 
statute confers consulting party status on the CHA management entity only. Heritage 
area stakeholders and partners may participate in the consultation process if invited 
jointly by the CHA management entity and the State Unit. 


As a consulting party, the CHA management entity has a role to share information, 
comments, and recommendations with the State Unit regarding the effects of a proposed 
activity on heritage resources of the CHA and the consistency of the proposed action with 
the approved CHA management plan. The State Unit should take into account the 
comments and recommendations of the CHA management entity in its decision making 
process. Based on the comments provided by the CHA management entity, the State 
Unit is expected to carry out its activities to the maximum extent practicable in a manner 
that is consistent with the heritage area management plan. 


Please note that the CHA management entity is not required to participate in the 
consultation process. However, failure by the CHA management entity to consult with 
the State Unit once the State Unit has attempted to initiate consultation in good faith may 
limit future opportunities for the CHA management entity to influence project outcomes. 


Applicability - Determining State Unit and Certified Heritage Area Involvement 


To determine whether a given State Unit must consult with the CHA management entity, 
the State Unit and CHA management entity must first determine: 


1) Whether the activity constitutes an action or program conducted or supported by a 
State Unit; and 

2) Whether the State Unit activity (action or program) is located within a CHA or 
may affect a CHA. 


State Unit Action: If CHAs are concerned about a proposed State activity and whether 
the MHAA may be asked to resolve any specific dispute, the CHA management entity _ 
must first determine whether a State Unit is involved. Will a State agency fund or carry 
out the project? Is a State permit or license needed? The Authority is authorized to 
resolve disputes regarding activities within heritage areas if a State Unit action is 
involved, so confirming State involvement is a necessary first step. 


If it is unclear whether the State is involved in a project, the CHA management entity 
should contact the project sponsor to obtain additional information and to inquire about 
State involvement. The CHA management entity then may write to the agency to request 
a project description, ask about the status of project planning, ask how the agency plans 
to comply with the consultation, cooperation, coordination, and other requirements under 
the heritage areas statute, and voice concerns. CHA management entities should keep the 
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Maryland Heritage Areas Authority advised of their interest and contacts with the State 
Unit. 


Certified Heritage Area: In order for State Units to meet their consultation requirements 
under the statute, they must determine the CHA's boundaries within Maryland and review 
the approved management plan for the areas. The Maryland Historical Trust’s website 
www.marylandhistoricaltrust.net lists under its Heritage Tourism section the current 
CHAs, contact information, and links to CHA websites. State Units should contact those 
CHAs to obtain copies of the approved management plans and establish contacts with the 
CHA management entity. Heritage area boundary GIS layers are available from the 
Maryland Historical Trust upon request; contact Jennifer Cosham at 410-514-7649. 


Specific Coordination Requirements 


Cooperation and Coordination: Two requirements of the heritage areas statute require 
that: 


(b) Units of State Government that conduct or support activities affecting a 
certified heritage area shall: 


(1) Consult, cooperate, and, to the maximum extent feasible, coordinate 
their activities with the unit or entity responsible for the management 
of each certified heritage area; 


(2) To the maximum extent practicable, carry out the activities of the unit 
in a manner that is consistent with the approved management plan for 
the certified heritage area. 


Financial Institutions Article, § 13-1112 1) and (2 


When a proposed activity entails any State Unit involvement (including financial 
assistance, permits, licenses, or other activities that may affect a certified heritage area), 
the heritage areas statute requires consultation between the agency (or its designee) and 
the heritage area management entity to evaluate whether the activity is consistent with the 
approved management plan for the CHA and to develop measures to avoid, reduce, or 
mitigate any adverse effects the activity is expected to have on the goals and strategies 
outlined in the management plan. 


The State Unit conducting the activities must assure that those activities are consistent 
with the heritage area goals or strategies provided that it is practicable to do so. In this 
case, “practicable” is defined as capable of being done with currently available or 
reasonably obtainable means, resources, methods, technologies, and practices. Given a 
range of options, a State Unit must select an alternative that is consistent with a CHA’s 
management plan unless no alternative is practicable. 
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When the State Unit concludes that an action may affect a CHA management plan, the 
State Unit should contact the CHA management entity and provide written notification 
and description of the proposed action. The State Unit should also offer its assessment of 
how the action may affect the CHA’s goals and strategies and the extent to which the 
action is consistent with the CHA’s approved management plan, and request input from 
the CHA management entity. The CHA management entity should provide the State Unit 
with its comments regarding the effect State Unit action may have on heritage area goals 
and strategies. 


When the State Unit and the heritage area management entity determine that an action 
may be inconsistent with the heritage area management plan, both parties will consult to 
develop measures to resolve the inconsistency. Consultation may include other invited 
parties (such as local governments, owners of affected properties, or affected groups) 
who have a legitimate interest in the implementation of the heritage area management 
plan. Through the consultation process, the parties should seek to resolve issues of 
concern and ensure consistency of the action with the approved management plan. 


The resolution of inconsistencies of the proposed action with the approved management 
plan may result in the negotiation and execution of a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
that specifies the measures the State Unit will ensure are carried out in order to resolve 
issues of concern and ensure consistency of the action with the approved management 
plan. Each MOA is developed on a project specific basis. 


Project Review Under Article 83B: A third requirement of the heritage areas statute 
requires that: 


(b) Units of State Government that conduct or support activities affecting a 
certified heritage area shall: 


3) When conducting a review of activities under Article 83B, §§ 5-617 
and 5-618 of the Code, assure that the activities will not have an 
adverse effect on the historic and cultural resources of the certified 
heritage area, unless there is no prudent and feasible alternative. 


Financial Institutions Article, § 13-1112(b)(3) 


When a proposed project entails any State Unit involvement (including financial 
assistance, permits, or licenses), it is subject to review under Article 83B, §§ 5-617 
through 5-619. This historic preservation law requires the involved State Unit to consider 
the effects of the proposed project on significant historic properties, including 
architectural and archeological resources. Part of the review process involves 
consultation between the agency (or its designee) and the Maryland Historical Trust 
(Trust) to identify and evaluate historic properties that may be affected by the project and 
to develop measures to avoid, reduce, or mitigate any adverse effects on significant 
historic properties. When the project may affect historic properties located within a 
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CHA, the review process should also involve the relevant CHA management entity as an 
invited party in the consultation efforts. 


The Trust annually reviews approximately 1500 actions of State Units for their effects on 
historic properties. These projects comprise a wide range of activities including actions 
undertaken by State Units (such as transportation and park improvements or other state 
facilities) and actions that are funded, permitted, or licensed by State Units (such as 
housing rehabilitation, community development activities, sewer and water 
improvements, school facilities, and more). While the Trust typically finds that the vast 
majority of projects have no effect or at least no adverse effect on historic properties, 
adverse effects are sometimes unavoidable given project needs, priorities, and 
constraints. Through the State project review process, the Trust works with State Units 
and other involved parties to seek solutions that balance project needs and historic 
preservation objectives in the best interests of the State and affected historical and 
cultural resources. 


The State Unit conducting the activities must assure that those activities will not 
adversely affect resources located within a CHA that are eligible for listing in the 
Maryland Register of Historic Properties! unless there is no prudent and feasible 
alternative to carrying out the activity as proposed. In this case, “feasible” refers to the 
constructability of a project — whether or not it can be built using currently known 
construction methods, technologies, and practices. The term “prudent” refers to how 
reasonable the alternative is — in essence, whether or not it makes sense in terms of cost, 
public safety, community disruption, and other factors. Given a range of options, a State 
Unit must select an alternative that avoids impacts on a CHA’s historical and cultural 
resources unless there is no alternative that is prudent and feasible. This review only 
applies to historic and cultural resources in the CHA but does not apply to natural 
resources and other resources within the CHA. 


When the State Unit and the Trust determine that an action may adversely affect 
Maryland Register-eligible resources, both parties will consult to develop measures that 
will avoid, reduce, or mitigate the adverse effect. Consultation may include other invited 
parties (such as local governments, owners of affected properties, or affected groups) 
who have a legitimate interest in the project or affected resources. The State Unit should 
invite the heritage area management entity to be a consulting party in the resolution 
process. However, it is up to the CHA management entity to decide whether it chooses to 
participate. 


Typically, the resolution of adverse effects results in the negotiation and execution of a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) that specifies the measures the State Unit will 
ensure are carried out in order to avoid, reduce, or mitigate the project’s adverse effects 
on Maryland Register-eligible resources. Mitigation measures may include actions such 


' Properties are eligible for listing in the Maryland Register of Historic Properties if they are listed in or 
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Properties. 
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as recordation and documentation of important resources, rehabilitation and preservation 
of resources in accordance with professional standards, public education and 
interpretation, recovery of data from archeological sites, or other steps. Each MOA is 
developed on a project specific basis. The State Unit should invite the CHA management 
entity to participate in the consultation process when the project may adversely affect 
historic properties in the CHA, and may invite the entity to be a signatory party to the 
MOA if the entity has defined roles and responsibilities under the agreement. 


When the State Unit concludes that an action may adversely affect Maryland Register- 
eligible resources within a CHA, the State Unit should contact the CHA management 
entity and provide written notification and description of the proposed action. The State 
Unit should also offer its assessment of how the action may affect the CHA’s Maryland 
Register-eligible resources. The CHA management entity should provide the State Unit 
with its comments regarding Maryland Register-eligible resources that may be relevant to 
the project. Through the consultation process, the parties should seek to resolve issues of 
concern. The CHA management entity may be invited to be a signatory or concurring 
party to any Memorandum of Agreement developed to resolve the adverse effects of an 
action on Maryland Register-eligible resources in the CHA. 


Resolving Disputes and Appeal Mechanism 


The Maryland Heritage Areas Authority is required to resolve any disputes that are 
submitted to the Authority by the affected CHA management entity in connection with 
the consultation process under the heritage areas statute. Disputes arising as a result of 
the Trust’s review of State activities should be resolved through the consultation and 
resolution process specified in Article 83B. The management entity of the CHA may not 
request Authority involvement in such disputes until either consultation under Article 
83B is satisfactorily resolved and a Memorandum of Agreement is executed, or 
consultation is terminated. 


Examples of disputes that may arise and be brought by the CHA management entity to 
the Authority for resolution include: 


e failure of a State Unit to comply with the procedures required under Article 83B, 
including failure of a State Unit to consult with a CHA management entity, and 
failure of a State Unit to consult, cooperate, and coordinate their activities with a 
CHA management entity; 

e lack of agreement between a State Unit and a CHA management entity that the 
proposed State Unit activity will have adverse effects on a heritage area 
management plan; 

e lack of agreement between a State Unit and a CHA management entity that there 
are practicable means to carry out a State Unit activity in a manner consistent with 
a heritage area management plan; 
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e lack of agreement between a State Unit and a CHA management entity that there 
are prudent and feasible alternatives to the proposed State Unit activity. 


The heritage areas statute empowers the Authority to review and resolve such disputes 
and outlines in the broadest terms how the Authority shall exercise this power. The 
Authority by regulation has adopted procedures to manage the dispute resolution process 
(COMAR Title 14, Subtitle 29, Chapter 5). These procedures permit, but do not require, 
the Authority to delegate conduct of the initial hearing to an Administrative Law Judge 
(ALJ) at the Office of Administrative Hearings (OAH), who then submits to the 
Authority proposed findings of fact, proposed conclusions of law, and a proposed 
decision. Based on these submittals, the Authority then decides whether to accept, reject, 
or accept with modification those findings, conclusions, and decision. 


The heritage areas statute also identifies a limited appeals process through the Office of 
Administrative Hearings should the CHA management entity or the State Unit involved 
in the dispute be dissatisfied with the Authority’s resolution. Third parties have no 
formal standing in either the initial hearing or appeals process. The Authority’s dispute 
resolution procedures authorize OAH to decide appeals of the Authority’s decision. 


Alternatively, in specific cases and at the Authority’s discretion, the Authority may 
consult directly with State Units involved in a dispute with a heritage area management 
entity to clarify the responsibilities of State Units under the heritage areas statute. The 
Authority may also consult directly with a State Unit when the Authority has questions or 
concerns about a State Unit action that appears to be inconsistent with heritage area 
management plans. This consultation may include a meeting with the Authority to allow 
the Authority to hear from interested local parties as well as State Unit representatives. 


Conclusion 


This Program Guidance recommends a framework for cooperation, coordination, and 
consultation between State Units and CHA management entities to meet their respective 
roles and responsibilities under the heritage areas statute. The consultation process 
should be based on flexibility, good faith effort, and the open exchange of information 
and ideas. For project-specific coordination, State Units should incorporate relevant 
heritage area responsibilities into the historic preservation review process under Article 
83B. State Units and CHA management entities should work to develop more specific 
procedures for consultation that meet their respective program needs and interests. 
Through coordinated planning efforts, State Units and CHA management entities can 
help ensure that actions and programs are developed and implemented in an appropriate 
manner that not only meets the needs and goals of the State Unit activity but also are 
consistent with the strategies and interests of the affected CHA. 
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Exploring Underground Railroad Heritage Sites — Amtrak: 
History of America’s Railroad 


February 2, 2015 


Black History Month provides additional opportunities to highlight contributions by African-Americans to our 
national history and culture. Throughout the month, Amtrak is celebrating with various events and exhibitions at 
locations across the country. 


Amtrak is proud that in October 2014 a site on railroad property near Perryville, Md., was accepted into the 
National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom, a program of the National Park Service (NPS). 
Perryville is located on the busy Northeast Corridor (NEC) between the stops at Aberdeen, Md., and Newark 
Del. 


CERTIFICATE OF ACCEPTANCE 


Presented to- 


Perryvlle Railroad Ferry and 
Statiow Site 


The National Park Service has evaluated this SITE as making a 
significant contribution to the understanding of the Underground Railroad 
in American history and it meets the requirements for inclusion in the 
National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom 


= a 
Diane Miller, National Program Manager 
Network to Freedom, National Park Service NATIONAL 


rs UNDERGROUND RAILROAD 
October 14, 2014 NETWORK TO FREEDOM 


The Underground Railroad was a network for those with or without assistance who used resources at hand to 
escape slavery and find a means to head north to the free states or Canada during the antebellum years. The 
NPS established the Network to Freedom to connect more than 500 local historic sites, museums, 
archives and interpretive programs related to the Underground Railroad. 


The Perryville Railroad Ferry and Station site is located close to where the eastern end of the Susquehanna 

River Rail Bridge joins the embankment carrying the tracks. Since colonial times, Perryville and Havre de Grace, 

its sister town located on the opposite bank, have constituted an important crossing point at the meeting of the 

Susquehanna River and Chesapeake Bay. In the late 47 century, what is now Perryville was known as 

Lower Ferry in recognition of its important role in the local transportation network. 
http://history.amtrak.com/blogs/blog/exploring-under ground-railroad-heritage-sites 8 
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PW8&B Railroad advertisement, 1879. Illustration by Charles 

T. Baker, courtesy of the Library of Congress. 

By 1838, the Philadelphia, Wilmington & Baltimore Railroad Company (PW&B) had constructed a rail line 
connecting its namesake cities. The one gap was at Perryville, where steam-powered ferries were used to 

move rail cars across the wide river. The wooden pier on the Perryville side was located just south of the current 
rail bridge. Increased traffic towards the end of the Civil War mandated the construction of a bridge to link the 
two sections of the railroad, and the new structure opened in 1866. The PW8&B Perryville depot, a small wood 
structure, was located close to the eastern end of the bridge. In 1880, the railroad replaced the bridge’s wooden 
trusses with stronger iron spans." 

Following a tussle with the rival Baltimore and Ohio Railroad, the Pennsylvania Railroad (PRR) gained 
control of the PW&B in 1881; with the purchase, the PRR boasted complete control of a route between Jersey 
City (opposite Manhattan) and the nation’s capital. At the dawn of the 20"" century, the PRR constructed a new 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge. Completed in 1906, the multi-span, moveable rail bridge measures 
approximately 4,200 feet long. The stone piers of the first bridge are still visible in the water and on land. 


The bridge is now owned by Amtrak and is used by intercity, commuter and freight trains. The Federal Railroad 
Administration, Maryland Department of Transportation and Amtrak are currently undertaking a study to 
examine future refurbishment or replacement of the span to improve capacity, trip time and safety for all rail 


operators. 
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Building the first rail bridge over the Susquehanna River. Image from Frank Leslie's Illustrated Newspaper (Dec. 
22, 1866), courtesy of the Library of Congress. 


The Perryville site has been added to the Network to Freedom because numerous enslaved persons have been 
documented as using the railroad and ferry to journey northward to free states and Canada. One of those 
freedom seekers was famed abolitionist, thinker and writer Frederick Douglass, who later in life recounted the 
details of his 1838 escape from slavery in Maryland via the newly built railroad and ferry. 


Borrowing identification papers from a free African-American friend who was also a sailor, Douglass dressed the 
part and boarded a train in Baltimore just as it was leaving. He recalled: “It was...an act of supreme trust on the 
part of a freeman of color thus to put in jeopardy his own liberty [by lending his papers] that another might be 
free...Had | gone into the station and offered to purchase a ticket, | should have been instantly and carefully 
examined, and undoubtedly arrested.”2 
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Frederick Douglass, c. 1850-1860. Image courtesy 

of the Library of Congress. 

As the train neared Havre de Grace, the conductor came through to check tickets and the papers of free 
African-Americans. Douglass described it as “one of the most anxious [moments] | ever experienced.”? After he 
had crossed the river and boarded the train for Philadelphia, he recognized a ship captain for whom he had 
recently worked in Baltimore sitting on the southbound train. Luckily, in the bustle of the moment, Douglass was 
not discovered. 


In addition to the Perryville site, a 70 mile segment of the Keystone Corridor between Philadelphia and 
Lancaster, Pa., is also included in the Network to Freedom. Much of this historic rail corridor was originally 
owned by the Philadelphia and Columbia Railroad, which began operations in 1834 and connected Columbia, 
Pa., located on the Susquehanna River, with Philadelphia. The railroad was the easternmost segment of the 
state-owned Main Line of Public Works, a series of rail lines and canals that offered a transportation route 
across the commonwealth’s southern tier. 


Beginning around 1835, African-American lumber merchants used boxcars fitted with secret false-end 
compartments to hide escaping slaves, many of whom arrived in Columbia on their way to Philadelphia, where 
they were cared for by the city’s pro-abolitionist Vigilant Committee and assisted in their journeys northward. By 
hiding on the journey to Philadelphia, fugitive slaves avoided slave catchers who searched for runaways in the 
hopes of claiming financial rewards from owners. 


http://history.amtrak.com/blogs/blog/exploring-under ground-railroad-heritage-sites 
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Across its national network, Amtrak serves dozens of communities with strong ties to Underground Railroad 
heritage, including homes that served as places of protection for those seeking freedom and archival 
repositories whose documents tell their stories. Below we explore a handful of communities with sites and 
landscapes related to the Underground Railroad. Please keep in mind that many of these are on private 
property and may only be viewed from a distance or with permission of the owner. 


Rouses Point depot 

Located on the shore of Lake Champlain, Rouses Point is the last stop in the United States before the 
Adirondack crosses the border into Canada; therefore, the town serves as a U.S. Customs and Border 
Protection inspection checkpoint. Amtrak passengers use a platform next to the 1889 Delaware and Hudson 
Company depot, which now serves as a history and welcome center. Rotating exhibits, lectures and 
performances trace the history and culture of the state’s Northern Tier region. 


Due to its border location, Rouses Point was a vital stop on the Underground Railroad for formerly enslaved 
persons seeking freedom in Canada. It specifically served the “Champlain Line,” an escape corridor 
between Albany, Troy, N.Y. and Quebec Province. Rouses Point included busy rail and dock facilities serving 
trains and steamboats from across New England and the upper Mid-Atlantic. According to the Network to 
Freedom, “Maryland runaway Charlotte Gilchrist entered Canada [via Rouses Point] on a train from the 
Champlain Valley in 1854...In the winter of 1861, Mrs. Lavinia Bell escaped from Texas to Rouses Point where 
a Canadian Underground Railroad agent paid her fare to Montreal.” 


Portland depot 

Maine’s largest city gained Amtrak service in December 2001, connecting it with Boston and intermediate 
communities in southeast Maine, New Hampshire and Massachusetts. The start of service followed on more 
than a decade of advocacy by grassroots transportation groups. 


Approximately three miles east of the station, the 1828 Abyssinian Meeting House stands near Eastern 

Cemetery and offers views out to Portland Harbor. The Network to Freedom states that the meeting house was 
the “historical, religious, educational and cultural center of Portland’s 19th century African American population.” 
Members of the congregation were involved with the Underground Railroad and the abolitionist movement. Like 
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Rouses Point, Portland was a hub for fugitive slaves heading to Canada. Congregation members actively hid 
and transported runaways. The building no longer serves a religious purpose. 


Northampton, Massachusetts (Served by the Vermonter) 


Northampton Union Station 


As 2014 came to a close, Amtrak began stopping at Northampton and Greenfield, Mass., towns located along 


the Connecticut River in western Massachusetts. Service was made possible by the rehabilitation of a rail line 
along the waterway, which allowed the Vermonter (Washington-St. Albans, Vt.) to be rerouted westward. At a 
future date, the train will also stop at Holyoke. 


Prior to the Civil War, Northampton became a center for the abolitionist movement, with some homes serving as 
stops on the Underground Railroad. Following the Mill River northwest of the city center and the campus of 
Smith College, one encounters the village of Florence. In 1841, a utopian community called the Northampton 


Association of Education and Industry (NAEI) was established in Florence with the purpose of promoting 
self-improvement, racial equality, freedom of worship and other societal ideals. 


Members included Sojourner Truth, who was born into slavery in New York but escaped to freedom. Truth, 
along with African-American abolitionist David Ruggles, is estimated to have helped more than 600 enslaved 
persons reach freedom. William Lloyd Garrison and Frederick Douglass were among the cooperative’s frequent 
visitors. To support itself, the association owned and operated a silk mill. After five years together, the 
community dissolved itself in 1846, but its members remained active promoters of their various causes. 


One part of the NAEI property was the Ross Homestead. home to member Austin Ross after 1845. The 


Network to Freedom notes that Austin Ross and NAEI member Samuel L. Hill have been identified as local 
agents of the Underground Railroad, and the Ross Homestead operated as a safe house for escaping slaves. 


Northampton is also home to the David Ruggles Cent rly Florence Hist nd Underground Railroa 
Studies. Researchers can take advantage of reproductions of qgth century newspaper articles, booklets, 


narratives and maps relating to the regional abolitionist movement. The Ruggles Center has developed a 
walking tour of important Underground Railroad sites in Florence. 


http://history.amtrak.com/blogs/blog/exploring-underground-railroad-heritage-sites 


7/19/2016 Exploring Underground Railroad Heritage Sites — Amtrak: History of America’s Railroad 
Cincinnati, Ohio (Served by the Cardinal) 


Cincinnati Union Terminal 


Much like Rouses Point and Portland were important international border crossings, Cincinnati played a 
significant role in the Underground Railroad due to its location on the Ohio River, whose waters separated 
Kentucky and Ohio—slave state and free state, respectively. 


Approximately four miles northeast of magnificent Cincinnati Union Terminal is the near East side neighborhood 
of Walnut Hills. Harriet Beecher Stowe, author of Uncle Tom’s Cabin, spent part of her young adulthood in the 
area, which from its high vantage point offered sweeping views of the Ohio River Valley. The Beecher family 
occupied the lialianate style house from the 1830s to the 1850s while Harriet’s minister father, Lyman Beecher, 
served as president of Lane Theological Seminary. The school was the scene of various debates over slavery 
in the years leading up to the Civil War. 


According to the Network to Freedom, “In Cincinnati, Harriet Beecher...was influenced by activist students at 
Lane Seminary and local abolitionist leaders William Lloyd Garrison and Salmon P. Chase who litigated many 
fugitive slave cases. At one point, she helped her husband transport a fugitive slave along the [Underground 

Railroad] north out of town.” 


In 1850, Harriet moved with her husband, Calvin Ellis Stowe, to Brunswick, Maine, where he had gained a 
teaching position at Bowdoin College. While living there, she wrote most of Uncle Tom’s Cabin, an anti-slavery 
tome that made her simultaneously one of the most praised and reviled women in an increasingly divided 
nation. 


Today, the Cincinnati home serves as an historical and cultural site focused on the life of Harriet Beecher 
Stowe. Exhibits explore the Beecher and Stowe families and the abolitionist movement in which they played 
important roles. 


Topeka depot 
Kansas found itself at the center of the slavery debate in the mid-1850s when fighting broke out between pro- 
and anti-slavery groups who hoped to determine whether the territory would enter the Union as a slave or 
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free state. At a constitutional convention held at Wyandotte, Kan., in July 1859, the representatives finally 
adopted a constitution banning slavery. Two years later, following the start of the Civil War, the constitution was 
approved and Kansas became a state. 


The John and Mary Ritchie House and the site of the John Armstrong House are located in downtown 
Topeka; the Armstrong house stood just a few blocks west of the 1950 Atchison, Topeka & Santa Fe Railway 
depot now used by Amtrak. The Ritchies and John Armstrong sheltered escaping slaves, protecting them from 
slave catchers and their owners. According to the Network to Freedom, John Ritchie also served as an 
abolitionist delegate to the Wyandotte Constitutional Convention. 


Check out the National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom website for additional information 
about other Underground Railroad heritage sites in towns and cities across the country. 

1 Alan Fox, Images of America: Perryville, (Charleston, S.C.: Arcadia Publishing, 2011). Historical information 
about the first rail bridge over the Susquehanna was primarily drawn from this volume. 


2 Frederick Douglass, “My Escape from Slavery.” The Century Illustrated Magazine (Nov. 1881), 125-131. 


3 Ibid. 
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OLD RAILROAD BRIDGE PILINGS 
Havre de Grace, Md. 


These granite pilings are all that remain today of the first bridge 
across the Susquehanna at Havre de Grace; first a Railroad bridge it 
later became an automobile bridge. 
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All that remains of the first bridge across the Susquehanna 
River at Havre de Grace are the granite pilings (1866) 

The pilings, perhaps of Port Deposit granite, are about 

20! above water level and about six feet wide. The wide 
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current, The pilings are constructed?» two sections; a lighter 
colored more decorative clustered block surmounts a massive 
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 


These granite pilings are all that remain of the first 

bridge across the Susquehanna River at Havre de Grace. 

The evolution of the bridge over the years is interesting. 
In 1852 the Philadelphia, Wiflmington and Baltimore Railroad 
began to investigate the possibility of bridging the river, 
Since the crossingaided by a hand operated ferry or a steam- 
boat was quite lenghty. In the winter of 1859 railroad 

tracks had been laid across the frozen Susquehanna. By 1866, 
a bridge with wooden spans was opened; the piers having 

been found able to withstand the pressure of water and ice. 
In 1873-75, the wooden spans were replaced with iron and a 
pedestrian walkway was added underneath the bridge. In 1909 
the new bridge built by the Pennsylvania R.R.(who had absorbed 
the Philadelphia, Willmington and Baltimore R.R.) was opened 
just north of the old bridge. When the new bridge was conm- 
pleted, the state required that the old bridge be reduced 

to the level of the riverbed for safe navigation. Since 

this was a costly project, the R.R. instead sold the bridge 

to some (less than i0) Harford County businessmen for $100.00 
a peice. The automobile toll bridge which resulted charged 
$1.00 per vehicle,;wagons still used the ferry. Passage on 

the brigde, regulated by a relay stick, was one way. After 

a slow start the bridge became, as the atomobile caught on, 

a huge financial sucess. In 1926, the State Highway Commision 
bought the bridge and converted it into a double decker 
vehicular bridge, thougt to be one of the first in the country. 
In 1939 the Rt. 40 was built upstream to accomadate the in ~ 
creasing N.Y. to Washington traffic and the double decker 
bridge was closed; in 1943 it was dismantled and sold as 

scrap iron.*  ~ 
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The Maryland Historic Sites Inventory was officially created 
by an Act of the Maryland Legislature, to be found in the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 41, Section 181 KA, 

1974 Supplement. 


The Survey and Inventory are being prepared for information 
and record purposes only and do not constitute any infringe~ 
ment of individual property rights. 


RETURN TO: Maryland Historical Trust 
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Chapter 11 


Railroads 


ye PETER COOPER, the former carriage builder and New York 

merchant, made the first trial run of an American railway train from 
Baltimore to Ellicott’s Mills (Ellicott City) on August 28, 1830, inhabitants 
of Harford cheered the great event. This accomplishment demonstrated 
the superiority of steam over motive power of the horse-drawn vehicle. 


Little did they know that the slow, two-hour journey of the Tom 
Thumb would be the beginning of a new era in transportation and that 
Harford County would be one of the first to profit by that bold and daring 
venture. In less than twenty years after the invention of the steam locomo- 
tive by George Stephenson, of England, in 1815, a railroad was on its way 
across the southern part of the county. __, 


Pennsylvania Railroad 


Plans were begun for the new railroad to extend from Baltimore to 
Philadelphia, but the first step was a line from Baltimore to the Susque- 
hanna River. The road known as the Baltimore and Port Deposit Railroad 
was started from Baltimore in 1834 and by 1836 it was completed as far as 
Havre de Grace. By 1838 a line called the Philadelphia, Wilmington, and 
Baltimore Railroad had been completed to the north and the Baltimore and 
Port Deposit Railroad was taken into the corporation. 

. Many small streams along the route caused construction engineers 
little trouble, as by that date they could build short wooden bridges to 
carry the light trains. The Susquehanna, however, presented not only an 
engineering problem, but a financial one.’ Trains were therefore ferried 
across the river from 1838 to 1866. This proved to be difficult and slow, as 
the crossing sometimes required one-to-two hours. 


By 1852 the freight and passenger trafic had increased to such an 
extent that engineers began plans for a bridge. It was not until 1866 that 
it was completed and ready for use. The first bridge was erected of wood 
but was gradually replaced with steel during the period from 1873 to 1878. 
This bridge stood the test of time from 1866 to 1939, Its unique history 
has been related in Chapter 9, 

Many interesting stories are told of the difficulties encountered during 
the time the railroad had to use a ferry. Often in winter the ferry boats 
were frozen in at the dock and trains were delayed for hours, and some- 
times for days. In 1852 the long, cold winter froze the Susquehanna River 


}28 


RAILROADS 129 


Photo by Dr. David C. Hodge 
PIERS OF FIRST RAILROAD BRIDGE AT HAVRE DE GRACE 
Built 1866. Used as road bridge 1908-1939. 


to a depth of 2 to 3 feet, preventing all ferry service and leaving trains 
halted at the river's edge. Railroad officials overcame this perplexing 
situation by laying tracks across the ice, with trestles for inclines at either 


bank. Freight cars glided down the inclined rails to the ice and were pulled. 


by teams of horses to the opposite shore. The horses pulled cars across the 
river by means of ropes in much the same way as a canal boat was pulled 
along the tow path. The cars were pulled up again by the train engines 
waiting on the opposite shore. During the several weeks from January 15 
to February 29, approximately 1,300 cars with a total weight of 10,000 tons 
were hauled across the river. It is significant that none of the eight-wheeled 
cars that crossed this ice bridge was lost and there was no injury to person 
or property. 

The P. W. & B. was absorbed into the Pennsylvania system in 1902. 
In 1908 the present bridge was completed and the original structure was 
converted to a highway bridge and remained in use until 1939. The Penn- 
sylvania line from Philadelphia to Baltimore was electrified about 1930, 
receiving most of its power from the Philadelphia Electric Company, some 
of which came from Conowingo. It was one of the first railroads to convert 
entirely to electric power. 


Baltimore and Ohio Railroad 


While the Baltimore and Ohio Railroad was the pioneer in Maryland 
with its first railroad from Baltimore to Ellicott City, it did not extend its 
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HA-790 Abraham Jarrett Thomas House 


SO1 Sti dohn Street 
Havre de Grace, MD 


Well and (background) old RR 
crossing over Susquehanna. 
¢, 1894-5 or early 1900's 


Gift Erom: Mrs. Elise B. Deller 
1708 Chatham Road 
Camp Hill, Ps R7OLE 


October 27, 1984 
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Candidate Historic Properties that may be certified as eligible for the Maryland State Income Tax Credit - Havre 
~~ de Grace TIZ 


Havre de Grace - Candidate Historic Properties 
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ti ache Aw + 


| HA-836 | 2 7 
air a36 | . 

vas . | . : te in - = 
_|HA-836. . ’ : . 


HA-836 
HA-836 


HA-836 


HA-798 


—_ |HA-815 


= 


HA-832 - 7 ¥ . — 7 
| __[Havsa6 mie 
AMTRAK RR Bridge over = 
— HA-1712 |HA-1712|Susquehanna_ River Ave.(MD7)&OtsegoSt. _—— | Havre de Grace 
| Booth Log House (John Handy 
HA-1631 tact 631 |House) hurchville Road (MD 22) hurchville 
__|HA-1631 a Road (MD 22) a : 
HA-113_ 


HA-112 
HA-544 
HA-251 
HA-826 
HA-1108 
HA-1185 


HA-1108|Cianelli House __|Erie Street _ 
HA-1185|Hawkins House 4 Ontario Street 
HA-1184|Gibson Double House Ede Se |Ontario Street. 


Havre de Grace 
Havre de Grace. 
Havre de Grace 


/ Ontario Street 7 Havre de Grace 


HA-1099| James Hopper House 

Abbott's Ice House (Upper 

_|HA-1182__|HA-1182/Chesapeake Bay Yacht Club) _ 
HA-1185 ear 185 |Hawki ns House 

_|HA-1096 ea oartments | 

HA-835 ie is 

HA-1175 _|HA-1 os |Old St. Patrick's Rectory _ A North Stokes Street ~ [Havre de Grace 
HA-790 


HA-1099 


Water Street jHavre de Grace 
_j|Ontario Street Havre de Grace 
Otsego Street Havre de Grace 


_j|HA-1104 ee 104 Cameron- Currier Livery Stables __ ‘Tae Streets Havre de Grace 
Presbyterian Church of Havre de 
HA-1109 = 109 Grace [Franklin Street |Havre de Grace 
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Havre de Grace - Candidate 


Historic Properties 


_ |ADDRESS _ 


North Union Avenue 


Havre de Grace 


Franklin Street 


__|Havre de Grace 


HA-797 | | 


— 158_ |HA-1158 Mentzer Apartments 


~~ 


a 


North Stokes Street 


|Havre de Grace 


+ __|HA-791 
HA-1174 rer 174 Joseph T. Hatem House & Store 
: ae ae a as 
; HA-1173 j|HA-1 173|Jones House 


North Stokes Street 


_|HA-1156 _|HA-1156/St. James A.M.E. Church 


“ [Havre de Grace 


Green Street 


wt 


‘Havre de Grace 


| (HA-1157 __|Green Street Havre de Grace 
| ™ 154 Green Street |Have de Grace 
; _|HA-1097_|H. Stokes Street Havre de Grace 

| ____|Ha-7a9 { en | - 

____|HA-788_ | 
HA-792 | = A _ de ae 
Havre de Grace Banking and Trust 

_Hact181 [Hi HA-1181|Co. t. John Street _ Havre de Grace 
_ jHA-1113 |HA-1113)Old First National Bank Building es John Street 7 Havre de Grace 


HA-794 


develo 


i] 


.——— ee, 


H 


: __North Wast — 


—_|HA-795 : See es 
___|HA-1 123 |HA-1123 Newmeyer Building _ —_ 
__|HA-547 


Havre de Grace 


[ |HA-1128 [Ha-1128|H. Harrison Hopkins House ~ North Union Avenue [Havre de Grace 
| |HA-1167_|HA-1167|James Fahey House _ North Union Avenue Havre de Grace 
-_ __|HA-+-1180 |HA-1180|Masonic Temple Building North Washington Street Havre de Grace 
—— HA-814 | i a 7 ; 
__| | HA-820 - : = = — ’ 
an as HA-1102 |HA-1102|/Thompson House North Stokes Street ___|Havre de Grace 
| |HA-1094 |HA-1094|Pennington House _ Pennington Avenue __ \Havre de Grace 


HA-1168 _|HA-1168 Weber House __ 


|Havre de Grace 


- - - [North Union Avenue _ 


_|HA-816 = ses — = 
THA-801_ a _ 4 x 
Aledas Dress Shop & The Seville j [ 
HA-1121 |HA-1121/Shop = nan North Washington Street __ Havre de Grace 
HA-1179 |HA-1179|Ada Asher Building pia Street _ [Havre de Grace 
_|HA-11 14° HA-1114|Bata Shoe Building ‘cnet Street [Havre « de Grace 
HA-796 | 


/ __|HA-1164 ‘|HA-1164|Quirk House ‘Congress Avenue Havre de Grace 
_|HA-1169 |HA-1169|Correri House ___jSouth Union Avenue __ Havre de Grace 
HA-1170_|HA-1170|Sutor Apartments 2 South Union Avenue [Havre de Grace 


_|South Union Avenue 


Havre de Grace 


| ; HA-1171_ |HA-1171|McCombs House ; 
—_|Hass3 | | i: 
HA-1112_|HA-1112|Vosbury House 


‘South Union Avenue ~ 


Havre de Grace 


{HA-1111_ |HA-1111|Carver House _ 


|\South Union Avenue 


_|Havre de Grace 
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Havre de Grace - Candidate Historic Properties 


MHP »_| MIHP_| ae HP_NO |CLASS_|NAME _ ____|ADDRESS {TOWN 
| | |Havre de Grace United Methodist S.Union & Congress 
al lia 125 |HA-1125|Church woes | -— ____|Havre de Grace 
al |HA-1095 _|HA-1 095) 5\Lawder-Willis House _|Congress Avenue ____|Havre de Grace 
| HA-542_ 4} | 
| as 129 HAA 129 | Garver Masin House _ : South Washington Street |Havre de Grace 


—— ~ t : . nt Os : — 


| 
i 


HA-807 | 


—— — " 


HA-540 ; L — 
— ee : _ . 7 I sciiniacinbiccoaceeeie 


_|HA-808 


| 
| 


HA-818 | 2 Grier of BL: ; ee ; 
_|HA-1130 “eal Asher House _ : _____|South Washington Street [Havre de Grace 
HA-1150 |HA-1 4150|Williams House : _____|Bourbon Street _ \Havre de Grace 


| 


Havre de Grace 


—|HA-1 131|Foard Double House Ma Bater 7 (South Washington Street _ 


sf HA-17 132, |HA-1132|Robert Pennington House South Washington Street |, Havre de Grace 
arrer 144 |HA-1144|Hewitt House ___|Fountain Street _|Havre de Grace 
|HA-1 133 |HA-1 ee SmithHouse ___|South Washington Street__|Havre de Grace 
|HA-1134 |HA-1134 \Neville House 7 \South Washington Street 'Havre de Grace 
_|HA-810 | : ae ae 7 — 
~ (HAS 172 al 172|F uller-Mezei Apartments —_ fea Union Avenue Havre de Grace 
HAT 107 |HA-1 107 |Vandiver Mansion _ \South Union Avenue _ Havre de Grace 
_|HA-S52 | fangs _ cases | ee 
HA-1146 HA-1 146 |Whyte House _ _ |Fountain Street _ Havre de Grace. 
HA-1143 |HA-1143|Burns Apartments A Fountain Street Havre de Grace 

__|HA-1147 re 147 |Malin House ____|South Stokes Street __ Havre de Grace 

— es 145 |HA-1 15 Wade House a ____|Bourbon Street Havre de Grace 
— : | 4 ae | en - ; ee 
HA-1135, HA-1135 Fadely H House ‘ r south Washington Street -|Havre de Grace 

_—s [= = ees 


South Washington Street 


__j|Havre de Grace 


HA-1137_ HA-1 137 Jones Double House ; s ‘South Washington Street 


Havre de Grace 


south Washington Street 


Havre de Grace 


_|Forest Hill 


Havre de Grace 


J ‘|HA-1116 [HA-1116 Putland House _ 
HA-1224 |HA-1224|Barnes House 


|South Washington on See 


Havre de Grace 


HA-1223 |HA-1223 [Manucy House... ae South Washington Street [Havre de Grace 

|HA-1177  |HA-1177 |dacksteit House Market Street 7 Havre de Grace 

HA-1187_|HA-1187 |DeGroat House Market Street __ Havre de Grace 

2 1 HA-1127 _|HA-1 1 Ba Hotel _ Commerce & Market ‘Streets Havre de Grace 
[| J HAB37 | fe Pea sie ‘ —_— : 
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Havre de Grace - Candidate Historic Properties 


MIHP_|MIHP_ID|MIHP_NO |CLASS NAME ADDRESS _ TOWN 
HA-111 
HA-831 — : 
__|HA-830 - : - 
_|HA-1167_|HA-1167 | James Fahey House North Union Avenue __ an de Grace 
a HA-1163 |HA-1163/|Beachley House Warren Street ___|Havre de Grace 
HA-1162 HAA 162 |Sheaffer House {Franklin Street ‘Havre de Grace 
|[HA-1161 |HA-1161 |Klair House {Franklin Street_ Havre de Grace 


_|HA-813 | 


HA-1105 |HA-1105|Parker Mitchell House 


Franklin Street 


Havre de Grace 


‘Havre de Grace 


Franklin Street _ 


HA-1159 pa 159 (Tin Front Building 
_|HA-1160 


HA-1160 |Joseph Good House and Store _ 


Havre de Grace 


_|Franklin Street 


HA-1566 )_HA-1 566 | Office 


Post Office Headquarters (U.S. Post 


North Union Avenue _ de Grace 


HA-1153 _|HA-1 153|Cook House _ 


Green Street lieve de Grace 


| ‘a 
|HA-802 


_|HA-1155 |HA-1155 |McComas House Green Street 7 7 Havre de Grace 
HA-793 _ oe wes 
HA-798 _ — - ‘ , 4 
|HA-1 115 |HA-1115/McLhinney Building : North Washington Street Havre. de Grace Grace 
| HA-1750_|HA-1750|Maryland House Apartments _ __|Washington Street Havre de Grace 


HA-1120 |HA-1120/A & J Travel Agency 


North Washington Street _ ___|Havre de Grace 


|HA-805 | 
HA-1178 


_ 
| 
f 


North Washington § Street 7 ‘Havre de Grace 


HA-543 | 


— pas wae =" 


Borneman Apartments (Havre de ; 


{North Union Avenue [Havre de Grace 


HA-544 


HA-1110 |HA-11 cae Methodist Church) 


HA-1 165 | HA-1165 Lawder Apartments — [Congress Avenue _ _ Havre de Grace 
_|HA806 | ae ae: nisin teenie Reeraacetiacieh 

_|HA-1151, 1 a. Bourbon Street Havre de Grace 

HA-1152 |HA-1152|Van Meter House | __ (Bourbon Street Have de Grace 


HA-1 122 Hoke House 


_|HA-1122 


+ 


South Union Avenue a = lawe de Grace 


‘South Washington Street Havre de Grace 


Candidate Historic Properties that may be certified as eligible for the Maryland State Income Tax Credit - 


Greenway Corridor TIZ (Cecil County): 
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Greenway Corridor TIZ (Cecil County) - Candidate Historic Properties 


MIHP 


MIHP_ID|CLASS |MIHP_NO|NAME _ 


ADDRESS 


474 454|CE-879 CE-0879 “|stone Barn Ruin Conowingo Road (U.S. Rt1) Kilby Corner 
508 440|CE-887 |CE-0887 |Rowland Plank House |Rowlandsville Road(MD338) _|Rowlandsville 
. eZ 439|CE-885 |CE-0885 [Rowland House (Dempsey House) |Rowlandsville Road(MD338) /|Rowlandsville 
513 441/CE-788 |CE-0788 (Hostetter House Rowlandsville Road Rowlandsville 
e at Rowlandsville on Octorara 
__ 518) 438\CE-42 |CE-0042 ([Creek, site ; ; _Rowlandsville Rd. (MD338) _|Rowlandsville 
| 521 437|CE-882 |CE-0882_|Rowlandsville Hill House _ ____ |Ramsey Lane __[Rowlandsville 
j Rowlandsville Mill (Davis-Christie | 
528 436 CE-789 |CE-0789 |Mill, Rowland Mill) McCauley Road _ Rowlandsville 
'\CE-145 Bridge, McCauley Road over Basin 
__ 532 1031|9 CE-1459 [Run \(SHA# 091) 7 \McCauley Road Conowingo _ 
Rowlandsville Iron Bridge over the 
534 435 {E884 CE-0884 |Octoraro_ ___|Rowlandsville Road(MD338) |Rowlandsville 
537; 434'CE-781 |CE-0781 (Christy House __ : _Mayse Lane - Rowlandsville _ 
CE-100 lold Harmony Methodist Church | 
542 _ 43316 _|CE-1006_|(Harmony Chapel) _ a [Dr. Jack Road ‘Rowlandsville 
| Concrete Train Bridge over Octoraro 
547) 431 CE-883 CE-0883 (Creek _ : 7 McCauley Road Rowlandsville 
548) 430|/CE-881 -|CE-0881 _Rowlandsville Iron Train Bridge _ Moore Road_ __ |Rowlandsville 
iCE-120 
555) 4432/4 |CE-1204 | Basin Run Iron Train Bridge {Basin Run Road (MD 338) beets! ; 
576 _541\CE-46_ |CE-0046 [Hall's Choice Dr. Jack Road ___|Rowlandsviile 
ces. _—_ ‘es : "| a ae 
644, 423)7_ ~~ |CE-1217 |Dooling Log House (Union “ StecanaeRaUS22 | Rock 
694 544|CE-767 |CE-0767 |Thomas-Holiday House _ ____|SusquehannaRiverRd(US222) |Rock 
iCE-122 
746 34/9 |CE-1229 _|Stump-Smithson House Frenchtown Road pena 
Mt. Ararat Manor House 
763) _ 38/CE-142 |CE-0142 |(Physicks-Water's House) Mt. Ararat Farm Road Bainbridge 
176 26\/CE-525 |CE-0525 i Road Spring House CokesburyRoad Frenchtown 
| Susquehanna River Bridge | — 
814 __7\CE-997 |CE-0997 [Administration Building Pulaski Highway (U.S.40) Perryville 
Rodgers Tavern (Stevenson's 
824) _5/CE-129 |CE-0129 |Tavern) a ___|Broad Street & River Road Perryville 
828 ie CE-0244 [Perry Point Mill iAvenue A _ |Perry Point 
| |Perry Point Mansion House (U.S. i 
830 3\/CE-146 |CE-0146 (Veterans Hospital Sixth Street Perry Point 
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Candidate Historic Properties that may be certified as eligible for the Maryland State Income Tax Credit - 


~~ Greenway Corridor TIZ (Harford County): 


Greenway Corridor TIZ (Harford County) - Candidate Historic Properties 


TOWN 


MIHP|MIHP_1D|MIHP_NO CLASS [NAME 
~|HA-824 
HA-825 


____|ADDRESS 


Baltimore & Ohio Railroad Bridge over 


MD 155 (CSX) ; |Superior Street (MD aia ee de Grace 
| - 


'HA-1782_ |HA-1782 
HA-198 
HA-574 
HA-573 
HA-379 


HA-579 


. “| 
-|HA-378 a oe ; ‘Tid a 
HA-580__| ; c —_ _ 


_|HA-373 


; Z __|HA-575 


HA-576 
|HA-577 
HA-377 
__|HA374 


HA-375 
HA-1037 
HA-1036 
HA-180 


HA-376 
HA-382 
HA-191 
HA-193 
HA-194 __ 


| | 
| 
— —_|HA-183 


HA-195 


HA-195 
HA-195 
HA-195 


— |HA-195 
| HA-195 
|HA-192 


__|HA-196 
| HA-197 
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Greenway Corridor TIZ (Harford County) - Candidate Historic Properties 


MIHP|MIHP_ID|MIHP_NO|CLASS |NAME __.._ |ADDRESS TOWN 

HA-1034_ |HA-1034/Old road south from Glen Cove Teen Cove Road {Darlington 
HA-1034 |HA-1034|Old road south from Glen Cove Glen Cove Road | Darlington 
HA-1034 |HA-1034|Old road south from Glen Cove Glen Cove Road Darlington 
HA-1035_|HA-1035|Glen Cove Road _|Glen Cove Road Darlington _ 
|HA-1035 |HA-1035|Glen Cove Road ‘Glen Cove Road Darlington 

_|HA-1035_|HA-1035|Glen Cove Roady Glen Cove Road Darlington 
HA-1035_|HA-1035/Glen Cove Road - Glen Cove Road > |Darlington _ 


The following properties located in the TIZ which are on the National Register of Historic Places are eligible for 
the Maryland Income Tax Credit: 


LSHG Management Plan 


TiZ - Candidate Historic Properties 


SWNRHP_ID |CLASS _ 


127 = INR-188 


128 4NRA015 ee 
NR-953 

‘|1062 _INR-1113 : 
INR-196 


May 2000 


Attachment 5 


HA-790 ce 1835 
ABRAHAM JARRETT THOMAS HOUSE 
Havre de Grace, Md. 


Along with the Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal Lockhouse and the Concord 
Point Lighthouse, the Abraham Jarrett Thomas House, known as the Lafayette Hotel 
is the town's most prominent landmark. It is a large two and a half story five 
bay brick building built ona Georgian plan which has been covered with stucco. 
Situated on the west bank of the Susquehanna River, the building is on the 
site and perhaps the foundations of the old Ferry House, an inn run in conjunction 
with the old hand operated ferry boats. 


yo 
MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST ygo742™" HA-790 


INVENTORY FORM FOR STATE HISTORIC SITES SURVEY 


GE NAME 


Abraham Jarrett Thomas House 
HISTORIC 


AND/OR COMMON 


‘{EALOCATION 
STREET & NUMBER 


CCDS SS. John Street 


CITY, TOWN CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
Hayre de Grace — VICINITY OF 6 
STATE COUNTY 


Maryland , 


EN CLASSIFICATION 


CATEGORY OWNERSHIP STATUS PRESENT USE 
__DISTRICT —PUBLIC Xoccupieo —AGRICULTURE —MUSEUM 
XBUVILDINGIS) _MPRIVATE —UNOCCUPIED __ COMMERCIAL _.PARK 
__STRUCTURE __BOTH _—WORK IN PROGRESS EDUCATIONAL __ PRIVATE RESIDENCE 
—SITE PUBLIC ACQUISITION ACCESSIBLE XVENTERTAINMENT RELIGIOUS 
—OBJECT —IN PROCESS MLYES: RESTRICTED —GOVERNMENT — SCIENTIFIC 

__ BEING CONSIDERED __ YES: UNRESTRICTED __INDUSTRIAL __TRANSPORTATIC® 
—NO ¥ MILITARY, —OTHER 
EW OWNER OF PROPERTY 
NAME 


Joseph _L. Davis» Post 49 The America i elephone #: 939-0234 
STREET & NUMBER 


CITY. TOWN STATE, Zip code 
___. VICINITY OF 2 
[LOCATION OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION fiber Hs sui 


COURTHOUSE. Folio # : 58 
REGISTRY OF DEEDS, ETC. 


STREET & NUMBER 


STATE 


CITY. TOWN 


[J REPRESENTATION IN EXISTING SURVEYS 


TITLE 


DATE 
—FEDERAL STATE COUNTY — LOCAL 


DEPOSITORY FOR 
SURVEY RECORDS 


CITY. TOWN STATE 


Ea DESCRIPTION ARTIC 


CONDITION CHECK ONE CHECK ONE 
—EXCELLENT __DETERIORATED * ¥U NALTERED Xonric INAL SITE 
XGoop __RUINS __ALTERED __MOVED DATE 
__FAIR __UNEXPOSED 


DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND ORIGINAL (IF KNOWN) PHYSICAL APPEARANCE 


Built in a Hangover Georgian style, 501 St. Jchn Street is a large 
rectangular, detached two and a half story, five bay by one bay brick 
dwellingwith a gable roof, possibly dating fpom the early 19th century. 
The building, now the Joseph L. Davis Post of the American Legion, is 
covered with textured stucco and has a one story cinder block addition on 
the rear. Located between the Susquehanna River and St. John Street.the 
building faces west toward Legion Square where there is a statue of 
Lafayette, commissioned for the town's Bicentennial celebration. Old 
photographs c. 1920 and 1930 show that the facade is flemish bond while 
the flanks and rear are common bond. The foundations are random rubble 
covered with stucco. 


A one story, three bay torch with pillars resting on a cement floor extends 
across the entire facade supporting a hipped roof. 


Windows are arranged uniformly on the facade; on ali elevations they have 
9/1 light, double hung sash within recessed jambs. A c. 1930 photograph 
shows that the windows on the facade and south elevation have flat arches 
above them and stone sills and lintels. While there are three windows on 
the first floor, south elevation tocay, the 1930 photograph shows only one 
window slightly off center with the window sash within a deeply recessed 
opening. Third floor gable end windows contain 6/1 light sash as do the 
three front and twu rear dormers. 


The main entrance is in the center bay of the facade; it is framed by 
pilasters supporting an entabliture with a plain frieze. The door con- 
tains fiftcen raised panels. Other entrances are in the cinder block ad- 
dition. 


The building has a gable flank roof, covered with asphalt shingles, a 
narcow box cornice and a wide molded fascia board on the facade and rear. 
All of the dormers have recessed triangular pediments. Pairs of connected 
end chimneys rise from the north and south walis; like the rest of the 
building, they are covered with stucco. 


Interior: The first floor has one room on either side of a center hall. 

The stairs rising to the third floor are on the south wall of the hall. The 
windows framedarchitrave moldinz are deeply recessed with wide inner sills. 
The band of molding under the window sills*rectangular panel is in the 
center. Six panel doors are found throuch out the house. The American 
Legion has a Ratnskeller in the basement, a large cooking fireplace with 

an arched opening is on the north wall of the rear room. There was another 
large fireplace in the adjoining rocm but it has been bricked upe 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 


Nh-7@0 


El SIGNIFICANCE 

PERIOD AREAS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- CHECK AND JUSTIFY BELOW 

.PREHISTORIC —ARCHEUOLOGY-PREHISTORIC COMMUNITY PLANNING __ LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE __ RELIGION 
—1400-1499 —ARCHEOLOGY-HISTORIC —CONSERVATION __ LAW — SCIENCE 
—-1500-1599 —AGRICULTURE —ECONOMICS —_ LITERATURE __ SCULPTURE 
—1600-1699 -WARCHITECTURE —EDUCATION —__MILITARY —SOCIAL/HUMANITARIAN 
—1700-1799 —_ART ENGINEERING —MUSIC —THEATER 
— 1800-1899 “COMMERCE __EXPLORATION/SETTLEMENT —PHILOSOPHY __ TRANSPORTATION 
—1900- —COMMUNICATIONS —INDUSTRY — POLITICS/GOVERNMENT —OTHER (SPECIFY) 

— INVENTION 
SPECIFIC DATES BUILDER/ARGHITECT 
ce 1834 


STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 


The Abraham Jarrett Thomas Housejsa two and a half story, five bay brick 
dweliing with a Hemishbond facade-now covered with stucco. The building 
and the river front lot on whicn it is iocated figure prominently in the 
Town's nistory. The early growth of the settlement known as Harmerstown, 
Stocketts town, Susquehanna Lower Ferry and finally Havre de Grace was de- 
termined by its location on the Susquehanna River and the upper Chesapeake 
Bay. dere, travelers following the Old Post RKoad-the major Colonial route 
between the south and Philadelphia crossed the Susquehanna River by ferry. 
Among the early ferry operatcrs was John Rodgers, who secured a license in 
1776 to operate an "orcinary" at Havre de Grace. Kodgers who bought a lot : 
om S, Washington Street (HA-798)in 1788 on which ae dwelling-teleived.t aye 
been built before 1800 stands today, is better known as the (c.1780) of 
Rodger's Tavern across the river where George Washington was‘ frequent vistors 
and as the father of Commodore John Rodgers, the founder of the American 
Navy. Although the exact location of the tavern run by John Rodgers in Havre 
de Grace is not known, it is logical to assume that 1t may have stood on 
this site, varticularly since we know from the land records that this land 
was deedec to the 4“avre de Grace Ferry Co. in 1¢18 by William B. Stokes. 

In 1834 the land, comprising 11 lots, was sold to Abraham varrett Thomas, 
for whom the present structure was probably erected, although the basement 
may be earlier. A.J. Thomas was a banker andan early member of St. John's 
Church (HA-544). Stevenson Archer Williams in his "Recollections of Boyhood 
At Medicai Fall etc.." mentions that the Lafayette Hotel was the Abraham 
Jarrett Thomas house when he was a boy. Ths Phiiadelphia, Wilmington and 
Baltimore Railway later known as the Kltimore and washingtcn Railway pur- 
chased the propery in 1856 anc the building was run as the Lafayette Hotel 
no shortly befere it Bcame the Post 49, American Legicn headquarters in 
1947. =f a en oe 


Those who pass threugh Havre de Grace on the train often.. remark on the 
sight of the old building «ith the large chizneys on the river front. The 
mass of the building is similar tc the Wollon Youblehouse (HA-&35) a smaller 
dwelling built in an Overhang Georgian style with iarge double interior 

end chimneys. Only four buildings in Havre de Grace have ftlemish bone 
brickwork, The A.J. thomas House being one cf them although covered with 
stucco. The size of the house (aprex. 40' x 30') makes it unusuai as does 
the presence of a large cooking fireplace in thebasement. The building de- 
serves further structur:1i investigation. 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 


NA) 0 
BEMAjC2 813L1OGHAPHICAL REFERENCES 


Williams, Stevenson Archer "ke- 


1798 Tax Assesment-Harford County garage boyhood at Medical 
1814 Tax Assesment-Harford County Bil ete. 1923 coy at Susquer <a 
Kidwiler, Zlias Ww. History or Savre de GrecetThe ive In — 2 


Shriver, J. Alexis, Talk Given At the Unveiling of the Historical Marker at xodgers 
Tavern, Perryville, Oct. 15,1932 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 
ETJGEOGRAPHICAL DATA 


ACREAGE OF NOMINATED PROPERTY 


VERBAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION 


LIST ALL STATES AND COUNTIES FOR PROPERTIES OVERLAPPING STATE OR COUNTY BOUNDARIES 


STATE COUNTY 


STATE COUNTY 


§5]F ORM PREPARED BY 


NAME / FITLE 


KK 
ORGANIZATION DATE 


STREET & NUMBER TELEPHONE 


CITY OR TOWN == STATE 


Annapolis, Maryland ee 


The Maryland Historic Sites Inventory was officially created 
by an Act of the Maryland Legislature, to be found in the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 41, Section 181 KA, 

1974 Supplement. 


The Survey and Inventory are being prepared for information 
and record purposes only and do not constitute any infringe- 
ment of individual property rights. 


RETURN TO: Maryland Historical Trust 
The Shaw House, 21 State Circle 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
(301) 267-1438 


Ps- 1008 


Abraham Jarrett Thomas House 


LAND RECORDS (LAPAYSTTE HOTEL) NAk-740 


3i1 «(58 December 1, 1947 


Grantor: Havre de Grace Print an@d Publishing C., Inc. 
Grant e: Josech L. Davis Post #49, The American Legion, Inc. 


GCB300 149 September 20, 1946 


Grantors: Michael Fahey and Margaret, his wife 
Grantee: Susquehanna Tracing Co. 


DWG 178 59 April 12, 1922 


Grantor: Baltimore and Wasnington Railroad 
Grantee: James Xobinson 
36,000.00 


ALG §& 214 October 7, 1856 


Grantor: Joseph Coudon, executor for Abraham varrett Thomas 
Grantee: Philadelphia, Wilmington and Baltimore kailiroad 

Being designated on the cld plat of said town as square no. 245 
and comprising lots +,¢,14,18,23 and 28. 

$6,200.00 


BD 15 10 December 5, 1634 


Grantor: Albert Constable, trustee 

Grantee: Abraham Jarrett Thomas 

Equity Case: Dec. 1633 William Williams-compiainant; Havre de Grace 
Ferry Co., defencant 

$2,700.00 Lots-4,8,13,16,235,26,33, 38,44,5C,56 


With all and singular the Buildings, improvements, advar.tages, privilidges, 
rightsways, waters, and appurtenances. 


HD 1 478 September 25, 1615 


Grantor: Willian B. Stokes 
rantee: Havre de Grace Ferry Co. 


$10,000 lots 4,8,13,18,23,28,33,35,44,50,56 


HA-790 : 
ABRAHAM JAHRETT THOMAS HOUSE 


Havre de Grace Miscellaneous 1793-1855 


Pringle, Sappington , R.Y. Stokes, et al- purchased 
from William B. Stokes Esq. ten water lots on which stood the 
brick tavern laterly burnt down with the stables now remain- 
thereon and the walls and materials together with the wharf and ail 
the said William B. Stokes right of feriage across the river 


Susquehanna. March 17, 1817 


This entry is copied from papers belonging to the Harford 


County Historical Society filed under H de G miscellaneous. 
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HA-790 Abraham Jarrett Thomas House 
501 St. John: Street 
Havre de Grace, MD 


picture taken from a post 
card 


Git £t from: Mrs. Blise B. Deller 
1708 Chatham Road 
Camp Hill, or LIOL1 


October 27, 1984 
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HA-790 Abraham Jarrett Thomas House 
BOl St. Jonn Street 
Havre de Grace, MD 


view of back of house takeh in 
£522. 


Gift from: Mrs. Elise B. Deller 
1708 Chatham Road 
Camp Hill, PA 17611 


October 27, 1984 
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HA-790 Abraham Jarrett Thomas House 
501 st. John Street 
Havre de Grace, MD 
view of front of house taken 
in £922% 
Grete £roms Mrs. Elise B. Deller 
1708 Chatham Road 
Canp Hill, PA +7OL2 
October 27, 1984 
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HA-790 Abraham Tarrett Thomas House 
501 st. John Street TAO 
Havre de Grace, MD © 


picture taken by Mrs- Elise 
B. Deller, June 23, 1984 


Gift L£LOm: Mrs. Elise B. Deller 
1708 Chatham Road 
Camp Hill, PA £7oi2 


October 27, 1984 
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HA-790 Abraham Jarrett Thomas House 
501 St. gohn Street 
Havre de Grace, MD 


probable dates, 1894-95 
or early 1900 


Gift from: Mrs. Elise B. Deller 
1708 Chatham Road 
Camp Hill, PA 17011 


October 27, 1984 
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Greenway Corridor TIZ (Harford County) - Candidate Historic Properties 


MIHP|MIHP_ID|MIHP_NO|CLASS |NAME ____ |ADDRESS 
| | | HA-1034_|HA-1034]/Old road south from Glen Cove Glen Cove Road 
HA-1034 |HA-1034|Old road south from Glen Cove iGlen Cove Road 


HA-1034 |HA-1034|Old road south from Glen Cove 
HA-1035 |HA-1035|Glen Cove Road _ 
__|HA-1035_|HA-1035|Glen Cove Road 
_|HA-1035 |HA-1035/!Glen Cove Road 
HA-1035 
|HA-823 
HA-312 
HA-4 


The following properties located in the TIZ which are on the National Register of Historic Places are eligible for 
the Maryland Income Tax Credit: 


Tiz - Candidate Historic Properties 


NR-1113 
NR-196 
NR-998 
NR-621 
_NR-164 
__|NR-472 
NR-306 


NR-568 
INR-1100 _ 
NR-381 
_|NR-88. 
|NR-672___ 


__|NR-314 


LSHG Management Plan L-8 May 2000 
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HA-1175 c. 1862 
OLD ST. PATRICK'S RECTORY 
Havre de Grace, Md. 


This two and a half story three bay by two bay frame building with a 
low hipped roof combines vernacular Greek Revival and Italianate features 
and is nearly square. Now a residence, it was built in 1862 as a rectory 
for St. Patrick's Roman Catholic. A low granite wall encloses the 
rectory and the granite foundations of the church next to it. HA~-1109, a 
dwelling similar to the rectory is a few blocks to the north. 


MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST HA-1175 


INVENTORY FORM FOR STATE HISTORIC SITES SURVEY 


a NAME 


HISTORIC Old St. Patrick's Rectory 


AND/OR COMMON 


FALOCATION 
STREET & NUMBER 
425 N. Stokes St. 


CITY, TOWN CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
Hayre de Grace —— VICINITY OF 6 
STATE COUNTY 
Maryland Harford 
EEE CLASSIFICATION 
CATEGORY OWNERSHIP STATUS PRESENT USE 
__DISTRICT __ PUBLIC 6ccuriep __ AGRICULTURE _.MUSEUM 
YBUILDING(S) LARIVATE __UNOCCUPIED __ COMMERCIAL _.PARK 
__-STRUCTURE __BOTH __WORK IN PROGRESS _EDUCATIONAL —_MBRIVATE RESIDENCE 
aii — SITE PUBLIC ACQUISITION ACCESSIBLE ENTERTAINMENT RELIGIOUS 
—OBJECT __IN PROCESS —YES: RESTRICTED __GOVERNMENT __ SCIENTIFIC 
__BEING CONSIDERED _ YES: UNRESTRICTED __INDUSTRIAL __ TRANSPORTATION 
fio __MILITARY __OTHER 
EW OWNER OF PROPERTY 


ane Mrs John R. Parker Telephone #: 


STREET & NUMBER 


425 N. Stokes St. Md. 
CITY, TOWN STATE, ZL code 
Havre de Grace _ vicinity oF 21078 

‘LOCATION OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION alanine 

COURTHOUSE. Folio #: 

REGISTRY OF DEEDS, ETC Harford Coun ty 

STREET & NUMBER 

Main St. 


CITY. TOWN STATE 


REPRESENTATION IN EXISTING SURVEYS 


TITLE 


DATE 
—FEDERAL STATE COUNTY — LOCAL 


DEPOSITORY FOR 
SURVEY RECORDS 


CITY. TOWN STATE 


Sa FN AE NTU VS TR ALES ODN EES, bn aye Bh Ti SLE SS BRAD TELS AUER LANG PPI LAM RDS SIE IEN Ot 
EA DESCRIPTION NN-W15 
CONDITION CHECK ONE CHECK ONE “ 
—EXCELLENT DETERIORATED %_UNALTERED * ORIGINAL SITE . 
_4GOOD RUINS —ALTERED —MOVED jo! | a 
— FAIR _—UNEXPOSED 


DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND ORIGINAL (IF KNOWN) PHYSICAL APPEARANCE 


425 N. Stokes St., is a two and a half story, three bay wide Italianate 
frame dwelling on a low stone foundation. Located on N. Stokes St. 
facing west, it was built as a rectory for St. Patrick's Roman Catholic 
Chureh in 1862. The house and the former church building next to it 

on the north are both seperated from the street by a lOw ashlar granite 
wall, the coping blocks of whi h are five inches in lenght and fastened 
with two kinds of iron pins. The house, used as a private residence, is 
covered with asbestes shingles and painted white with black trim, 


An above grade seven bay veranda extends across the front and around 
the entire south elevation. The vevanda has a flat roof with 4 molded 
cornice supported by turned and chamfered posts and a fence post balu- 
strade. 


Windows are arranged evenly on the front elewation. On the first floor 
they contain 1/1 light do.ble hung while the second story has 6/6 light 
sash and the smell row of attic windows have two light sash. This 
arrangement is consistent throughout the house. 


The main entrance is in the north bay, front elevation. A paneled 
door with beveled glass in the upper half is Framed by narrow three ua 
Light sidelights containing stained glass and a large three light 
transom from which the stained glass has probably been removed. 


A rectangular sdditicn extends from the second story, south elevation 
above the porch; it is either an altered ctiel or a bathroom edditicn. 


The house has 4 low hipped roof with a molded box corniee supported 
by paired brackets. The roof, which appears to be shingled with asphalt, 
has two brick chimneys at the north end. 


The house has an above grade front and side yards. In the backyard 
are eannected frame outbuildings, stables and a garage. 


oN 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 
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NR-NTS 


EE) SIGNIFICANCE 
PERIOD AREAS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- CHECK AND JUSTIFY BELOW 
— PREHISTORIC —ARCHEOLUGY-PREHISTORIC __COMMUNITY PLANNING LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE _*RELIGION 
1400-1499 —ARCHEOLOGY-HISTORIC —CONSERVATION —LAW — SCIENCE 
—1500-1599 —AGRICULTURE —ECONOMICS —UTERATURE —— SCULPTURE 
—.1600-1699 ARCHITECTURE EDUCATION —_MILITARY —SOCIAL/HUMANITARIAN 
—1700-1789 —ART ENGINEERING —MUSIC — THEATER 
¥1800-1899 —__COMMERCE __EXPLORATION/SETTLEMENT —PHILOSOPHY __ TRANSPORTATION 
—1900- —-COMMUNICATIONS INDUSTRY —POLITICS/GOVERNMENT __OTHER (SPECIFY) 
—INVENTION 
SPECIFIC DATES 1862 BUILDER/ARGHITECT 


STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 


425 N. Stokes St. was built in 1862 as the rectory for 
St. Patrick's Roman Catholic Church. Services were held in a granite 
building next door until 1907 when the new St Patrick's Church 
was built on Congree Ave. Remaining in their original location 
are the granite foundations of the old church, now surmounted 
by a new structure, and the low granite wall enclosing the church 
foundations and the rectory. The former rectory is a two and a 
half story three bay by two bay building with a row of small 
Windows in the attic story and a bracketed cornice. Located 
two block north of it is a house combining Italianate and Greek 
Revival features which closely resembles it. See HA-1109 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 


8 MAJOR BIBLIOGRAPHICAL REFERENCES 


ee, 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 
BTJGEOGRAPHICAL DATA 


ACREAGE OF NOMINATED PROPERTY 


Joerndt, Clarence V. St. Ignatius, Hickory and Its Missi 
F - ig . y on 
1972 Publication Press, Inc. Baltimore, Md. 


VERBAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION 


LIST ALL STATES AND COUNTIES FOR PROPERTIES OVERLAPPING STATE OR COUNTY BOUNDARIES 


STATE COUNTY aap 
STATE COUNTY = 
fe] FORM PREPARED BY 
NAME / TITLE 
Marion Morton—Historic Sites Surveyor July 7, 19°77 
ORGANIZATION DATE 


STREET & NUMBER TELEPHONE 
21 State Circle 
CITY OR TOWN STATE 


The Maryland Historic Sites Inventory was officially created 
by an Act of the Maryland Legislature, to be found in the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 41, Section 181 KA, 

1974 Supplement. 


The Survey and Inventory are being prepared for information 
and record purposes only and do not constitute any infringe- 
ment of individual property rights. 


RETURN TO: Maryland Historical Trust 
The Shaw House, 21 State Circle 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
(301) 267-1438 
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HA-1175 

Old St. Patrick’s Rectory 

425 N. Stokes St. 

Havre de Grace 

Sanborn Havre De Grace Sept. 1930-Apr. 1962 
Harford County 
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Havre De Grace 

Harford County, Maryland 

Marion Morton, 1976 

negative on file-Maryland Historical Trust 
Annapolis, Maryland HA 1175 

Old St. Patrick's Rectory 


JO GOV IND 


HA-823 ce 1844 
MT. ERIN CEMETERY 
Havre de Grace, Md. 


A granite monument (c. 1896) marks the location of the first Roman 
Catholic Church in Havre de Grace. Called St. James the Less, the church, 
believed to have been a frame structure, was ready for services in 1844. 
This church was a predecessor of St. Patrick's, Havre de Grace. 


MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST Ha-823 


INVENTORY FORM FOR STATE HISTORIC SITES SURVEY 


NAME 


HISTORIC 


Mt. Erin Cemetery (site of first Roman Catholic Church in Havre 


AND/OR COMMON 


. EALOCATION 
TREET 
. SNUMBER Grace View Drive, south side, about 0.3 miles east of rt. 155 
CITY. TOWN Havre de Grace i a 
— VICINITY OF 
STATE COUNTY 
Md. Harford 
Eq CLASSIFICATION 
CATEGORY OWNERSHIP STATUS PRESENT USE 
__DISTRICT —_ PUBLIC —OCCUPIED —AGRICULTURE —_._.MUSEUM 
—BUILDING(S}) Xprivate —UNOCCUPIED —COMMERCIAL —-PARK 
—STRUCTURE —BOTH —WORK IN PROGRESS —EDUCATIONAL —PRIVATE RESIDENCE 
Xgite PUBLIC ACQUISITION ACCESSIBLE __ENTERTAINMENT 3XCRELIGIOUS 
~ —OBJECT __IN PROCESS —YES: RESTRICTED __GOVERNMENT — SCIENTIFIC 
__BEING CONSIDERED _Xyes: UNRESTRICTED _ INDUSTRIAL —__TRANSPOFTS TON 
—NO —MILITARY —OTHER 


EW OWNER OF PROPERTY 
c/o St Patrick's Catholic Church 


NAME 
Mt Erin Cemetery Telephone #: 


STREET & NUMBER 


615 Congress Ave 


cy. TOWN Havre de Grace guineas Md. “21078 


[EALOCATION OF LEGAL DESCRIPTION ites ¥ 


COURTHOUSE. Folio #: 
reGistRY oFDEEDS,ETC. Harford County i 


STREET & NUMBER 


Main St. 
CITY. TOWN Bel Air STATE Ma. 
{Gi REPRESENTATION IN EXISTING SURVEYS 
TITLE 
DATE 


—FEDERAL STATE __COUNTY __LOCAL 
DEPOSITORY FOR 
SURVEY RECORDS 


CITY, TOWN STATE 


ip= 3 
y =e a Pies 
DESCRIPTION 
CONDITION CHECK ONE CHECK ONE 
— EXCELLENT __DETERIORATED UNALTERED _ZORIGINAL SITE 
—%oop RUINS ALTERED —MOVED DAT Ghee 
_FAIR UNEXPOSED 


DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND ORIGINAL (iF KNOWN) PHYSICAL APPEARANCE 


At Mt. Erin Cemetery is the site of the first Roman Catholic Church 
in Havre de Grace. The cemetery is located on hill in the 
north of Havre de Grace which looks south ,southeast to the 
Chesapeake Bay. It is on the south side of Grace View Drive, less 
than 1/2 a mile E. of Rt. 155. A granite monument with a Latin 
cross on top off it was erected in 1896 to mark the location of the 
first church. The monument has inscriptions on the eastern and 
western sides. The eastern face reads " Here stood the First 
Catholic Church at Havre de Grace, Md., built Anno Domini '43- 
1845- 43' by Rev. Jas. Reid. This stone erected Nov. 10, 1896, 
James P. Fitzgerald, Pastor." 


A cast iron entrance stands at the west end of the cemetery 
anda frame gazebo , painted green,with a hipped wood shingle roof 
is in the center of the grave yard. The cemetery is divided into 
two sections; the westerly section, in which the monument marking 
the site of the first church is located,is the Roman Catholic 
Burial ground, belonging to St Patrick's Church, whereas the eastern 
section, marked St James, belongs to St James A.M.E. Church (HA-1156). 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 


Hh -%23 


El SIGNIFICANCE 
PERIOD AREAS OF SIGNIFICANCE -- CHECK AND JUSTIFY BELOW 
—PREHISTORIC —ARCHEOLUGY-PREHISTORIC —COMMUNITY PLANNING —LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTURE RELIGION 
—1400-1499 —ARCHEOLOGY-HISTORIC —CONSERVATION —LAW —SCIENCE 
—1500-15939 —AGRICULTURE —ECONOMICS —LITERATURE —SCULPTURE 
—1600-1699 —ARCHITECTURE —EDUCATION —MILITARY —SOCIAL/HUMANITARIAN 
—1700-17389 —ART — ENGINEERING —MUSIC —THEATER 
X_1800-1899 —COMMERCE —EXPLORATION/SETTLEMENT —PHILOSOPHY —TRANSPORTATION 
—1900- —COMMUNICATIONS —INDUSTRY —POLITICS/GOVERNMENT —OTHER (SPECIFY) 
—INVENTION 


SPECIFIC DATES BUILDER/ARCHITECT 
a IT I I LT I LL DR LTT 


STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 


A granite marker in Mt, Erin Cemetery erected in 1896 marks the 
location of the first Roman Catholic Church in Havre de Grace. 
Early parish records indicate that the church was named St James 
the Less. On March 17, 1842, Father James Reid purchased four- 
teen lots (lots 15-28, square 4 of Reed's addition) from Ezra 
Reed and Eliza, his wife, of Havre de Grace. The land records 
reads " for $150.00 and the further consideration that a church 
be dedicated for the service of God." The church. isbelieved to 
have been a small frame structure for which the cornerstone was 
laid in 1843, and services were conducted in by 1844. A sm&ll 
rectangular stone marker with a Latin inscription (possibly a 
cornerstone) is in the ground a few feet east of the granite 
memorial, Perhaps because the Mt. Erin location was so far from 
town, a stone church called St Patricks was erected in 1847-1850. 
Today the foundations of the chuch, surmounted by a later 
structure,and the rectory (HA-1175) can be seen on the corner 

of N. Stokes and Warren Sts. The present St. Patrick's was built 
in 1907. 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 


If_?O2 
NA-232 


~ 


Joerndt, Clarence V. St. Ignatius, Hickory and Its Missions 


1972 Publication Press, Inc. Baltimore, Md. 


SRM AjCE 3IBLIOGH APHICAL REFERENCES 


CONTINUE ON SEPARATE SHEET IF NECESSARY 
fT]GEOGRAPHICAL DATA 


ACREAGE OF NOMINATED PROPERTY 


VERBAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION 


LIST ALL STATES AND COUNTIES FOR PROPERTIES OVERLAPPING STATE OR COUNTY BOUNDARIES 


STATE COUNTY 


STATE COUNTY 


EE] FORM PREPARED BY 


nauev™S Marion Morton - Historic Sites Surveyor 
ORGANIZATION Maryland Historical Trust oo May 1977 


TELEPHONE 


STRSTR HUMESH on Stnta Cinele 


CITY OR TOWN 


Annapolis ae MD. 


The Maryland Historic Sites Inventory was officially created 
by an Act of the Maryland Legislature, to be found in the 
Annotated Code of Maryland, Article 41, Section 181 KA, 


1974 Supplement. 


The Survey and Inventory are being prepared for information 
and record purposes only and do not constitute any infringe- 


ment of individual property rights. 


RETURN TO: Maryland Historical Trust 
The Shaw House, 21 State Circle 
Annapolis, Maryland 21401 
(301) 267-1438 
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Attachment § 


INDIVIDUAL PROPERTY/DISTRICT 
MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST 
INTERNAL NR-ELIGIBILITY REVIEW FORM 


Property/District Name: _Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge over the Susquehanna River Survey 
Number:__HA-1712 


Project: ACE/MDE Application #199861938 T61955 Agency: _ COE/MDE 
Site visit by MHT Staff: X= no __ yes Name Date 
Eligibility recommended __X Eligibility not recommended 


Criteria: X A __B _X_C __D Considerations: _ A _ B_C_ D__E__ F_#eG 
___None 


Justification for decision: (Use continuation sheet if necessary and attach map) 


The Amtrak Railroad or Perryville Road Bridge (MHT #HA-1712) is a 1906 Deck-and-Through Truss 
Bridge. made of open hearth steel with stone piers. The north and south spans are not of equal length, and 
the southern span is the shorter of the two. While most of the spans are deck trusses, the 277° center span is 
constructed of two Pratt through trusses. This span rotates on a center pivot, a feature which popularized 
swing spans among engineers in the early twentieth century. The bridge was constructed by the 
Pennsylvania Railroad and replaced an 1866 wood and steel bridge. There do not appear to be any 
identifying plaques attached to the bridge. Finally, the bridge retains excellent integrity of materials and 
setting. Therefore, based on the information provided, the bridge is eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places under Criterion A, as an example of an early twentieth century railroad bridge built by an 
important American railroad company (transportation) and under Criterion C, as an example of engineering 
which acknowledges two different modes of transportation and allows each to function with little 
interference from the other. 


Documentation on the property/district is presented in:___ Project Review and Compliance Files 


Prepared by: Harry E. Bailey. Qwest Network Construction Services 


Anne E. Bmder 2/25/98 
Reviewer, Office of Preservation Services Date 
NR program concurrence: ___ yeS ___no ____ not applicable j d 7 
Op eta Ly, Kal las 146 
AEH Riu | 215° {¢ 
| Reviewer, NR program Dat 
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Communications 


TANDARD 
SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
AMTRAK BRIDGE $60.07 


_HARFORD COUNTY, MARYLAND 
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FOR NPS USE ONLY 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 


NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES _|"€'¥® 
~ “INVENTORY -- NOMINATION FORM DATE ENTERED 


SEE INSTRUCTIONS IN HOW TO COMPLETE NATIONAL REGISTER FORMS 
TYPE ALL ENTRIES -- COMPLETE APPLICABLE SECTIONS 
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DESCRIBE THE PRESENT AND OHIGINAL (IF KNOWN) PHYSICAL APPEARANCE 


The Perryville Bridge over the Susquehanna River is a center bearing swing 
bridge. The superstructure of the bridge is of open hearth steel and the piers 
are stone masonry. The substructure's height above mean high water is 52 inches. 
From north to south the bridge consists of one deck truss 192 feet long; eight deck 
trusses each 255 feet long; a swing span 277 feet long; seven deck truss spans 


each 195 feet long; and a deck truss span 192 feet long. ‘the total length is 
4,155 feet. 


The swing span consists of two pratt through-trusses carrying two tracks 
on stringers and floorbeams that frame into the lower chord of the trusses. 
The dead loads from the through trusses are carried by a cross girder. The drum 
rolls on steel rollers that ride in a track secured to the masonry. When the 
bridge is opened, the dead load of the bridge is carried by the center bearing, 
and the rollers balance the bridge. In the closed position, wedges are driven 
under the cross girder at the connection to the trusses. The line load is thus 
carried by the wedges and not the center bearing or rollers.’ 


The drive machinery is located in the operator's house at the center 
of the span above track level. It is a 150-horsepower diesel engine connected 
to a hydraulic torque converter. 


The structural steel of Perryville bridge is in good condition but the 
ties and guard timber are deteriorated. The operating machinery works satis- 
factorily. 
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STATEMENT OF SIGNIFICANCE 


The Perryville Bridge over the Susquehanna River is one of three center 
bearing swing bridge constructed in 1906 for the Pennsylvania Railroad. 


The movable bridge is an ancient type that can be changed in position so as : 
to open a clear passage, or to afford an increased headway for ships and boats in 
navigable channels. Engineers choose this type of bridge when no other way of 
giving vertical clearance for the passage of vessels on a waterway exists. The 
introduction of railroads to the U.S. in the early 1800's greatly spurred the 
development and construction of this type of bridge. Along the eastern seaboard 
the large number of navigable rivers and inlets to be crossed resulted in the 
construction of fifteen movable bridges on what is today the Northeast Corridor 

rail line. There are three basic types of movable bridges—the bascule, the swing, 
nd the vertical lift. On the Northeast Corridor there are nine bascule bridges, 
tive swing bridges, and one vertical lift bridge. These bridges were prefabricated 
at the construction company's plant and then built by unskilled labor at the site. 
The machinery to operate the bridges was not standardized and each one has unique 
mechanical components. 
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Swing bridges were generally used in place of bascule or vertical lift 
bridges when the waterway was wide enough to allow for side clearance in the 
channel. At the turn of the century swing bridges also allowed for economy in 
building and maintenance. 
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The two types of swing bridges are rim bearing and center bearing. 
In the U.S. the earliest records of iron bridges shows them to be the rim bearing 
type. Later the use of the center bearing type increased until it became nore 
popular than the rim bearing bridge. The design of center bearing bridges was much 
improved by C.C. Schneider, Engineer of the Pencoyd Iron Works, in the period 
from 1887 to 1900. Later, while he was Consulting Engineer of the American Bridge 
Company his strong advocacy of this type of swing bridge influenced the opinions 
of many engineers and firmly established the center bearing design in American 
practice. 


In the center bearing swing bridge, of which Perryville is an ‘. 
example, the weight is supported by a center pivot. When this type of bridge is in —_ 
an Open position, rollers around the circular girder keep the bridge balanced while 1 
the dead load of the structure is transmitted from the main through trusses by ¥ 

—-ross girders to the center pivot. When the bridge is closed, wedges at the center d 
ier are inserted under the trusses.so that the load is transferred directly to 
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VERBAL BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION 


This bridge is on the Northeast Corridor railroad line 
across the Susquehanna River at Perryville, Maryland. 


T ALL STATES AND COUNTIES FOR PROPERTIES OVERLAPPING STATE OR COUNTY BOUNDARIES 
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H30 
August 5, 2016 


Laura Shick 

Federal Preservation Officer 

Environmental and Corridor Planning Division 
Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
Federal Railroad Administration 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Washington D.C. 20590 


Dear Ms. Shick: 


We received your correspondence dated July 15, 2016. Thank you for the opportunity to comment 
on the proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project area of potential effect. 


Established by Congress in 2008, the Star-Spangled Banner National Historic Trail (NHT) is a 560- 
mile land and water route that tells the story of the War of 1812 in the Chesapeake Bay region. It 
connects historic sites in Maryland, Virginia, and the District of Columbia and commemorates the 
events leading up to the Battle for Baltimore, the defense of Fort McHenry, and the writing of the 
Star-Spangled Banner, our National Anthem. The trail traces American and British troop 
movements, introduces visitors to communities affected by the war, and highlights the Chesapeake 
region’s distinctive landscapes and waterways. 


There are several resources present in the Upper Bay associated with the Star-Spangled Banner 
NHT. Attached to this letter is the complete list as found in the Comprehensive Management Plan 
and Corridor Management Plan and Environmental Assessment, Star-Spangled Banner National 
Historic Trail and Scenic Byway, Appendix S Focus Area Studies. 2012. Volume 3 of 3. 


In addition to the resources in that list, the Water Trail portion of the Star-Spangled NHT goes on a 
roughly north-south line through the Upper Bay and into the Susquehanna River as far north as Port 
Deposit. 


We would like to underscore the significance of the landscapes and waterways of the Chesapeake 
region. Facilitating visitor enjoyment of those landscapes and waterways is a major reason for the 
existence of the Trail. We would like to protect them as well as the historic resources as much as 
possible. We hope that you will account for those values as the design process moves forward on the 
bridge and look forward to future consultation. 


The Compliance Officer for the Star-Spangled Banner NHT is William Curtis. He can be reached at 
this mailing address, or by email at william_curtis@nps.gov. His office phone number is 
410.823.1309 x 405. 


Sincerely, 
Tina Cappetta 
Superintendent 


Attachment 
cc: Bill Curtis 


Attachment 


“Five categories of War of 1812 resources are present along the trail in the Upper Bay (table 2) 
(NPS 201 1c): 

* battlefields 

* cultural landscapes 

* historic structures 

« archeological sites 

* commemorative sites 


"Historic resources ~ with the exception of interpretive locations and some cultural landscapes ~ 
are considered to have historic integrity and significance to the War of 1812 in the Chesapeake 
region. 


"Table 2 War of 1812 Historic and Archeological Resources (according to primary resource type) 
Upper Bay 


Battlefields 

¥ Fort Pearce Site 

¥ Caulk’s Field 
Cultural Landscapes 
Elk Landing 
Susquehanna NWR 
Susquehanna State Park 
Swan Harbor Farm 
Bell’s Ferry 
Fort Hollingsworth 
White Hall Point 
Mount Harmon Plantation 
Concord Park 
Historic Structures 

The Anchorage 

Holly Hall 
Jon Hans Steliman House 
Mount Pleasant 
St. John’s Episcopal Church 
AveitheGoldsborough House 
Elizabeth Rodgers House 
Kitty Knight House 
Perry Point Mansion and Mill 
Sion Hill 
Rose Hill 
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Y John O’Neil House 

v¥ Archibald Wright House 
Archeological Sites 

Fort Defiance/Fort Frederick Sites 

Y Garrett Island 

¥ Spesutie Island 

¥ Principio Furnace and Iron Works 
Commemorative Sites 

¥ Brantwood Farm Cannon 

¥ O’Neil Monument 


"Table 2 lists historic and archeological resources in the Upper Bay from the trail’s cultural 
resources inventory; sites are listed only once for brevity, but may in fact fall under multiple 
resource categories. 


"Many other locations along the trail offer additional opportunities to tell stories about the 
causes, events, and outcomes of the war. In particular, the region’s many natural settings provide 
opportunities to reflect on the lives of people and the lay of the land during the early 19th 
century. While sites that lack integrity due to destruction, replacement, modern (post 1815) 
development, or intrusion are not the focus of preservation efforts, these sites all have 
interpretive value. Such sites include: 


Cedar Point 

Concord Point Gun Battery 
Concord Point Lightkeeper’s House 
Decoy Museum 

Fort Duffy Site 

Frenchtown 

Havre de Grace Historic District 
Havre de Grace Maritime Museum 
Mount Pleasant Landing Site 
Parker Point 

Potato Battery Site 

Richard Frisby Farm Site 

Sear's Tavern Site 

Skidmore 

Steppingstone Museum 

Waller Farm Site" 
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Comprehensive Management Plan and Corridor Management Plan and Environmental 
Assessment, Star Spangled Banner National Historic Trail and Scenic Byway, Appendix S Focus 
Area Studies. 2012. Volume 3 of 3. 
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MARYLAND HISTORICAL TRUST 
August 24, 2016 


Michae! M. Johnsen 

Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Railroad Administration 

1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

Washington, DC 20590 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Determination of Effects to Historic Properties 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Mr. Johnsen: 


Thank you for providing the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) with the Federal Railroad Administration’s (FRA) 
assessment of effects on historic properties for the above-referenced undertaking. FRA’s submittal represents ongoing 
consultation to assess the project’s effects on historic properties, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and the Maryland Historical Trust Act of 1985, as amended, State Finance and 
Procurement Article §§ 5A-325 and SA-326 of the Annotated Code of Maryland. We have conducted a thorough 
review of the materials and we are writing to provide our comments and concurrence, 


Assessment of Effects: The FRA’s efforts to identify and evaluate historic properties within the Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) resulted in the evaluation of numerous properties for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(National Register), Current and previous studies identified thirteen historic properties within the APE, including 
three historic districts containing numerous contributing resources. 


Trust staff reviewed the Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources (Arch?, Inc. 2016) and took into 
consideration the views of the public and the Section 106 Consulting Parties provided at the various project meetings. 
Based upon the results of the Section 106 consultation, the Trust agrees with the FRA that the undertaking will have 
an adverse effect on the following historic properties; 

e Susquehanna River Rail Bridge & Bridge Overpasses (MIHP No. HA-1712); 

¢ Havre de Grace Historic District (MIHP No. HA-1617); 

¢ Rodgers Tavern (MIHP No. CE-129); and 

* = Perryville Railroad Station (MIHP No. CE-1442). 


The ‘Trust has no objection to the FRA’s effect determinations for the remaining historic architectural resources 
within the undertaking's APE. We understand that archeological investigations are ongoing and that the project’s 


agreement document will include provisions for the identification, evaluation and treatment of archeological 
resources, 


Continuing Section 106 Consultation: The Trust received copies of comment letters from the Lower Susquehanna 
Heritage Greenway, Inc., Town of Havre de Grace and the Town of Perryville. We encourage FRA and the Maryland 
Departinent of Transportation to continue to closely coordinate with these entities, and all other consulting parties, to 
address their concerns and seek their views on effective ways to mitigate the undertaking’s adverse effects 


A fr 


Maryland Historical Trust * 100 Community Place ¢ Crownsville « Maryland » 21032 


Tel: 410.514.7601 » TTY users: Maryland Relay » MHT Maryland gov 


Mr. Michael M. Johnsen 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Page 2 of 2 


We look forward to further coordination with FRA and other involved parties to successfully complete the Section 
106 review and execute an effective agreement document for this undertaking. The agreement document should 
include measures to reduce and resolve the undertaking’s adverse effect on historic properties, monitor the effects of 
the undertaking on historic and archeological properties as the design develops and during construction, establish 
procedures for ongoing coordination among the various signatory and consulting parties, and provide for appropriate 


Public interpretation as an integral part of project design. 


Ifyou have questions or need further assistance, please contact Beth Cole at 410-514-7631 / 
beth.cole@maryland.gov.us or Tim Tamburrino at 410-514-7637 / tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov. 


Thank you for providing us this opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely, 


Ral 
Broutcth Hoge — 
Elizabeth Hughes 

Director/State Historic Preservation Officer 
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cc: 


Michelle Fishburne (FRA) 

Laura Shick (FRA) 

Jacqueline Thorne (MDOT) 

Dan Reagle (MTA) 

Craig Rolwood (Amtrak) 

Mary Ann Lisanti (Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway) 
Matt Jagunic (National Park Service, Chesapeake Bay Office) 
Bradley F. Killian (Harford County) 

Ivy Freitag (Harford County) 

Anthony DiGiacomo (Cecil County) 

Eric Sennstrom (Cecil County) 

Dianne Klair (Havre de Grace) 

Denise Breder (Perryville) 

Bethany Baker (Concord Point Lighthouse) 

Kerti S. Kneisley (Havre de Grace Decoy Museum) 

John H. McClune, Sr. (National Railway Historical Society, Perryville Chapter) 
Norris C. Howard Sr. (Pocomoke Indian Nation) 

Leslie Mesnick (AKRF) 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
WWW.HAVREDEGRACEMD.COM 


Alterations to Undergrade Bridges 
Along the Amtrak Right-of-way in Havre de Grace 


Concerns, Recornmendations, and Alternative Proposals 


by 
Volney H. Ford, Chair 
SRRBP Advisory Board 
October 6, 2016 


There are three undergrade steel bridges (two within the Historic District) and two tunnel-like 
undergrade stone bridges between the proposed river spans and natural railway grade at mid-town. All 
five of these historic structures must be significantly altered and somehow made to blend architecturally 
with the proposed trackbed widening, consequential abutment widening, significant elevation of the 
railheads, and installation of high concrete retaining walls along both sides of the right-of-way. 


The Advisory Board has spent many hours considering how to minimize negative impact on these 
historic architectural resources, and in some cases how to mitigate the loss of these resources if it 
should become impractical to retain some of them. The Board has gone so far as to propose the 
elimination of two undergrade bridges, at Freedom Lane and Adams Street, to reduce overall project 
cost and provide origina! materials for a historically accurate widening and restoration of the three 
remaining undergrade bridges. 


The Advisory Board believes that, from a historic preservation and architectural blending perspective, it 
is better to sacrifice two assets to permanently restore the other three to their originally accurate 
appearance and function than to let them be hopelessly defaced, cobbled with concrete extensions 
upward and outward, and left to deteriorate over the next century or more. At the core of this issue is 
how to preserve the appearance and function of the stone abutments, wing walls, and barrel arches as 
they are being swallowed up by a wider and higher railroad bed and altered by the spreading of track 
alignments and bridge beams. 


Physical preservation of the historic stone assemblies is as important as appearance and architectural 
connectivity. Many of the attached photographs show the degree of surface deterioration, 
discoloration, alterations of convenience, and outright disintegration that these assets have suffered 
over the many decades. One must wonder in what condition the stone will be a century or more from 
now, unless serious action is taken at this major opportunity. 


- 


THe (O0t Cause OF Gegradation appears io be the leaching and ieaking of groundwater and its attendant 
chemical attack from the earthen side of the abutments, wing walls and barrel arches, along with 
freeze/thaw cycles and acid rains of a bygone era. Long-term stone preservation can only be achieved 
by unearthing the back sides of these assets and installing a permanent water-tight barrier, one half at a 


time, as track alignments are taken temporarily out of service. 


Many ot the stone blocks have begun to disintegrate (some almost entirely) and others have been cut 
away, capped with concrete, or removed altogether to modify or replace steel spans or to shift track 
alignments. Stone grout is calcifying and leaching out of the joints. Not one of the three bridge 
abutment sets remains in its original appearance. In fact, not one of the three street spans are in their 
original configuration: 


a. Of the four plate girder bridge spans over Juniata Street that carried one track each, the outer 
two were lowered to accommodate a closed concrete deck, and the inner two were abandoned 
in place with open cross-ties. 

b. The original four plate girder spans over Adams Street have been replaced entirely with two I- 
beam spans bearing on concrete cap pads, carrying closed prefabricated concrete decking. 

c. The original four plate girder spans over Stokes Street were modified to three and a half snans 
by cutting down and shifting the fourth span inward, lowering those spans to receive a single 
broad concrete closed deck. 


All of the abutments have been chopped down, chopped into, or recapped with ordinary concrete to 
accommodate these modifications without regard to historic preservation or appearance. 


Kestoration of any two of the street overpass abutment sets, along with historically accurate lateral 
extensions to relocate wing walls in correct positions, or to extend wing walls vertically to meet 
retaining walls, will require salvaged stone from the third overpass. One can think of no better way to 
mitigate the loss of two than to preserve the other three as beautifully as possible. All stone that has 
been damaged should be replaced, and original stone should be reinstalled in the original shelf fashion 
to support newly aligned bridge beams. 


Blending historic wing wails at the streets with continuous right-of-way retaining walls presents quite an 
architectural challenge, especially as the stepped wings offer ready access to the tracks by tresspassers, 
and would be visibly degraded by security fencing. The barrel arch overpasses at Freedom and 
Centennial lanes, both within the Historic District, provide even greater challenges. Both remain intact 
and historically unaltered. There is no practical way to preserve either stone overpass in its present 
configuration under conditions of a greatly widened railroad surface above, a significantly elevated 
railhead, and interfacing with right-of-way retaining walls located further outward. 


The Advisory Board again sees the only practical solution to preservation of this underpass example is to 
take out the Freedom Lane bridge and salvage its stone to extend both ends of the Centennial Lane 
bridge, faithfully lengthening the barrel and relocating the entry facings, and raising the wing walls to 
meet the new retaining walls. If left in their current positions, new structure required to support the 
outer tracks would necessarily cross overhead beyond the barrel arch openings and require abutments 
that would awkwardly affect the historic wings and overshadow the openings, likely blocking view of the 
historic archwork. 


4s with the street overpasses, whether one or both barrel arch bridges are preserved, it/they should be 
aeartned and carefully sealed along the earthen side to prevent further seepage, discoloration and 
*terloration. The Advisory Board identified the Centennial overpass for preservation because of its 
ideal location to become a street grade commuter station with a mostly climate-controlled interior 
environment. The Freedom Lane overpass would be so close to the new river bridge abutment as to be 
unnecessary for vehicular and pedestrian traffic. Its greatly recessed openings would not be historically 
inspiring, and could result in a rather pathetically overshadowed appearance. 


In order for the historic stonework at all overpasses to blend attractively with adjacent stone-embossed 
and stone-colored concrete, all of it will require steam cleaning at the outset, followed by periodic 
cleanings. As shown in the attached photographs, many different colors have resulted from years of 
leaching, rusting, and chemical attack, and the original stonework is of different quality and natural 
coloration depending on its design function and anticipated exposure to the elements. 


In summary, the Advisory Board urges all parties to the NHPA Section 106 process to embrace a 
selective preservation approach to these issues through sacrificial mitigation and faithfully 
reconstructed extensions of the three remaining undergrade bridges in Havre de Grace. It also urges the 
parties to include the Juniata Street bridge abutments for proper restoration and preservation, even 
though they lie just beyond the Historic District. 


Sacrificed Historic Resources 
Existing rail bridge across the river, including piers and abutments 
Original rail bridge piers across the river 
Freedom Lane barrel arch undergrade bridge and abutments 
Adams Street undergrade bridge and abutments 


Historic Resource Mitigation 


Extended river bridge initial spans at Havre de Grace and Perryville 

Historically accurate widening of the Adams and Juniata Street abutments 

Historically accurate lengthening of the Centennial Lane barrel archway and relocation of abutments 
Restoration of all damaged or altered stonework to original architecture, condition, and function 
Creation of a permanent bridge history and artifact display at David Craig Park 

Preservation of restored stonework with waterproof backwall linings 

Safe lighting within the Centennial Lane passageway 


Physical historic resources associated with railroad rights-of-way are much more noted for function 
rather than form, and that function seems to be ever changing and evolving with the operational needs 
of active railroad operations, often at the expense of historic preservation. The assets discussed here 
are certainly no exception. In such an environment of adaptive change within a narrowly constrained 
right-of-way, it would seem far more preferable to faithfully save and restore good examples of certain 
historic assets as entirely as possible for all to study and enjoy, rather than saving portions of all similar 
assets in a patchwork fashion that begs the observer to imagine what they once may have looked like. 
Areas of original stone awkwardly nestled and surrounded by modern embossed concrete would be 
uninspiring and pointless to all but the most dedicated purists. 


Attachment A: 30 photographs with captions 


Leaching & leaking within Freedom overpass 


Leaching, deterioration & discoloration along ceiling of Freedom overpass 


Leaching & discoloration within Freedom overpass 
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Leaching & leaking at Stokes Street abutment 


Chop-down, chop-out, concrete caps, plate girder modification, leaching & discoloration at Stokes abutment 


Leaching & deterioration at Stokes abutment 


Leaching & deterioration at Stokes abutment 


Leaching, discoloration & deterioration within Centennial overpass 


Leaking & leaching within Centennial overpass 


Leaching & discoloration within Centennial overpass 


Severe abutment stone deterioration & leaching, with major modifications at Adams Street 


Patching & leaching at Adams Street 
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Concrete capping & chop-out at Adams Street 


Deteriorated patching of chop-outs at Adams Street 
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Extensive leakage & leaching at Adams Street 
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Abutment leakage, deterioration & discoloration at Juniata Street 
13 


Abutment chop-down, capping & leakage at Juniata Street 
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Abutment chop-out & capping at Juniata Street 
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City of Havre de Grace 
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The Case for a Longer Span 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
at the 
Historic Union Avenue Gateway 


by 
Volney H. Ford, Chair 
SRRBP Advisory Board 
October 6, 2016 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Advisory Board, the Havre de Grace City Council and Administration, 
and many citizens at large have been deeply concerned about the profound impact of the proposed twin 
span railroad bridge passing over the intersection of Union Avenua, Otsego Street and Water Street. 
This intersection is at the heart of the Historic District and is the principal gateway to Union Avenue, the 
downtown district and the waterfront, all of which were the scene of travel and events dating back to 
our nation’s founding. 


An easterly approach to this intersection unfolds suddenly into a panoramic view at the mouth of our 
largest eastern river, historic buildings to be seen in every direction, and a sense of arrival at the quaint 
downtown. The existing railroad bridge passing over this intersection taxes one back to early 19C0s rail 
transportation and is a fascinating example of steel truss engineering of the day. Its long spans and 
openness do not detract from the scene, inviting one to explore further the buildings and streetscapes 
preserved from the same era. 


This old bridge, this imposing example of steel and stone and function froma bygone era, this very 
significant historic architectural asset, must be torn down and forever lost to make way for new spans in 
a new era of bridge engineering and rail travel. This sad loss can only be assuaged by preserving parts of 
the bridge for display, softening the impact of new bridges on the immediate historic district, and most 
importantly, enhancing the gateway experience at Union Avenue and Otsego Sireet. 


Opening up the area under the new twin bridges at their first span is the only meaningtul way to 
properly address the requirements of all three. The current design proposal is to reduce the first two 
bridge spans of 200 feet each over land to three spans of 160 feet each by retracting the new abutment 
almost to Freedom Lane. The new piers would be much taller, doubled for two bridges, more closely 
spaced, and increased to a third set. The current two low piers would de replaced by six tall keyhole 
piers having a total of twelve legs, creating a visual clutter that would smother the viewscape and 
seriously degrace the historic gateway experience. 


The Advisory Board has repeatedly urged the project design team to extend the first span out to 240 
feet, by whatever means is necessary and regardless of additional cost, to addeess historic mitigation in 
the most effective way possible beyond the recovery and display of bridge artifacts. The City of Havre 
de Grace and its citizens simply cannot accept and live with a pier-crowded gateway to its historic 
district for the next 150 years. increased bridge cost should not be a factor in historic mitigation at a 
scale such as this. 


There are basically two ways to increase the first span without compromising bridge security. One is to 
design an open-spandrel concrete arch bridge section from the abutment out to an enlarged first pier, 
followed by conventional steel beam deck spans and piers as currently sreposed. The second is to 
retain the conventional stee! beam design but increase the number, depth, and sectional thicknesses of 
beams under each track pair. A concrete arch span would require 240-250 feet to allow ample room for 
the curving street and a more open viewscape, allowing for view obstruction by the arches themselves. 
A simple beam span on vertical supports provides more clearance and openness, and therefore could be 
reduced to 200-220 feet with no less visual effect. 


A concrete arch span should be designed with open spandrels above the arches to lighten the 
architecture and admit more daylight under the bridge. The arches should include keyholes from the 
ground up toa height matching those of the other piers, creating a barrel arch effect through the first 
pier, Although a long and low arch would be necessary to achieve such a span. in proportion to bridge 
height, its landing curvature would tend to obstruct road clearances and sight lines. An elliptical arch 
would result in a more vertical fanding curvature with better clearances and sight lines. 


The Advisory Board nas recommended an identical span using identical architecture at the Perryville end 
to mitigate the impact of new bridges and retaining walls so close to Rodgers Tavern. A greatly 
enhanced viewscape toward the river and well downriver as the best way to directly achieve 
minimization for that historic site. A much longer span would also provide a grander entrance to the 
prime real estate now occupied by the Perry Point facility and its historic resources, especially if it is 
redeveloped in the future. 


in summary, a longer first span is vitally necessary to mitigate the loss of our historic bridge and its piers, 
and to minimize the otherwise negative impact on historic properties and structures in the iramediate 
vicinity. The gateway experience itself is a fundamental part of this mitigation, achieved only through 
openness, safer travel and enhanced views in al! directions. We believe that a sound engineering 
solution to this objective, other than simply reducing one-time cost, can be found if diligently pursued. 


Attachment A: Concept Road Alignment A 
Attachment 8: Concept Road Alignment 8 
Attachment C: Concept Road Alignment C 
Attachment 0: Suggested first span sketches 
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Enlarged Standard Stee] Beam Design 


Increasing beam set from 5 to 7 


Haunched Steel Beam Arch Design 


Increasing heam set from 5 to 6 


Open-spandrel Concrete Radius Arch Design 
With paired arches 


Open-spandrel Concrete Elliptical Arch Design 
With paired arches 
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November 1, 2016 


Mary Ann Lisanti 

Executive Director 

Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway, Inc. 
4948 Conowingo Road 

Darlington, MD 21034 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, MD 


Dear Ms. Lisanti, 


Thank you for your comments on the Effects Assessment for Historic Architectural Resources 
(“Effects Assessment’) for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project, both in writing and at the 
recent consulting parties meeting. The following comments follow the order of your letter, with 
each topic starting off with your subject heading and summarized comment shown in bold. 


I would like to first provide some general background information that is relevant to some of 
your concerns and questions. As explained at the recent meeting, Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 (“Section 106”) includes both the identification of 
historic resources—historic architectural and archaeological—and the evaluation of a proposed 
project’s effects on the resources identified as significant. The Effects Assessment only includes 
one component of that assessment, i.e., the evaluation of effects on historic architectural 
resources. The identification of historic architectural resources was previously handled in 
consultation with the Maryland Historical Trust (MHT), who concurred with the Federal 
Railroad Administration (FRA)’s and Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT)’s 
findings. Because the identification phase for historic architecture had been covered in a previous 
report, the Effects Assessment includes only a summary of the identification level effort. The 
identification of archaeological resources was begun with the preparation of the project’s Phase 
IA report, and will continue when Phase IB archaeological testing is conducted. 


In addition, most of the project’s study area or “Area of Potential Effects (APE)” in Havre de 
Grace is within the National Register-listed Havre de Grace Historic District, a resource treated 
within the cultural resources discipline as an entire entity. What this means is that it is 
appropriate under the Section 106 process to assess the historic district’s significance, setting, 
and potential impacts on the district as a whole, rather than looking at individual components 
within the historic district. This assessment does, of course, include consideration of the effects 
on contributing resources within the context of the historic district, but the main emphasis is on 
the historic district as a whole. 


The requested compatibility review and consultation on the five items enumerated on page 2 of 
your letter is already being carried out as part of the Section 106 process. 
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General Comments 


The loss of the stone undergrade bridges will have a major impact on the “character” that 
the railroad imparts to the community. 

In reference to the alterations to the stone undergrade bridges, as we discussed at the recent 
meeting, we will continue to coordinate with the consulting parties on the selection of the stone 
form liner to be used for the bridge extensions and the retaining walls. The consulting parties 
requested that we take into consideration the form liners’ color, pattern, and texture; Amtrak 
commits to do so. 


In terms of the Skipjack Martha Lewis, is bridge clearance the only limitation now and in 
the future? How does this movement restriction impact the use and operation of our 
“floating museum?” What comments have you received from the Martha Lewis? What 
mitigation efforts will you offer the vessel? 

The Effects Assessment reviewed the potential effects on the resource’s historic characteristics, 
including the ability to continue its historic use, i.e, dredge for oysters, and interpret that use in a 
historically appropriate setting. The Skipjack’s docking site and the oyster beds are both located 
south of the project site; therefore, it was determined that the proposed fixed bridges restricting 
the Skipjack’s ability to go under the bridges and further north would not be an adverse effect on 
this historic resource. The new bridges’ height is the only known limitation at this point. In terms 
of comments received from the Martha Lewis, to date we have not received any response from 
them. Finally, in terms of mitigation, as FRA and the MHT are in agreement that there is no 
adverse effect under Section 106, no mitigation is required. 


Additional renderings of proposed changes should be included in the report so there is 
some record of what is expected to occur. 

An additional rendering of the retaining wall with the typical formliner appearance is being 
prepared from the viewpoint of the tavern and will be included in the Environmental Assessment 
(EA). 


Page by Page Comments 


Page 1-5, paragraph 3. Information used to prepare the Effects Assessment will also be used 
in the development of an EA. The LSHG wishes to review baseline information and have 
the opportunity to consult and comment on the EA. 

The EA will be available for public review and comment. 


Page 1-6, paragraph 1. The LSHG requests that information and input should be sought 
from state and federal elected officials given the size, scope and financial support needed 
for this project. 

Throughout the scoping process for this environmental assessment, the project team has 
developed project alternatives and appurtenances with the help of officials with the Town of 
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Perryville and the City of Havre de Grace, as well as federal and state agencies, input received 
during public outreach information sessions, and from stakeholders. The environmental 
assessment, set to be published in the next few months, will be circulated to elected officials. 
Comments on the EA will be addressed in the agency’s decision document. 


Page 1-8, paragraph 4. Approach Structures: This will require extending the culvert at the 
Lilly/Lewis Run crossing. Lilly Run is the source of city-wide flooding problems. 

Your comments pertaining to the flooding problems with Lilly Run do not directly pertain to 
cultural resources; therefore, these issues will be addressed as part of the EA. 


Page 2-1, paragraph 3. The LSHG recommends that the following organizations be added 
to the consulting parties list so that they are permitted to provide technical input: Havre de 
Grace Historic District Commission, Havre de Grace Main Street, Inc., Harford and Cecil 
County Archaeological Society, Captain John Smith National Historic Trail office, and the 
Chesapeake Conservancy. 

Three of the organizations you suggested are already represented on the MHT-approved 
consulting parties list: the Captain John Smith National Historic Trail office, the Havre de Grace 
Historic District Commission (represented by Havre de Grace Planner Dianne Klair), and the 
Chesapeake Heritage Conservancy. At your request, FRA and MDOT will add Havre de Grace 
Main Street, Inc. and the Harford and Cecil County Archaeological Society for future mailings. 


Page 2-1, paragraph 6. The LSHG recommends that the project should have a strong 
historic transportation theme. 

There appears to be a misunderstanding of the purpose of the research design in the Effects 
Assessment. The point of a research design—a tool developed prior to conducting a cultural 
resources—is to help the professional historian evaluate what types of resources within the 
project area might have historic significance. Therefore, the purpose of the statement in the 
Effects Assessment was to indicate that transportation history is so important to the history of the 
project area that any resources associated with the area’s transportation history would have a 
high likelihood of meeting the criteria for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. 
This statement was not to describe the intentions for the project; however, we do agree that the 
area’s transportation history is important and should be a major component of any historic 
interpretive material developed as mitigation. 


Page 2-2, last paragraph. The LSHG requests the opportunity to review and provide 
comments on the Phase IA Archaeological Assessment. 

The Phase IA report is available on the project website, under “Environmental Studies,” and 
“Section 106.” We would welcome your review and comment. 


Page 3-1, paragraph 2. Initial European Contact (1600-1650). LSHG stated that it is a 


serious oversight to begin a description of the area’s history in European context, thus 
excluding thousands of years of human activity. 
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The fact that the background history in the Effects Assessment begins with European settlement 
is not an oversight. As explained above, this report is limited to historic architectural resources. 
The pre-contact period that you describe is fully covered in the Phase IA Archaeological 
Assessment and will be covered in any further archaeological evaluation. 


Page 3-3, paragraph 2. John Rogers Ferry. The Harford County site of the ferry (opposite 
Rodgers Tavern in Perryville) is at the present day American Legion. 

The location of the historic ferry crossing in Harford County is included in the background 
history as well as being a component of the archaeological assessment. Because there are no 
extant structures associated with this important transportation history, the Effects Assessment 
does not discuss potential effects. 


Page 3-3, paragraph 4. The LSHG has provided supplemental historical information about 
the Garrett Island trading post. 

Thank you for the supplemental historical information about Garrett Island, the southern portion 
of which is within the APE for visual effects on historic architectural resources. Although the 
island is outside of the archaeological APE, it is within the area being evaluated for potential 
indigenous cultural landscapes. 


Page 3-4, paragraphs 1-2. Agricultural — Industrial Transition Period (1815 — 1870). The 
National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom: The underground railroad played a 
role in our local history. 

The underground railroad is included in the study as part of the background history. As 
highlighted by the fact that the National Park Service has added the river crossing between 
Perryville and Havre de Grace into the National Underground Railroad Network to Freedom, the 
underground railroad is one more example of how important transportation is to this area’s 
history. We agree that this history should be reflected in the educational material developed as 
project mitigation. 


Page 3-4, paragraph 3. Industrialization and Modern Period: Railroad: 


Reference to the 1866 Susquehanna Bridge is given little significance; however, the bridge 
was used for pedestrian and vehicular travel between Perryville and Havre de Grace 
linking the northeastern corridor of the United States from 1866 — 1943. 

The 1866 Susquehanna Bridge is not discussed extensively as this bridge is not extant. 


The stone piers (ID #HA-836) are architectural resources and should be maintained and 
repurposed for a pedestrian crossing in accordance with the Lower Susquehanna Heritage 
Greenway Management Plan. 

MHT has evaluated the piers as not eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. As discussed at the recent meeting, the piers need to be removed to avoid them being a 
navigational hazard. 
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Page 3-4, paragraph 4. Industrialization and Modern Period: Railroad. The LSHG has 
requested that the information on the Wiley Company include the fact that 32 tunnel 
sections for the I-95 tunnel under Baltimore Harbor were made in Port Deposit. 

Thank you for the additional information about the Wiley Company. Because this resource is not 
within the project’s APE, only limited historic information about this company was included in 
the Effects Assessment. However, your additional information will now become part of the 
project’s administrative record. 


Pages 4-3 and 4-4. Properties considered not eligible for the National Register: 


The LSHG requested that the project team review Attachment 4, the list of “Candidate 
Historic Properties” in the LSHG Management Plan, to ensure that all historic resources 
have been identified. 

FRA and MDOT developed the historic architectural sites survey in close consultation with the 
MHT, and the MHT has concurred with both the process and the end results. To ensure 
thoroughness, we have reviewed your Attachment 4. This list of properties that “may be certified 
as eligible” includes many properties that are outside of the project’s APE. In Cecil County, the 
properties are all either outside of the APE (e.g., the Route 40 bridge), or within the APE and 
included in the study (e.g., Rodgers Tavern, Perry Point Mill, and Perry Point Mansion House). 
In Havre de Grace, the properties all appear to be either outside of the APE or within the APE 
and included in the study as part of the Havre de Grace Historic District. 


Please explain why the 43 structures in Perryville that were evaluated were deemed not 
eligible for designation. 

As evidenced in the enclosed correspondence, MHT found that these structures are not eligible 
before the Effects Assessment was prepared. MHT reviewed the Determination of Eligibility 
(DOE) Forms that were prepared as part of the project. Upon request, the forms will be shared on 
a CD. As a result of numerous high quality images of the structures that were considered in the 
DOE Forms, these materials are too large to post on the project website. 


The Havre de Grace train station ruins site is specifically listed in the LSHG Management 
Plan master capital project list for re-development. 

Thank you for this comment. In terms of cultural resources, this site will be more fully evaluated 
as part of the Phase IB archaeological investigation. 


Page 4-5. Identification of Cultural Resources Eligible for National Register: 

Two architectural resources listed as significant for protection in the LSHG Management 
Plan are not listed in the Effects Assessment: the Abraham Jarrett Thomas House (HA-790) 
and the old railroad bridge pilings (HA-836). 

Both of these resources are included within the Effects Assessment. The Abraham Jarrett Thomas 
House is a contributing feature of the Havre de Grace Historic District (HA-1125) and is 
identified as such on Figure 22, page 4-25. The old railroad bridge pilings are not included in the 
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list of significant historic resources because the MHT has evaluated them as not eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register. 


Page 4-7. Havre de Grace Architectural Resource Map (Figure 5). The LSHG requests that 
the map be revised to reflect individual properties within the historic district. 

As part of the Section 106 review process, historic districts are considered as a whole rather than 
as a collection of individual parts, so it is appropriate for the map to show the boundary of the 
historic district. Individual resources within a historic district are then evaluated as either 
contributing or non-contributing to the overall significance of the historic district. As part of the 
Effects Assessment, FRA and MDOT individually assessed the structures immediately adjacent 
to the project corridor to determine if they contribute to the significance of the historic district. 


Page 4-9, paragraph 4. Havre de Grace Historic District. It appears that the integrity of the 
district in totality is heavily weighted against the significance of the individual sites, 
therefore different standards are applied to Havre de Grace and Perryville. 

As explained above, under Section 106, historic districts are reviewed in a holistic manner, 
ensuring that the overall resource, its setting, and its components are considered. 


Page 4-11. Havre de Grace Historic District Photo Key (Figure 8). The map should be more 
representative of the varied styles of architecture. 

The purpose of this photo key is to show representative views in close proximity to the project 
site, not to show the range of architecture throughout the historic district. 


Page 4-12, Photo 8. The American Legion structure, formerly the Lafayette Hotel and the 
Abraham Jarrett Thomas House (HA-790), has not been properly identified or reviewed. 
The structure at 501 St. John Street has been evaluated as contributing to the significance of the 
historic district. Information about the structure’s history, including a copy of the MHT site 
survey form, was included in the historic sites survey for the historic district. 


Page 4-13, Photo 10. It is unclear why this photo is listed to show a house that has been 
moved. It has been verified that the house is still there. 

At one of the meetings of the consulting parties, a local representative stated that it was her 
understanding that the structure at 511 Warren Street had been moved to its current location. The 
photo caption was merely documenting the possibility that the house may have been moved to its 
current location, not moved away from it. 


Page 4-13, Photo 14. The LSHG requests that the report evaluate the former Catholic 
Church at 429 N. Stokes Street and associated rectory at 425 N. Stokes Street. 

As previously explained, only the structures immediately adjacent to the project site were 
evaluated individually to determine if they contribute to the significance of the historic district. 
Therefore, the former church, located immediately adjacent to the project site, was evaluated as 
contributing to the significance of the historic district. The former rectory was not individually 
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evaluated; however, it was considered as part of the overall assessment of the project’s effects on 
the historic district. 


Pages 4-26 & 4-27, references to Freedom and Centennial Lanes. The LSHG recommended 
that further investigation be conducted into the role of Freedom and Centennial Lanes in 
commemorating the Underground Railroad. 

The National Register nomination for the Havre de Grace Historic District does not address these 
lanes’ commemorative history; however, as indicated in the Effects Assessment, the nomination 
does address the importance of alleys such as Freedom and Centennial Lanes in terms of 
community planning. This historic characteristic was addressed in the Effects Assessment. 


Page 4-31, Principio Furnace. The LSHG requests that the Mansion House be evaluated. 
This structure was evaluated as part of the historic sites survey and found to be significant; 
however, as part of the Effects Assessment it was determined that there would be no effect on the 
Mansion House. 


Page 4-33, Existing railroad bridge, adjacent granite pilings, and 9 undergrade bridges: 


LSHG requests to consult on the significance of these resources as well as the possibility to 
re-use the granite pilings. 

FRA and MDOT have evaluated all of these resources and the MHT has concurred with our 
evaluation that the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the 9 undergrade bridges are eligible for 
inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places, and the bridge piers from the former bridge 
are not eligible for inclusion in the National Register. As indicated above, the piers need to be 
removed to avoid them being a navigational hazard. 


LSHG requests a re-evaluation of the materials used for the bridge piers, undergrade 
bridges, and retaining walls. 

FRA and MDOT have determined that a form liner is an appropriate treatment, and, as shown at 
the recent meeting, can be handled in such a way as to be compatible with the existing material. 
As requested, we commit to work with the consulting parties on the form liners’ color, pattern, 
and texture. 


LSHG wants to work with the project team to develop a sufficient interpretative, 
recreation and educational plan for the project area. 

FRA and MDOT welcome your input in the form of proposed stipulations to be included in the 
project’s Programmatic Agreement (PA). 


Pages 5-4 and 5-11 — 5-17. The LSHG has requested that existing and proposed renderings 
of the undergrade bridges should be developed and shared with the consulting parties for 
input. 

FRA and MDOT will develop and share a rendering of the proposed treatment, which can be 
evaluated in conjunction with photographs of the existing bridges. 
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An additional rendering of the retaining wall with the typical formliner appearance is being 
prepared from the viewpoint of the tavern. 


Pages 5-6 and 5-7, Photos 46 and 49. The LSHG recommends that the design style of the 
arched piers with girder approach with main arch span be architecturally consistent with 
the Route 40 bridge and existing structures. 

The design is progressing with an open, modern pier design that has been shown at public 
meetings. The updated pier design will be shown at the next public meeting. 


Page 5-21, Alternative 9A or 9B. The LSHG requests more details to evaluate the impact of 
the two alternatives. How close will each alternative bring the tracks to nearby structures? 
Why was the widening deemed to have no impact on the structures? Can you provide 
depictions or examples from other areas showing what is proposed? We are concerned 
about the visual and noise effects on Rodgers Tavern. 

Visual and noise effects as well as the distances are discussed in the EA. 


Page 5-25. The LSHG requests additional information on how the use of stone for the 
extended undergrade bridges does not meet current engineering design standards. 

Stone masonry abutments are typically not built for present construction due to seismic response 
capacity. They require higher maintenance and are not typically cost effective. The formliner for 
the extended undergrade bridges will be constructed in accordance with industry practice, and 
will be uniform in appearance throughout the project including on the adjacent retaining walls 
for a consistent look. 


Page 5-27. Additional study is needed on the potential loss of the two areas where takings 
are required. Are any of these properties deemed historic? What community mitigation is 
proposed? Should these properties be removed from the Havre de Grace Historic District? 
The extent of the takings is so small that it was assessed as not constituting an adverse effect. 


Page 5-30. The LSHG requests to participate in the discussion about the treatment of the 
retaining wall opposite Rodgers Tavern. 

FRA and MDOT will continue to coordinate with the consulting parties on the fagade treatment 
for this retaining wall. A rendering of this wall is in development. 


Page 6-1, Summary Recommendations. The LSHG requests an electronic copy of the 
summary chart listing the adverse effects and the proposed measures to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate the adverse effects. 

On August 4, the Project Team forwarded this chart to LSHG. 


Page 6-3, Mitigation Measures. The LSHG wishes to work with the consulting parties to 
develop a sufficient interpretative, recreation and educational plan for the project parties. 
FRA and MDOT will continue to work with the consulting parties to implement the project’s 
PA. 
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The LSHG hopes that when the stone sign underneath the bridge is demolished, the stone 
will be salvaged and re-used for a similar purpose. 


This suggestion can certainly be incorporated into the list of mitigation measures included in the 
PA. 


Thank you again for your comments, which will become part of the public record for this project. 
FRA and MDOT look forward to continuing to work with you and the other consulting parties as 
this project progresses. 


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me, FRA Environmental Protection 
Specialist, at (202) 493-0844 or by email at Brandon.Bratcher@dot.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 

West Building, Mail Stop 20 
Washington, DC 20590 

(202) 493-0844 


ce: 
Beth Cole, Maryland Historical Trust 
Paul DelSignore, Amtrak 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak 
Dan Reagle, Maryland Transit Administration 
Laura Shick, Federal Railroad Administration 
Jacqueline Thorne, Maryland Department of Transportation 
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April 22, 2015 


Angela Willis 

Maryland Transit Administration 
6 Saint Paul Street 

Baltimore, MD 21202-6806 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Historic Structures Investigations — Determination of Eligibility Forms 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 


Dear Ms. Willis: 


Thank you for providing the Maryland Historical Trust (Trust) with Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms 
produced for the above-referenced undertaking. The Trust has reviewed the materials as part of our ongoing 
consultation for this undertaking, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended. We offer the following comments and recommendations regarding the historic structures investigations. 


Trust staff reviewed the Determination of Eligibility (DOE) Forms prepared by AKRF, Inc. on behalf of the 
Maryland Transit Administration (MTA). MTA’s submittal comprised 76 DOE forms; including 71 resources 
documented using the ‘DOE Short Form for Ineligible Resources’. Our comments regarding the eligibility of historic 
properties for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) are provided below. 


The following properties are eligible for listing in the National Register: 

* — Susquehanna River Rail Bridge & Bridge Overpasses (MIHP No. HA-1712) 
« Perryville United Methodist Church (MIHP No. CE-1573) 

* Perryville Presbyterian Church (MIHP No. CE-1574) 


The following properties are not eligible for listing in the National Register: 

¢ Perryville Historic District (MIHP No. CE-1572) 

+ 400-413 Webb Lane, Havre de Grace (MIHP No. HA-2250) 

¢ We concur that all 71 resources documented with the ‘Short Form for Ineligible Properties’ are not eligible for 
listing in the National Register. 


We look forward to continuing consultation with MTA, the Federal Railroad Administration and the other involved 
parties to successfully complete the Section 106 review of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge project as planning 
progresses. If you have questions or require additional information, please contact Beth Cole (for archeology) at 
beth.cole@maryland.gov / 410-514-7631 or Tim Tamburrino (for historic built environment) at 
tim.tamburrino@maryland.gov / 410-514-7637. 


Sincerely, 


Elizabeth Hughes £ 


Acting Director/State Historic Preservation Officer 
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ce: Michelle Fishburne (FRA) 
Jacqueline Thorne (MDOT) 
Craig Rolwood (Amtrak) 
Bradley F. Killian (Harford County) 
Anthony DiGiacomo (Cecil County) 
Dianne Klair (Havre de Grace) 
Bethany Baker (Concord Point Lighthouse) 
Norris C. Howard Sr. (Pocomoke Indian Nation) 
Leslie Mesnick (AKRF) 
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February 12, 2015 


Ms. Beth Cole 

Administrator, Review and Compliance 
Maryland Historical Trust 

100 Community Place, 3rd Floor 
Crownsville, MD 21032 


Re: Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Harford and Cecil Counties, Maryland 
Draft DOE Report 


Dear Ms. Cole: 


Please find enclosed the DOE Report for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. The DOE Report contains the 
following: 


e Ahard copy containing a cover letter, the full DOEs printed on archival paper with archival photographs (with all of 
the various components outlined in the Standards and Guidelines and May 2009 Guidelines for Compliance- 
Generated DOEs), and the short DOE Forms with accompanying USGS maps and photographs. 

e ACD containing the DOE Form database provided by MHT with the full and short DOE forms, pdfs of all of the DOE 
forms, and the photo log and digital photographs for the full DOE forms labeled according to the Standards and 
Guidelines and May 2009 Guidelines for Compliance-Generated DOEs. 


We would be pleased to have our cultural resources team set up a conference call or meeting to facilitate the review of 
the DOE Report. If you have any questions, please contact me at 410-767-4080. Thank you for your input on the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project. 


Sincerely, . . 
Cn gb Wal; 
Angela Willis 


Environmental Planner 
Maryland Transit Administration 


enclosure 

Ce: Tim Tamburrino, MHT (without enclosure) 
Adam Denton, FRA (without enclosure) 
Michelle Fishburne, FRA (without enclosure) 
Amrita Hill, Amtrak (without enclosure) 
Craig Rolwood, Amtrak (without enclosure) 
Jacqueline Thorne, MDOT (without enclosure) 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project & Captain John Smith NHT 


1 message 


Shick, Laura (FRA) <Laura.Shick@dot.gov> Wed, Jan 18, 2017 at 10:16 AM 
To: "Jagunic, Matthew" <matt_jagunic@nps.gov> 

Cc: "Bratcher, Brandon (FRA)" <brandon.bratcher@dot.gov>, Jelena Matic <jmatic@akrf.com>, Dan Reagle 
<DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov>, "Hill, Amrita" <Hill[A@amtrak.com>, "DelSignore, Paul" <DelsigP@amtrak.com>, 
"Johnsen, Michael (FRA)" <michael.johnsen@dot.gov>, Jacqueline Thorne <jthorne@mdot.state.md.us>, 
"Mielke_Matthew@bah.com" <Mielke_Matthew@bah.com>, "SWilliams18@mta.maryland.gov" 
<SWilliams18@mta.maryland.gov> 


Good morning Matt, 


I’m following up to your request that FRA consider whether the portion of the Captain John Smith National Historic Trail 
(CAJO NHT) in the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project may be eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). The attached document presents the project team’s analysis of this matter 
to-date. 


FRA is providing grant funding for preliminary engineering and environmental analysis for the proposed bridge 
replacement project; currently, there is no funding identified to advance the project through final design and construction. 
The project team is currently developing a Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) to guide future historic 
preservation work that would be necessary for the project, if it were to advance. NPS is a Section 106 consulting party, 
so you'll have the opportunity to review and comment on the draft PA before it is executed. The draft PA will include a 
stipulation requiring additional analysis of the NHTs in the APE, particularly if NPS makes more information available in 
the future that would assist with determining the NRHP eligibility of any of the NHTs. 


If you have any questions about the Section 106 process or how the project team has evaluated CAJO NHT to date, 
please let me or Brandon know (I’m leaving the country on vacation later this week and won't be back until early 
February). Again, as a consulting party, you'll have the opportunity to review/comment on the draft PA when it’s ready for 
circulation. 


Regards, 


Laura A. Shick 

Environmental Protection Specialist & 
Federal Preservation Officer 

U.S. Department of Transportation 

Federal Railroad Administration 

Office of Railroad Policy and Development 
1200 New Jersey Avenue, SE 
Washington, DC 20590 

(202) 366-0340 
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Mr. Brandon Bratcher 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 
Washington, DC 20590 


Dear Mr. Bratcher: 


As the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) moves forward on the design and 
placement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, I request that the selection complement 
the facade of Havre de Grace’s Historic District. This is a desire shared by many of my 
constituents and local elected officials. 


The residents:of Havre de Grace take great pride in theif city’s history, which 
nearly missed, being named our Nation’s capital in 1789. Its buildings date primarily from 
the 19" and early 20" century. The seenery is reminiscent of an earlier time and a modern 
bridge design would detiact from the area’s atmosphere. The-City has a perennial tourism 
industry, which would bé harmed if this concern is not taken into account. 


The expansion of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is an essential project. The 
current structure supports only two tracks, creating speed and capacity constrictions. I 
hope renovations will effectively remedy the bottle neck on the span used by Amtrak, 
MARC, and Norfolk Southern. With that being said, I urge-FRA to proceed with caution, 
and select a design which is both practical and aesthetically compatible with Havre de 
Grace’s historic roots. 


Sincerely, 


C.A 5 ae 


C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger 
Member of Congress 


cc: The Honorable Mary Ann Lisanti 
Ben Martorana, City of Havre de Grace 
Michael Johnsen, Federal Railroad Administration 
Deborah Haynie, Maryland Department of Transportation 
Patrick Edmond, National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #1 
Introduction of the Advisory Board to SRRBP Agencies 


Request for a Special Briefing 
October 21, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board held its first meeting on October 6, 2014. It recognized that the most 
pressing task was to become fully on-board and aware of all developments to date with regard to 
the SRRBP preliminary engineering and environmental studies that are underway at this time. 
Board members have studied many of the correspondences between the SRRBP project team and 
our local jurisdictions, and the Board chairman attended both public presentations recently held 
in Havre de Grace and Perryville. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor send a formal communication to all parties involved 
with the SRRBP project team, announcing the appointment of this board and including the 
following information: 


The purpose, authorization, and specific limitations of this board. 

The membership and qualifications of this board. 

A request for the Advisory Board to henceforth be included in all general 
correspondences, given “Consulting Party” status with the participating agencies, and 
specially invited to all briefings delivered to local and county jurisdictions. 


Vw NO 


The Advisory Board further requests that the City arrange, as quickly as possible, a special 
briefing to members of the Advisory Board, to be delivered by representatives of the SRRBP 
project team at City Hall, preferably at the Board’s scheduled meeting on Thursday, November 


Advisory Bulletin #1 
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6, 2014, at 5 PM, or at a date and time to be coordinated soon thereafter. This briefing should be 
confined to discussions of preliminary engineering progress to date, and more specifically 
concerning right-of way and track alignments, bridge engineering and architecture, a commuter 
rail station, street underpasses, and bridge abutment location. 


This briefing should only require the presence of 2-3 engineering representatives of the SRRBP 
Project Team, and will be followed by an exchange of ideas between the Team and the Advisory 
Board. Advisories addressing each of these specific issues will be issued to the Mayor of Havre 


de Grace prior to this briefing and exchange if ideas. 


submitted, 


y, 


] 
Volney H!Ford 
Chairman 


Respectfully 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #2 
Bridge Architecture 
October 21, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board, during its first meeting on October 6, 2014, determined that the overall 
appearance of the proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is of the highest priority of 
importance to the City of Havre de Grace, surrounding communities, and the State of Maryland. 
This discussion was preceded by the strong opinion of many citizens and elected officials that 
bridge architecture is their most pressing concern. 


The new bridge complex will dominate the downtown and waterfront vista for the next century 
or more, and will become iconic of Havre de Grace as a tourist and entertainment center. It will 
also become the gateway to the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway, being positioned at the 
mouth of the greatest eastern river in our nation as it flows into the world’s largest estuarial bay. 
This new bridge should also symbolize the future of Amtrak and of rail transportation as a 
national asset and environmental ally, given its unique location, intense rail activity, and 
imposing dominance. 


Architectural Recommendations 


1. In the likely event that new twin bridges of two tracks each are constructed, both bridges 
should be of identical height and architecture, and should be aligned as closely to each other 
as possible, to give the appearance of one bridge. 

2. The bridges should be entirely open-decked, with each span having graceful shallow-arched 
symmetry using massive closed-webbed steel beams that present an overall solid 
appearance. Emphasis should be placed on pleasing lines of curvature, with properly 
balanced span and arch dimensions. 
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3. Bridge support piers should be taller, more slender, and spaced farther apart than the 
existing piers to improve navigation and open up the viewscape. 

4. Both bridges should be carried on the same elongated pier structures to emphasize the 
appearance of “one bridge” and to better resist river-borne collisions. 

5. The catenary system should be suspended from a series of single, architecturally graceful 
solid-form towers, mounted directly on the piers between the bridges, with high-line arms at 
the very top and wide catenary arms extending in cantilever over the double-track bridge 
decks along both sides. This will do much to reduce the visual effect of catenary “clutter” 
while emphasizing the towers as central architectural features of the bridge complex. 

6. The bridges and towers should be painted in a light metallic color, such as a golden 
platinum, to produce a distinctive daytime natural glow from great distances. 

7. The entire bridge span, as viewed from upriver and downriver, should be provided with 
night-time accent lighting to create a warm glow along the outer face of each of its arches, 
in such a way that subtle arches of light are always visible at night. 

8. All existing piers and abutments, whether supporting the current bridge or the previously 
removed rail/automobile bridge, should be removed down to the river bed, to eliminate 
clutter, enhance the viewscape, and greatly improve barge and boat navigation. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor send a formal communication to the SRRBP project 
team, offering these recommendations as a typical example of the style of architecture the City 
and surrounding communities would expect and want to embrace. 


Seapeniy iy pooesanec, 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #3 
Bridge Abutment Area 
October 24, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 21, 2014, to examine the immediate area around the 
westerly landing of the proposed rail bridge complex in order to determine the most favorable 
placement of the new bridge abutment. Factors taken into consideration were a greater height 
and width of the proposed bridge complex, longer spans between piers, a probable shifting of 
track alignment southward, the need for a more impressive gateway entrance to the downtown 
area, safer traffic flow and intersection alignments under the bridge, and sufficient space to 
install a permanent outdoor historical display dedicated to the history and architecture of 
previous bridges located at this site. 


Site Recommendations 


ie 


tO 


The new bridge abutment should be retracted westward, almost to the Freedom Lane tunnel 
underpass (eliminating that underpass) to allow for each of the following recommendations 
and to prevent further abutment crowding of the current street intersection area that would 
be caused by much wider bridge and trackage requirements. 

The sharply curving, semi-blind intersection of Otsego Street and Union Avenue should be 
improved to a much wider radius of turn that would align directly with Saint John Street. 
This would allow longer and more generous turn lanes and greatly improved sight lines. 
The Water Street intersection should be relocated farther west along Otsego Street, in 
conjunction with that of Pearl Street. 

Both David Craig Park and Jean Roberts Park should be enlarged westward to the proposed 
Otsego/Union street curvature. 
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5. Railroad property under the bridge complex and situated between the two city parks should, 
by special agreement, be made available for public use and maintained by the City of Havre 
de Grace to appear as part of the park complex. This area should contain landscaping and 
walkways, but should have no structures, to allow full access for bridge maintenance. 

6. Railroad property under the bridge complex, and situated between the proposed 
Otsego/Union street curvature and the relocated bridge abutment, should likewise be made 
available for public use and maintained by the City of Havre de Grace as open space with 
landscaping and walkways, but no structures. 

7. The monumental gateway signage that exists under the current bridge should be relocated 
northwestward toward the proposed intersection of Water and Otsego Streets, and should 
include a beautiful and enlarged landscaping feature. 

8. The much higher new bridge understructure would result a brighter and more open 
streetscape, which should be enhanced with ornamental tree plantings wherever possible 
without blocking sight lines or interfering with bridge maintenance operations. 

9. A significant portion of an enlarged David Craig Park should be reserved for a strategically 
placed permanent outdoor historical display dedicated to the history and architecture of the 
previous bridges at this site. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 
project team as soon as possible. The abutment location is an engineering and track alignment 
issue that must be resolved by the SRRBP project team very soon. 


Wy y submitted, _ 
Z Oty VL 
Volney ts 


Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #4 


Westerly Right-of-Way and Alignments 
October 31, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014, to examine the current and proposed railroad 
right-of-way corridor, extending from the bridge abutment area in downtown Havre de Grace to 
the Lewis Lane overpass. The recommendations provided below are based on several current 
assumptions that would appear to be likely outcomes as the SRRBP Project Team moves forward 
with its preliminary design analysis. These are also based on other closely-related 
recommendations of the Advisory Board that have been issued or are soon to be issued. 


More specifically, it is assumed that a new river bridge abutment would be located westward to 
the Freedom Lane tunnel-style underpass (Advisory #3), an additional pair of high-speed rail 
lines would need to be located significantly southeastward of the existing rail lines to achieve a 
more favorable curve radius, and all four new rail lines would shift accordingly to align with 
both new bridges (assuming the two-bridge concept). Expansion and repositioning of the new 
rail corridor would therefore require repositioning and reconstruction of up to three sets of street 
underpass bridges and two sets of lane underpass bridges or tunnel-like passages. 


Right-of-Way Recommendations 


1. In situations where the outermost high-speed rail line will be required to pass very close to 
City streets, private property structures, public facilities, and high/middle school facilities, 
especially in the case of the new James Harris Stadium, a vertical or nearly vertical 
retaining wall system should be installed to reduce the broad footprint required of earthen 
embankments. 

2. All new street underpass construction should provide enough open span to ensure room for 
a public sidewalk along both sides of each street passage and one side of each lane passage, 
with each walkway a minimum of six feet in width and elevated to curb height. 
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As rail alignments are relocated southeastward, the existing northwestward embankments 
should be retracted southeastward and reduced to natural grade where no future need for 
trackage or trackside facilities are envisioned. The purpose of this is to increase open space 
at natural grade and to reduce the overall visual impact of a wider and higher earthwork. 


Architectural Recommendations 


Arenitectural Kecommendations 

1. All railroad overpass abutments should be of a consistent architectural design and 
appearance, using the same materials. 

2. All railroad overpass spans should be of a consistent architectural design and appearance, 
allowing for depth variations that may be required for differing span lengths. 

3. Retaining walls and abutments should incorporate a natural texture and color that suggests 
stone, and should be designed to emphasize horizontal lines while de-emphasizing height. 

4. Retaining wall and abutment architecture and materials should discourage noxious weed © 
growth as much as possible. 

5. Earthen embankments should be densely planted with a variety of landscaping species that 
resist erosion and noxious weed growth wherever they are exposed to developed property or 
unforested areas. 

6. Security fencing should be minimized as much as possible in appearance, placed far enough 
from the toe of embankments to allow weed control, and coated black to blend with the 
landscape. 

7. Underpass abutments should be designed with wing walls that provide a natural and 
architecturally pleasing connection with security fencing by terminating them at fence 
height. 

8. 


Guard railings that may be required along the tops of retaining walls and railroad overpass 
bridges should be painted black and be designed for minimal appearance. : 


Noise Reduction 


L 


Retaining walls, track beds, and embankment landscaping should be designed to mitigate 
noise reflection as much as possible, whether generated by railroad operations or deflected 
from other sources within the community. 

Sounding of locomotive homs at the northbound approach to the Susquehanna River 
Bridge, which always occurs at about the J ames Harris Stadium, is highly disruptive to 
activities in all the nearby public facilities, and is detrimental to sleeping residents. It is 
understood that this grade-crossing warning is not a normal requirement when approaching 
bridges, and was once implemented by special request of the City of Havre de Grace in 
response to a bridge fatality. The subsequent installations of bridge safety catwalks, guard 
railings, and approach security fencing should reasonably justify elimination of the horn 
warning. 
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General Comments 


The current right-of-way passes through the heart of what is known as the historic “old town” 
Havre de Grace, dividing neighborhoods, impacting traffic flow, detracting from normal 
residential viewscapes, and producing a very significant amount of noise. In the years since its 
creation, the elevated earthen right-of-way has produced unsightly weed and tree growth, 
unattractive security fencing, heavily stained stonework, overpass bridges that are functional but 
lack form, and tunnel-like passages that appear dirty and unsafe. 


The recommendations provided herein would appear to significantly exceed the traditional 
appearance standards and practices of railroad rights-of-way in towns and cities throughout our 
nation. This corridor is a notable exception. It will pass in closer proximity to, and in full view 
of, almost all modern and about-to-be-built public institutions in this city: City Hall, Police 
Station, Post Office, James Harris Stadium, High School, Middle School, and Senior Activities 
Center. It will also pass immediately adjacent to residences, offices, retail business 
establishments and tourism attractions. We should ensure that the increased impact of this 
massive railroad realignment and enlargement project is mitigated by quieter operation, more 
impressive architecture and more attractive landscaping. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 
Project Team as soon as possible. The extensive use of retaining walls, along with underpass 
requirements, are engineering issues that affect overall track alignment, and must be resolved by 
the SRRBP project team very soon. The Board also recommends that the Mayor submit a formal 
inquiry to Amtrak officials regarding the bridge warning horn issue. 


Respectfully submitted, 
/ a 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #5 
Street and Lane Underpasses 
November 3, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014 to study all street and lane underpasses along the 
Amtrak rail corridor from Freedom Lane to Juniata Street, and to determine whether it would be 
in the best interests of the City to abandon any one of these to facilitate proposed changes in the 
elevated right-of-way alignment. The three rail bridge overpasses in question are located at 
Stokes, Adams, and Juniata Streets. The two narrow and tunnel-like rail overpasses in question 
are located at Freedom and Centennial Lanes. 


The Board has carefully considered a range of concerns with regard to abandonment of any street 
or lane underpass. These include traffic impact, access to private property, neighborhood 
vehicular and pedestrian inconveniences, dead-end turnaround conditions, emergency response 
routes, and large truck maneuvering. The Board also recognizes the enormous cost savings to 
the rail project of eliminating one or more of the existing rail overpass structures. Such savings 
could make feasible a number of design and facility concessions that the City may wish to seek 
in connection with the overall SRRBP. 


This advisory is put forth under the assumption that the river bridge abutment would be retracted 
westward almost to Freedom Lane, as detailed in Advisory Bulletin #3. It also refers to elements 
of the forthcoming Advisory Bulletin #6 - Rail Commuter Station, which would be dependent 
upon certain underpass eliminations and street alterations, 
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Freedom Lane Underpass 


The tunnel-like street underpass at Freedom Lane is a very short and seldom-used vehicular 
passage from Otsego to Warren Streets. It does not provide a notably shorter driving route from 
any point to any other point in the City, and does not appear to be a clean and safe pedestrian 
route for most citizens and visitors. If the recommendations of Advisory Bulletin #3 are 
incorporated, the repositioned rail bridge abutment would lie so close to this underpass that it 
would no longer have purpose. If a new Otsego/Union intersection radius is relocated westward 
accordingly, its accompanying pedestrian sidewalk would become a more convenient shortcut 
from the Otsego Street neighborhoods to the downtown area than the “tunnel”. The Advisory 
Board recommends permanent closure and elimination of this lane underpass. 


Stokes Street Underpass 


Stokes Street is an important cross-town secondary route that extends the entire north/south 
length of the Historic District, without interruption or right-of-way reduction. It is regularly used 
as a means of reaching the residential areas between Union Avenue and Adams Street, and is 
designated one-way from Otsego Street, with very few stop signs, to facilitate travel time. 


Closure of this street at the rail overpass would defeat its purpose as a convenient cross-town 
route and cause residential traffic to thread its way in from boundary arterials, putting more 
pressure on the two-way crossing streets. In addition, the very short dead-end section of Stokes 
Street that would be created between Otsego Street and the railroad embankment would leave no 
room for a proper cul-de-sac or turnaround area for the few residences that utilize this street 
section. The Advisory Board strongly recommends that this street underpass be retained and 
provided with improved lighting. A concession could be made to shorten the rail overpass span 
here, provided that current street width is maintained and that public sidewalks of at least six feet 
in width are installed along both sides of the street (see Advisory Bulletin #4). 


Centennial Lane Underpass 


The tunnel-like underpass at Centennial Lane is also a seldom-used vehicular passage from 
Otsego to Warren Streets. It likewise does not provide a notably shorter driving route from any 
point to any other point in the City, and does not appear to be a clean and safe pedestrian route 
for most citizens and visitors. Centennial Lane does appear to provide sole access to at least one 
property and several buildings south of Otsego Street, however, which would require adequate 
means of U-turning or otherwise discharging vehicles if this street underpass were closed. 
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The Advisory Board recommends permanent closure and elimination of this lane underpass, and 
extension of Centennial Lane west-southwestward to Adams Street. This extension should 
become a new segment of Morrison Lane, and should be located on current railroad property 
along its northwestern boundary. The installation of a rail commuter station (see Advisory 
Bulletin #6) would require the elimination of this lane underpass. In that circumstance, the stub 
end of Centennial Lane should discharge through the station’s northwest main parking area to 
Stokes or Adams Street without the need for a dedicated Morrison Lane extension. 


Adams Street Underpass 


Adanis Street is also an important cross-town secondary route; however, it becomes more narrow 
at City Hall and is interrupted between Pennington and Congress Avenues. In comparison to 
Stokes Street, fewer vehicular movements occur along Adams Street, as it is close to the Juniata 
Street arterial and has only ten dwelling units between the railroad and Pennington Avenue. 
There are more than thirty dwelling units along the same stretch of Stokes Street. Although 
closure of this underpass would isolate one full block of Adams Street between Otsego Street 
and the railroad, its intersection with the currently isolated northwestern segment of Warren 
Street would provide easy flow-through ingress and egress connecting with Juniata Street. 


There are two good reasons to consider closure of the Adams Street underpass. First, elimination 
of this complete set of four or five new rail bridges and both new abutment structures would 
represent an enormous cost savings to the rail project. This could easily be the single largest 
concession that Havre de Grace has to offer in negotiating for other special requests, especially 
when combined with lane underpass eliminations. Second, the street-level space gained in the 
process would be very advantageous to rail commuter station parking areas, station traffic 
patterns, emergency access to a trackside station platform, and pedestrian safety. 


The Advisory Board recommends permanent closure and elimination of this street underpass 
provided that a rail commuter station is installed and put into service as part of the overall rail 
bridge project. The Advisory Board recommends that this street underpass be retained, under the 
same conditions recommended for the Stokes Street underpass, if a rail commuter station is not 
put into service at this location. 


Juniata Street Underpass 


Juniata Street is perhaps the most heavily traveled north/south arterial east of Route 40 in Havre 
de Grace, and serves as a “second gateway” into the city proper. It is the primary gateway to 
City Hall, the post office, police station, stadium, public library and several churches. It is also 
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the most convenient route to the hospital, J M Huber industrial area, and Revolution Street. The 
current rail overpass span accommodates the width of Juniata Street with enough room for 
sidewalks but has the appearance of a constricted opening that seems to crowd the right-of-way, 
blocking view until the last moment of modern public facilities that lay just beyond. 


The Advisory Board recommends that this underpass be retained under all circumstances, and 
that its abutments be spread at least twenty feet farther apart to compensate for the visual effects 
of a broader 4-5 track rail bridge complex. This underpass should also be well-lighted for safety 
and security. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 
Project Team as soon as possible. The Board wishes to stress the importance of recommended 
underpass closings in connection with the desired outcomes of several other advisories, and rapid 
resolution of related engineering issues. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Diz 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #6 


Rail Commuter Station 
November 5, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014, to examine the feasibility and best location of a 
new rail commuter station to serve Havre de Grace. In order for this commuter station to be 
most successful in ridership and most beneficial to local commerce, it should be located within 
easy walking distance to the downtown, waterfront, retail offerings, restaurants, bed-and- 
breakfast establishments, and other tourism destinations. It would also require ease of access and 
plenty of parking for commuters. 


In visiting this important issue, the Board has considered a wide range of concerns with regard to 
available parking areas, station security, neighborhood safety, traffic impact, traffic routing, rail 
alignments and possible turnouts, distance from the river bridge, station layout, and boarding 
platform access. This advisory assumes that current alignment of the elevated railway is likely to 
be repositioned southeastward to align with the replaced bridges. 


Station Location 


In keeping with the objectives of positioning the station as close to the central business district as 
possible, while allowing enough distance from the proposed river bridges to ensure passenger 
safety and to install a possible fifth track turnout, The Board recommends centering the station 
between Stokes Street and Centennial Lane, with a shift more toward Centennial Lane if 
absolutely necessary. This position would also be at the epicenter of available parking 
opportunities and would offer the most ideal ingress and egress of vehicular traffic from Stokes, 
Adams, and Warren Streets. 
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Station Configuration 


The height and relative narrowness of the elevated railway earthwork, even when repositioned 
and enlarged to align with the proposed bridges, is not favorable to the layout of a traditional rail 
commuter station at track level. The Board recommends a rather novel approach to this 
situation, which can offer many other benefits. The station proper, containing the ticket kiosk, 
restrooms, access to rail platforms above, information displays, and local tourism kiosks, should 
be located within a reinforced underground shell at street level, extending across the entire 
elevated portion of the right-of-way, with a main entrance at both ends. 


The south entrance on Warren Street would provide access to parking areas on that side of the 
elevated railway with pedestrian access directly into downtown, only one block away. The north 
entrance would provide direct access the largest commuter parking lot and a potential parking 
area just beyond it. Both entrances should be attractively designed as retaining wall facades with 
wing walls and sheltered entryways. Small plazas at both entries should be well-lit, well- 
landscaped, and secure in appearance. 


Boarding Platform Access and Layout 


Public access to the boarding platforms should be restricted to interior stairways and elevators 
that would rise from the station interior and terminate within the shelter of boarding platform 
roof systems and weather screens. The advantage of such an access is that when the station is 
closed and locked during non-commuting hours, the boarding platform area will! be completely 
inaccessible. Under this arrangement commuters will have less exposure to inclement weather, 
from station entry to rail car boarding. 


The Board proposes a covered boarding platform length of 250 feet, with platforms and platform 
accesses along the northbound and southbound commuter/freight tracks, each having a widened 
shelter at the center for elevator and stairway shafts, and commuter congregation areas. Platform 
shelters should be carefully designed to resist exceptional wind and blowing rain conditions 
created by the river gorge and elevated embankment effects. The stairway shafts should be 
cross-connected at the highest practical level under the tracks to permit rapid commuter 
movement from one platform to the other and to discourage track-crossing. 


Track Alignment 


The northwesterly pair of tracks normally designated for freight and commuter trains, and 
expected to extend across the north bridge span to align with the Perryville freight wye and 
commuter station, should remain on tangent from the bridge as far as possible toward the 
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station. This is intended to provide significant separation from the high-speed pair of tracks that 
are expected to utilize the south bridge span, and which will likely begin a path of radius at the 
immediate end of the bridge. 


Emergency and Maintenance Access 


The boarding platform area will require vehicular access for emergency response, periodic 
maintenance, and routine custodial service. The Board recommends a securely gated vehicular 
ramp beginning at Adams Street and rising along the northwesterly side of the embankment to 
boarding platform level. The access ramp can rise from Stokes Street as an alternative plan, if 
the station is positioned farther southwestward. 


Station and Restroom Maintenance 


The Board recommends that the City of Havre de Grace enter into an agreement with MARC to 
provide daily custodial maintenance and service within the station and restrooms, but not 
including the boarding platform area, as part of its city-wide public restroom and public facility 
custodial program. The station restrooms and tourism kiosks would provide a convenient 
location at the north end of town for non-rail visitor access, and could be kept open beyond 
commuting hours and on weekends by City personnel if boarding platform access is otherwise 
locked within the station. The station and its entrances should be video-monitored at the City 
Police Department to ensure public security and rapid response to incidences. 


Commuter Parking 


The railroad owns a significant amount of vacant land along its current right-of-way that lies 
beyond the toe line of the elevated embankments, forming triangles of flat ground between the 
embankments and public streets or private property. Some of this street-level vacant land will 
likely be absorbed along the southeast side of the right-of-way by realignment of the trackage in 
that direction, but land at ground level along the northwest side may be expanded if the 
embankment toe-line along that side is retracted accordingly. It appears to the Advisory Board, 
when taking into account the likely repositioning of elevated portions of the railroad right-of- 
way, and assuming that appropriate railroad property and City property will be made available 
for commuter parking, the following opportunities exist: 


1. The large open area of railroad property between Stokes and Adams Street, which lies 
behind dwellings fronting on Otsego Street, should become the principal station-entry 
parking area, with access from both Stokes and Adams Street. The Adams Street point of 
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entry and exit should occur at its intersection with Warren Street, assuming elimination of 
the Adams Street underpass, and would thus be accessed straight in from Juniata Street. 
This parking lot can be made significantly larger by the installation of a vertical retaining 
wall extending from the station entrance to both street entrances, thus eliminating the space 
required for a sloped embankment. 

2. The Susquehanna Hose Company owns a sizable triangle of vacant and unused land behind 
its fire station on Juniata Street. This land fronts Warren Street along the northwest side of 
the railway embankment, and offers a direct and safe pedestrian connection to the proposed 
main station parking lot without a street crossing, provided that the Adams Street underpass 
is eliminated. It is also directly accessed from Juniata Street. 

3. The railroad owns a large square-shaped area of vacant land fronting Warren Street between 
Freedom Lane and Stokes Street. The apartment building at the east side of Freedom Lane 
leases from the railroad a small strip of parking spaces just across the lane. These spaces, 
necessary to the apartment off-street parking requirement, can be relocated into the 
Freedom Lane right-of-way proposed for closure to the public, and then leased from the 
City. This vacant land is positioned very close to the proposed south station entrance, and 
would be accessed easily from Union Avenue or Stokes Street. 

4. Warren Street is not fronted by any dwellings or businesses between Stokes and Adams 
Streets. There may be enough available space between its northwest edge and the toe line 
of a relocated railway embankment to allow diagonal on-street parking or a narrow on-site 
parking lot. A parking lot at this location can be enlarged significantly by the installation of 
a vertical retaining wall instead of a sloped embankment, which can also be designed as an 
extension of the station entrance. 

5. A large area of vacant private property exists directly across from the proposed station 
entrance, bordered by Warren and Stokes Streets and Centennial Lane, which could become 
available in the future. 

6. The large apartment building at the corner of Warren Street and Freedom Lane lies very 
close to the railroad right-of-way and could be in conflict with alignment of the south river 
bridge and the path of high-speed rail radius. If this property must be taken, additional 
parking area would thus become available. 


Street Modifications 


1. Under the assumption that the Adams Street underpass would be eliminated, Warren Street 
should be reduced to a single lane of travel in both directions and realigned closer to the 
southeast edge of its right-of-way between Adams and Stokes Streets, to allow more room 
for a narrow parking lot or for head-in parking along its northwest side, while retaining 
good flow of truck traffic serving commercial enterprises along Adams Street. There are no 
dwellings or businesses along this block of Warren Street that would require on-street 
parking. 
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2. Stokes Street should be reverted to two-way traffic operation between Otsego and Warren 
Streets, to facilitate traffic flow to and from the south parking areas of the proposed station. 

3. Stokes Street should be widened along this same block, with larger corner radiuses at 
Otsego Street, to allow ample two-way traffic flow and to retain on-street parking for the 
few dwellings that face it. 

4. Centennial Lane should extend into the proposed north parking lot of the station to 
eliminate the need for a dead-end turnaround; however, it should be made one-way only, in 
the southward direction. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 
Project Team as soon as possible. The need of a rail commuter station has been an important 
component in the Havre de Grace Comprehensive Plan for at least two decades, and should be 
vigorously pursued. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Volney H/Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace 
for the 
Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville 


Advisory Bulletin #7 
Bridge Architecture 
November 18, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board, during its first meeting on October 6, 2014, determined that the overall 
appearance of the proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is of the highest priority of 
importance to the Town of Perryville, City of Havre de Grace, surrounding communities, both 
counties, and the State of Maryland. This discussion was preceded by the strong opinion of many 
citizens and elected officials that bridge architecture is their most pressing concern. Advisory 
Bulletin #2, containing the same recommendations provided in this bulletin, was issued to the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace on October 21, 2014, and endorsed by formal 
Council resolution on November 17, 2014 


The new bridge complex will be a major feature of the downtown and waterfront areas of 
Perryville for the next century or more. It will also become the gateway to the Lower 
Susquehanna Heritage Greenway, being positioned at the mouth of the greatest eastern river in 
our nation as it flows into the world’s largest estuarial bay. This new bridge should also 
symbolize the future of Amtrak and of rail transportation as a national asset and environmental 
ally, given its unique location, intense rail activity, and imposing dominance. 


Architectural Recommendations 


1. In the likely event that new twin bridges with two tracks each are constructed, both bridges 
should be identical in height and architecture, and should be aligned as closely to each other 
as possible to give the appearance of one bridge. 


Advisory Bulletin #7 
Page 2 


2. The bridges should be entirely open-decked, with each span having graceful shallow-arched 
symmetry using massive closed-webbed steel beams that present an overall solid 
appearance. Emphasis should be placed on pleasing lines of curvature, with properly 
balanced span and arch dimensions. 

3. Bridge support piers should be taller, more slender, and spaced farther apart than the 
existing piers to improve navigation and open up the viewscape. 

4. Both bridges should be carried on the same elongated pier structures to emphasize the 
appearance of “one bridge” and to better resist river-borne collisions. 

5. The catenary system should be suspended from a series of single, architecturally graceful 
solid-form towers mounted directly on the piers between the bridges, with high-line arms at 
the very top and wide catenary arms extending in cantilever over the double-track bridge 
decks along both sides. This will do much to reduce the visual effect of catenary “clutter” 
while emphasizing the towers as central architectural features of the bridge complex. 

6. The bridges and towers should be painted in a light metallic color, such as a golden 
platinum, to produce a distinctive daytime natural glow from great distances. 

7. The entire bridge span, as viewed from upriver and downriver, should be provided with 
night-time accent lighting to create a warm glow along the outer face of each of its arches, 
in such a way that subtle arches of light are always visible at night. 

8. All existing piers and abutments, whether supporting the current bridge or the previously 
removed rail/automobile bridge, should be removed down to the river bed to eliminate 
clutter, enhance the viewscape, and greatly improve barge and boat navigation. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board proposes that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville consider these 
recommendations under a formal resolution, communicating the same to the SRRBP project 
team, as typical of the style of architecture the Town of Perryville and surrounding communities 
would expect and want to embrace. The recommendations of this advisory, having been 
submitted previously as Advisory Bulletin #2 and tailored to the perspective of Havre de Grace, 
should require no additional action on its part at this time. 


Respectfully submitted, 


[hb pL 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #8 
River Navigation 
December 4, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on November 25, 2014 to develop recommendations for the 
accommodation of large vessel navigation and safe passage under the proposed new rail bridge 
system, at the main channel location. The principal concerns were vertical clearance, horizontal 
clearance, and a protective fender system. This advisory assumes removal of all existing piers 
that support the current Amtrak bridge and the adjacent abandoned piers from the long-ago 
demolished rail/highway bridge, as recommended in Advisory Bulletin #2. 


The Board relied heavily on advice and recommendations from representatives of Vulcan 
Materials Corporation, which operates a large stone quarry just upstream of the bridge site, from 
which stone is barged out on a near daily schedule. These concerns and recommendations were 
expressed by Vulcan’s Marine Operations Manager and its local tugboat captain at the recent 
joint meeting between the Advisory Board and the SRRBP Project Team on November 6, 2014. 


Design Recommendations 


Vertical clearance at the main channel under-passage should reach sixty-five (65) feet if at all 
possible, to be consistent with inland waterway standards and sailing vessels that are now 
designed to those standards and berth at upstream marinas. The absolute minimum clearance 
should be no less than sixty (60) feet. 


Horizontal clearance at the main channel under-passage should be no less than two hundred 
(200) feet net width between fenders, which may require a pier spacing of up to 240 feet center- 
to-center. Such a clearance will safely accommodate a single barge with opposing traffic and 
can safely accommodate a double-wide barge movement without opposing traffic. 
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Three types of fender systems were considered for protecting piers and large vessels at the main 
channel under-passage: Concrete, wood and composite plastic. Concrete fenders are the least 
resilient and can cause considerable damage to barges and other vessels. Wood pile and wale 
fenders are more resilient and less damaging to vessels, but are themselves easily damaged, more 
costly to maintain, and can become ragged eyesores long before replacement becomes necessary. 
The Board strongly recommends a composite plastic pile and wale fender installation as the most 
resilient, least damaging, longest lasting, easiest to maintain, and most attractive system for this 
unique and important gateway location. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible. 


Respectfully submitted, - 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace 
for the 
Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville 


Advisory Bulletin #9 
River Navigation 
December 9, 2014 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on November 25, 2014 to develop recommendations for the 
accommodation of large vessel navigation and safe passage under the proposed new rail bridge 
system, at the main channel location. The principal concerns were vertical clearance, horizontal 
clearance, and a protective fender system. This advisory assumes removal of all existing piers 
that support the current Amtrak bridge and the adjacent abandoned piers from the long-ago 
demolished rail/highway bridge, as recommended in Advisory Bulletins #2 for the City of Havre 
de Grace and #7 for the Town of Perryville. 


The Board relied heavily on advice and recommendations from representatives of Vulcan 
Materials Corporation, which operates a large stone quarry just upstream of the bridge site, from 
which stone is barged out on a near daily schedule. These concerns and recommendations were 
expressed by Vulcan’s Marine Operations Manager and its local tugboat captain at the recent 
joint meeting between the Advisory Board and the SRRBP Project Team held on November 6, 
2014. Advisory Bulletin #8, containing the same recommendations provided in this bulletin, was 
issued to the Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace on December 4, 2014. 
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Design Recommendations 


Vertical clearance at the main channel under-passage should reach sixty-five (65) feet if at all 
possible, to be consistent with inland waterway standards and sailing vessels that are now 
designed to those standards and berth at upstream marinas. The absolute minimum clearance 
should be no less than sixty (60) feet. 


Horizontal clearance at the main channel under-passage should be no less than two hundred 
(200) feet net width between fenders, which may require a pier spacing of up to 240 feet center- 
to-center. Such a clearance will safely accommodate a single barge with opposing traffic and 
can safely accommodate a double-wide barge movement without opposing traffic. 


Three types of fender systems were considered for protecting piers and large vessels at the main 
channel under-passage: Concrete, wood and composite plastic. Concrete fenders are the least 
resilient and can cause considerable damage to barges and other vessels. Wood pile and wale 
fenders are more resilient and less damaging to vessels, but are themselves easily damaged, more 
costly to maintain, and can become ragged eyesores long before replacement becomes necessary. 
The Board strongly recommends a composite plastic pile and wale fender installation as the most 
resilient, least damaging, longest lasting, easiest to maintain, and most attractive system for this 
unique and important gateway location. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board proposes that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville, and 
surrounding communities, take necessary steps to consolidate these or similar recommendations 
into a formal communication to the SRRBP Project Team as soon as possible. The 
recommendations of this advisory, having been submitted previously as Advisory Bulletin #8 to 
the City of Havre de Grace, should require no additional action on its part at this time. 


WI submitted, . 
My £2 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
WWW.HAVREDEGRACEMD.COM 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #10 


Safe Harbor Jetty Proposal 
January 23, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on December 4, 2014 to develop recommendations for the construction 
of a long jetty system extending more or less parallel to the Havre de Grace waterfront, from the 
Susquehanna Lockhouse Museum to the Concord Point Lighthouse. Known for more than 
fifteen years as the Jetty Project, a waterfront task force was formed in 2000 by the Downtown 
Focus Group, and an official Jetty Committee was appointed soon thereafter to study the 
proposal, identify consultants, and provide recommendations to the Mayor and City Council for 
implementation. 


As jetty consultants were identified and invited to submit detailed proposals for a feasibility 
study, it became clear that such a project would not only provide much-needed property 
protection from periodic storm-raged waters and water-borne debris, but would also create a safe 
and calm destination harbor at the top of the bay for Chesapeake Bay boaters. Other benefits 
would include the creation of a sheltered area for wildlife, resurgence of sub-aquatic vegetation, 
significant reduction of harbor siltation, elimination of shoreline debris, and protection against 
upriver barge or rail accidents. 


The Jetty Project initiative came to a halt sometime during or shortly after 2002, for reasons that 
were never made clear to most of those who were involved. It did not reach the stage of initial 
funding, and as a result no feasibility studies were ever contracted. There is little doubt that 
project construction cost was a major source of concern at the time, even if the feasibility study 
would have been jointly funded by the City, County and State governments. 


The Advisory Board considers the original riverfront jetty concept to be much more valid today 
than in the past, as a result of major hurricane and floodgate release damage, and a runaway 
barge event, all having occurred since the 2002 initiative. Crude oil unit trains, in more recent 
daily operation along the river edge are also a source of potential danger from oil pollution, fire, 
and floating rail cars in the event of a major derailment. 


Advisory Bulletin #10 
Page 2 


Very great concern has developed in recent years regarding the rapid and continuous buildup of 
sediment along the shoreline and in the marinas of Havre de Grace, requiring frequent and very 
expensive dredging operations. This problem and its underlying causes have been well- 
documented by the Lower Susquehanna River Watershed Assessment partnership in its 
executive summary of a report issued in October, 2014. The Advisory Board has carefully 
studied other material contained in the original consultant proposals and recommendations of the 
Jetty Committee, and is in general support of this project as proposed at that time. 


Association with the Rail Bridge Replacement Project 


The proposed Susquehanna River Rail Bridge replacement project offers an opportunity for very 
significant cost savings in both old bridge demolition and new jetty construction. The Board has 
recommended in its earlier advisories that all existing bridge piers and abutments, including the 
line of abandoned piers beyond Craig Park, be removed down to the river bed and below grade 
on dry land. Some street crossing abutments within the City may also require total replacement 
due to significant realignment of track curvature. 


At least 50,000 cubic yards of massive granite blocks will need to be removed and disposed of in 
the demolition process, requiring the expense of loading, transporting and unloading elsewhere, 
by rail or barge. This material would be ideal for armoring the jetty along the sides facing strong 
current, saving the purchase, loading and transport of very large quarry stones. When all 
available granite blocks are put in place, the remainder of the jetty would be armored with more 
conventional sizes of quarry stone, dependent on exposure to natural forces. Under this 
proposal, the bridge contractor would simply hoist the cut stone blocks onto the jetty contractor’s 
barges for direct placement back in the water. 


An even more significant cost saving opportunity for jetty construction has developed since the 
previous jetty proposal. Vulcan Materials, owner of the nearby granite quarry, has informed the 
Board that it has approximately 778,000 cubic yards of overburden stored on site that it must 
somehow remove in order to gain access to future beds of granite within its property. This 
material is ideal for the jetty core structure, there is more than enough available to build the 
entire jetty, and the cost of acquiring and moving it would be a fraction of that for typical jetty 
core construction. 


The key to this proposal is the timing of its feasibility study, design phase, funding, and letting of 
contracts to coincide with that of the rail bridge project, to realize maximum cost savings and 
construction efficiency, and to allow the rail bridge project to also realize costs savings and 
efficiency in the granite removal and disposal process. The Board believes that this would be a 
unique opportunity to benefit both projects. 
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Design Recommendations 


Several concepts were put forth in the 2000-2002 feasibility study proposals, which included a 
full-length jetty, a partial waterfront jetty, and a floating breakwater system. The Advisory 
Board has concluded that a full-length river jetty system, constructed as a linear series of 
armored berms, will offer the strongest, most permanent, and lowest maintenance solution to 
protecting the entire City waterfront against the greatest variety of mechanical hazards and 
weather events, and against rapid siltation of its harbor facilities. 


The proposed jetty should begin upriver at the south corner of the mouth of Lilly Run, tapering 
gradually outward in the downstream direction to a maximum distance of 500 feet offshore of 
the most protruding points of land along the waterfront, beginning at the south property line of 
the Havre de Grace Marina and terminating below Concord Point, in line with the City Yacht 
Basin entrance. 


At least three navigable entrances, and preferably four, should be provided as gaps in the jetty 
line, with their throats oriented downriver to divert the river current outward and keep the harbor 
area calm. A special groin should be designed at the upriver end of the jetty to keep strong 
current and debris out, but allow some fresh water in, to prevent stagnation. The downriver end 
of the jetty system should terminate well away from shore and designed to prevent eddy currents 
from affecting the City Yacht Basin and its back channel. 


By carefully designing the jetty system from a hydrologic perspective, an important objective 
should be the creation of a much healthier ecosystem for wildlife and subaquatic vegetation to 
thrive in shallow areas along the waterfront, including a very large natural area within the upriver 
end of the jetty. A very important objective should be major reduction or near-elimination of 
rapid sediment build-up that seriously affects all the marinas, the back channel and the preserved 
lock at the Lockhouse Museum. This serious sedimentation problem also has a detrimental 
impact on the subaquatic ecosystem along the shoreline. Another important objective should be 
the reduction or near elimination of water-borne debris and trash accumulation along the entire 
waterfront, particularly in cove areas and boat slip passageways. 


Although all segments of jetty system should be boat-accessible and walkable as an outlying 
public facility, only the northernmost segment would be suitable for direct pedestrian access 
from land, via the Lockhouse Museum grounds. A footbridge for this purpose should be 
installed over its non-navigable groin opening. With greatly expanded opportunities for boat 
slips and safe off-shore anchorages, shallow inshore areas should be preserved and expanded 
wherever possible to encourage a greater number and variety of breeding wildlife common to 
this area a century ago, and to create a more natural riverscape setting for the enjoyment of all. 
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Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP Project Team as 
soon as possible, and to begin the formal process of funding a comprehensive feasibility study 
for jetty design, funding and construction. The Board concludes that there is sufficient time to 
accomplish all the necessary study, funding, design and construction phases of this project if 
initiated very soon and in concert with the bridge replacement project. 


Respectfully submitt 


- 
Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #11 
Bridge Abutment Area — First Update 
January 26, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 21, 2014, to examine the immediate area around the 
westerly landing of the proposed rail bridge complex in order to determine the most favorable 
placement of the new bridge abutment. Advisory Bulletin #3 was issued by the Board on 
October 24, 2014, based on the assumption that the new high-speed bridge of the proposed twin 
bridges would be installed on the downriver (south) side of the existing bridge, with the lower- 
speed bridge taking the place of the existing bridge. It was also assumed that the new bridges 
would be elevated significantly at the landing abutment. 


As feasibility studies and preliminary design with regard to track elevation and alignment have 
been developed further by the SRRBP study team since October, it appears that the most 
favorable track alignments would now place the lower-speed bridge of the proposed twin bridges 
along the upriver (north) side of the existing bridge, with the other bridge taking its place. It also 
appears now that little or no raising of the track elevation will be necessary at the landing 
abutment. This information was obtained at the special meeting between the Board and the 
Project Team in November, and at the public outreach session in December. 


Revised Site Recommendations 


1. The new bridge abutment should be retracted westward toward the Freedom Lane tunnel 
underpass, to prevent further crowding of the immediate street intersection area, and more 
particularly the direct conflict with Otsego Street that would be caused by a new bridge 
landing at the north edge of the existing one. 
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2. Under the current assumption that new bridge spans will increase from the current 200 feet 
to about 240 feet, center to center, retracting the new landing abutment too far westward 
would cause the first pier to conflict with the new intersection alignment. Therefore, the 
new abutment should be retracted only far enough to avoid conflict with Otsego Street and 
to allow for the following street intersection improvements. 

3. The sharply curving, semi-blind intersection of Otsego Street and Union Avenue should be 
improved to a much wider radius of turn that would align directly with Saint John Street. 
This would allow longer and more generous turn lanes and greatly improved sight lines. 

4. The Water Street intersection should be sufficiently relocated to meet the new 
Union/Otsego street alignment and to avoid the first new bridge pier. 

5. Railroad property under the bridge complex and situated between the two city parks should, 
by special agreement, be made available for public use and maintained by the City of Havre 
de Grace to appear as part of the park complex. This area should contain landscaping and 
walkways, but should have no structures, to allow full access for bridge maintenance. 

6. Railroad property under the bridge complex, situated between the proposed Otsego/Union 
street curvature and the relocated bridge abutment, should likewise be made available for 
public use and maintained by the City of Havre de Grace as open space with landscaping 
and walkways, but should include no permanent structures that would interfere with bridge 
maintenance. 

7. The monumental gateway signage that exists under the current bridge should be relocated to 
a more favorable gateway vantage point, and should include a beautiful and enlarged 
landscaping feature. 

8. The much higher new bridge understructure would result a brighter and more open 
streetscape, which should be enhanced with ornamental tree plantings wherever possible 
without blocking sight lines or interfering with bridge maintenance operations. 


Recommended Action 
The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP project team as 


soon as possible. The abutment location is an engineering and track alignment issue that must be 
resolved by the SRRBP team very soon. 


RespectfyllySubmitted, 


it 


Volney H. Ford 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
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Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #12 
Rail Commuter Station — First Update 
January 26, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014, to examine the feasibility and best location of a 
new rail commuter station to serve Havre de Grace, and issued Advisory Bulletin #6 on 
November 6, 2014, based on all the information it had at that time. This advisory was based on 
an assumption that the southeasterly pair of new high-speed tracks would be aligned more in that 
direction, leaving enough space between that track pair and a northwesterly pair of lower-speed 
commuter/freight tracks to make room for a northbound station platform. 


As feasibility studies and preliminary design with regard to track alignment have been developed 
further by the SRRBP study team since last October, it appears that the most favorable high- 
speed track curvature and alignment with the new bridges will not leave sufficient room for a 
northbound station platform unless the lower-speed pair of freight/commuter tracks are aligned 
significantly northwestward. 


The most recent track alignment information was obtained by the Board at its special meeting 
with the Project Team in November, and at the public outreach session in December. The 
recommendations provided herein pertain only to the latest development of track and bridge 
alignments by the Project Team. The Advisory Board continues to vigorously support all other 
rail commuter station recommendations provided in Advisory Bulletin #3. 
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Track Alignment 


The most current plan resulting from the Project Team feasibility study favors positioning the 
new two-track north bridge for freight and commuter operations along the north side of the 
existing bridge, and the new two-track south bridge for high-speed operations in about the same 
location as the existing bridge. This alignment will require a northwesterly shift of the present 
elevated embankment to align with the new north bridge, and will likewise shift the proposed 
commuter platforms and their emergency/maintenance access ramp more northwesterly. 


In order to gain enough separation from the southeasterly pair of high-speed tracks to install a 
safe northbound boarding platform, the freight/commuter track pair should remain on tangent 
(straight ahead) from the bridge track alignment for some distance before curving gradually. The 
high-speed track pair would begin curving southwesterly immediately after landing at the new 
south bridge. This alignment would require a significant widening of the existing embankment 
toward the northwest until track curvature can return to the existing roadbed some distance 
southwest of the station. 


Number of Boarding Platforms 


The Advisory Board has considered the idea of providing only a single boarding platform at the 
most northwesterly track, normally used by a southbound commuter train, to eliminate the 
problem of separating a northbound boarding platform from adjacent high-speed traffic. It 
would appear feasible to have northbound commuter trains cross over onto the southbound track 
just before the Havre de Grace station, and remain on that track until entering the Perryville 
station siding. Northbound commuter trains currently execute a crossing of the same southbound 
track before they enter the Perryville station siding. 


The disadvantage of this scheme is that other southbound traffic would be delayed for a much 
longer period of time waiting for the northbound commuter train to cross over, enter the Havre 
de Grace station, board riders, clear the station, and cross the river at a lower speed. It could also 
prevent freight traffic departing the Susquehanna River line from heading southbound until the 
commuter train arrives in the Perryville station, assuming additional crossovers are installed in 
Perryville to facilitate such movements. 


The Board has also considered the idea of installing only one southbound boarding platform, 
bypassing Havre de Grace altogether northbound, and boarding/deboarding riders on the return 
run from the Perryville terminus of the MARC line. This would be very inconvenient to 
northbound Havre de Grace riders, and would become unworkable if MARC moves its overnight 
train parking to a new Perryville facility, or extends commuter service to Elkton and beyond. 
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The Board has concluded that the installation of standard northbound and southbound boarding 
platforms in Havre de Grace offers the greatest advantages in rider convenience, destination 
ridership numbers, movement of other trains, and avoidance of crossover delays. 


Safe Separation 


Safe separation distance between the high-speed track pair and the proposed northbound 
‘commuter boarding platform could be reduced by installation of a very strong concrete barrier, 
similar to a highway Jersey barrier in the platform area. This would also eliminate the effects of 
high-speed wind blast. Such a barrier could also be incorporated into the design of the 
northbound boarding platform shelter and means of access from the station below. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP Project Team as 
soon as possible, and to emphasize the need to adequately align the lower-speed tracks for a 
commuter station sometime in the future, if not in conjunction with bridge replacement. Failure 
to do so can permanently put a future station out of consideration, due to the added cost of 
elevated roadbed and rail realignment beyond that incurred during the bridge construction and its 
rail realignment process. 


Respectfully Submitted, 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


(tyr 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
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Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #13 
Safe Pedestrian and Bicycle River Crossing 
January 28, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on December 4, 2014 and again on January 15 and 27, 2015 to engage in 
a comprehensive study of the various ways to effect a safe pedestrian and bicycle crossing of the 
Susquehanna River. This study was undertaken at the request of the Mayor and City Council of 
tavre de Grace as a result of recent proposals and other efforts to incorporate such a crossing into 
the design of the proposed Amtrak rail bridge replacement. 


The Board expanded this study to include eleven potential ways of conducting pedestrians and 
bicyclists across the river in a timely, dependable and reliable manner, with special emphasis on 
closing the Susquehanna River “gap” in existing regional and East Coast Greenway trail systems, 
as well as connecting components of the Lower Susquehanna Heritage Greenway trail system. 
The eleven crossing options that were studied all include bicyclists and are captioned: 


I. Convert the Existing Amtrak Rail Bridge to Pedestrian Use 

2. Incorporate a Pedestrian Walkway into the Proposed Amtrak Rail Bridge 

3. Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge alongside the Proposed Amtrak Rail Bridge 
4. Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge on the Line of Abandoned Piers beyond Craig Park 
5. Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the Route 40 Hatem Bridge 

6. Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge across Garrett Island 

7. Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the CSX Rail Bridge 

Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the I-95 Tydings Bridge 

. Install an Independent Bridge at Susquehanna State Park 

0. Establish a Regularly Scheduled Water Taxi System 

|. Establish a Land-Based Shuttle System 
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The Board identified a wide range of issues and concerns that would likely be associated with this 
collective list of crossing options, and examined each issue in great detail. These issues were then 
applied to each crossing option to determine advantages, disadvantages, fatal flaws and other 
practical effects that should reasonably be expected. Each of these issues and concerns are 
explained in detail in Attachment A. The Board did not attempt to estimate project costs or to give 
weight to its recommendations based on actual cost comparisons. 


Although several pedestrian crossing studies have been produced within the past decade or two by 
several interests, the Board found them to be lacking in detail as to why a particular option was not 
feasible or not possible, other than to mention existing statutes and public policy statements or to 
declare overall structure to be unsuitable for the purpose. These may be valid conclusions in the 
broad sense, but the Board sensed that the general public, special interest groups, and local 
officials would need to know in much greater detail why one option is truly feasible and the other 
is not. A detailed analysis of every crossing option under consideration in this advisory bulletin is 


provided in Attachment B. 


Past crossing studies did not include as many crossing options as provided here, and were not 
timed to foresee the impact and potential opportunities associated with the Amtrak rail bridge 
replacement project. It is hoped that this study and analysis will be of great value in reducing 
future discussions and initiatives to practical and feasible river crossings. 


River Crossing Recommendations 


The Advisory Board has determined that “Option #9 — Install an Independent Bridge at 
Susquehanna State Park” best meets the primary purpose of a pedestrian and bicycle crossing, 
while preserving public safety and security, providing an excellent crossing experience, and 
efficiently connecting with the existing lower Susquehanna River trail systems. There appear to 
be no significant physical barriers or other difficult circumstances to overcome with regard to this 


option. 


The Board prefers “Option #3 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge alongside the Proposed 
Amtrak Rail Bridge” as its second choice, provided that the enormous cost issue can be overcome. 
This option may be more convenient to current routing of the East Coast Greenway, could offer 
greater use and enjoyment opportunities by the general public, is safer than all remaining bridge 
options, and would be an economic and tourism driver for Havre de Grace and Perryville. 


The Board sees “Option #10 — Establish a Regularly Scheduled Water Taxi System” as the third 
best option. Even though it provides a very different crossing experience and would involve 
delays for hikers and bicyclists, this very safe option would offer tourism opportunities and local 
cruise services not available under any other option. Capital and operational costs are the main 
drawback, and would require a large public subsidy to remain viable. 
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The fourth best option would be “Option #6 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge across 
Garrett Island”. As with the other two independent bridge options, this provides a good crossing 
experience without exposure to transportation dangers or homeland security issues. The location 
would be nearly as favorable as Option #2, and the bridge would have a si gnificant impact on 
tourism in Havre de Grace and Perryville. Its very long bridge and approach length, along with 
personal security concerns, make this somewhat less feasible than the first three options listed 


above. 


The fifth choice of the Board, “Option #7 — Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the CSX Rail Bridge”, is 
much less feasible and practical than the first four choices, due to the significant public safety, 
homeland security, and liability issues associated with it. If these issues could be mitigated to 
every possible extent this would be a very efficient crossing in terms of capital cost, overall 
accessibility and long-term maintenance. It would also offer a fairly impressive and occasionally 


very exciting crossing experience. 

Five of the remaining six options were found to be entirely impractical or unfeasible, with several 
having fatal flaws that render them nearly impossible. Those are not recommended for further 
consideration. The last option, “Option #11 — Establish a Land-Based Shuttle System”, is entirely 


feasible and much less expensive than a water taxi operation, but would be little more than an 
inter-community public bus service. This option could serve as an interim solution to the need for 


a crossing. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to consolidate 
these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP Project Team and 
to all parties, agencies, and stakeholders associated with a pedestrian/bicycle trail crossing as soon 


as possible. 


Respectfully submitted. 


f; 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


Attachment A In-depth Presentation of Safe Crossing Issues 
Attachment B_ In-depth Analysis of Safe Crossing Options 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Crossing Advisory Board 
Advisory Bulletin #13 
Safe Pedestrian and Bicycle River Crossing 


Attachment A 
In-depth Presentation of Safe Crossing Issues 


Overview 


An in-depth study and analysis of a safe, practical, and feasible means of conducting pedestrians and 
bicyclists across the lower Susquehanna River requires an examination of all contributing factors from 
two parallel points of view. First, one must consider the public safety, public accessibility, and general 
maintenance issues associated with any particular crossing option. Second, each crossing option must 
be considered as having unique physical characteristics and constraints that may be significantly or 
profoundly affected by these same safety, accessibility and maintenance issues. 


The following specific issues and concerns were found to impact most of the crossing options, and have 
formed the basis of opinions and conclusions developed by the Advisory Board with regard to each 
crossing option discussed in Attachment B. It is hoped that the foregoing discussion of issues will 
further educate and enlighten the public, elected officials, and the trail-using communities with regard 
to allissues relating to a safe and practical pedestrian crossing of the Susquehanna River. 


Crossing Design 


The design of a fixed pedestrian bridge, whether attached to an existing or proposed rail/highway bridge 
or constructed independently, should be at least twelve feet wide and ideally up to twenty feet in width, 
to safely accommodate pedestrians, bicyclists, three-wheeled bicycles, kayaks in tow, and lightweight 
service and emergency vehicles. There should also be enough room for a lightweight service or 
emergency vehicle to safely pass pedestrians and bicyclists on the bridge. 


The design live-load rating of the bridge should be sufficient to support a dense congregation of users, 
such as a walk-a-thon event, a large standing assembly of people observing an event beyond the bridge, 
a close pack of marathon runners, or even a large crowd of people fleeing in panic. The minimum height 
of any type of overhead enclosure system that may be required for safety should be at least ten feet, 
and preferably twelve feet or more in proportion to walkway width. 


ADA Accessibility Requirements 


A fixed pedestrian bridge across the Susquehanna River will surely be classified as a public facility and as 
a pedestrian way, under the Americans with Disabilities Act, with no allowance for special waivers. The 
current law provides that the entire pedestrian bridge, along with its access points and approaches, 
must comply with maximum allowable grade requirements and barrier-free conditions, all the way to 
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ground-level handicap parking spaces at each end. No slope along the entire path of travel can exceed 
twelve inches of rise in twelve feet of run, and no slope can run more than twenty-five feet in length 
without a five-foot insertion of level walkway. Putting this into perspective, an ADA-compliant path of 
travel rising ten feet would require a combination of ramp and level sections extending one-hundred 


forty feet in length. 


Each end of the pedestrian bridge and its ADA-compliant approach walkways would require a public 
parking lot having paved handicap parking spaces that are located closer to the walkway entry points 
than other parking spaces serving the bridge. This requirement could become problematic where 
persons without disability would be able to exit an elevated bridge landing by going immediately down a 
stairway to a non-ADA-accessible parking area at the base of the abutment, while the handicapped 
would be obliged to travel a far greater distance to a different accessible parking area. 


While ADA accessibility would not be an issue along a nearly level bridge deck and landing area, it would 
become a significant to severe design challenge at many existing bridge landings, and along potential 
walkway routes within existing bridge structure that encounter sudden vertical misalignments. Specific 
accessibility issues will be discussed under crossing options provided in Attachment B. 


Bridge Landing Access 


The pedestrian bridge, whether attached to another bridge or constructed independently, will require a 
public parking lot at each end, located as close as practical to the bridge entry point for public safety, 
emergency response, handicap accessibility, and custodial service. The required number of parking 
spaces will be determined by the code enforcement authorities having jurisdiction, based on their 
interpretation of bridge use and occupancy. Parking lots and access lanes or roads will be subject to the 
usual regulations on paving, landscaping, stormwater management, critical area, and other site 


requirements. 


Each parking lot will require access by a two-way paved road or driveway leading to existing public roads 
or streets. Some existing bridge landing locations are convenient to nearby public streets and some 
have no access at all within hundreds of yards or much farther. Many landing locations are severely 
encumbered with private property, steep slopes and cliffs, railroad/highway operations, and elevated 
abutments. These conditions will be specifically examined under crossing options provided in 


Attachment B. 


Bridge Carriage 


A new pedestrian/bicycle bridge must either be carried independently, or in conjunction with an existing 
or proposed rail/highway bridge. As recommended above, sucha bridge or incorporated walkway 
should be twelve to twenty feet in width, and would require a very significant live load rating. With the 
potential of large numbers of people and light emergency vehicles on the bridge, its loading could easily 
approach that of a two-lane vehicular bridge serving all but heavy trucks. 
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If incorporated with an existing or proposed rail/highway bridge, there are essentially three ways the 
pedestrian bridge can be carried: a) extended in cantilever alongside the host bridge, b) on the deck of 
the host bridge, orc) within or below the understructure of the host bridge. In rare cases it could be 
carried as an elevated bridge over the existing road/railway, which is not considered feasible with regard 


to the bridges of this study. 


A cantilevered pedestrian bridge causes the host bridge to be eccentrically loaded (much more weight 
on one side) and greatly leverages that load by virtue of its being extended so far outward from the 
central structure. Conversely, structural flexure and vibration of the host bridge caused by passage of 
heavy traffic is greatly magnified at the outer edges of the cantilever. Such conditions could only be 
mitigated by strengthening the entire cross-structure and counterweighting the opposite side of the 
host bridge, which in turn would require major upgrading of the entire bridge span structure. In 
addition, a cantilevered pedestrian deck with its safety enclosure would greatly impede routine bridge 
inspection and repair, as truck-mounted inspection booms would need to reach over, around, and under 


the walkway enclosure to get at the host bridge understructure. 


A pedestrian bridge located on the existing deck or bearing structure of a host bridge is ideal from a 
structural perspective, and would unquestionably be the least expensive to construct and maintain, 
provided such a deckway were available and currently not in use. The primary concerns would be 
proximity to existing rail/vehicular traffic and the elimination or preemption of an active vehicular lane 


or railroad track. 


Carriage of a pedestrian bridge through or within the existing structure of a host bridge immediately 
raises concerns about river navigation clearance, structural capacity, conflict with existing structural 
members, and interference with host bridge maintenance. Even though a central axis of loading could 
be more or less maintained, individual components of the host bridge structure, including cross- 
structure and bracing, would require major strengthening and redesign to accept a radically different 
directional loading imposed by the pedestrian bridge. 


A cursory examination of all four existing rail/highway bridges reveals that the primary structure, cross- 
structure, bracing, and pier configurations have such exceptional variation or are so congested with 
cross-structure and bracing from one end to the other that it is very difficult, if not impossible, to pass a 
pedestrian bridge deck cleanly through without abrupt changes in elevation or sudden offsets in the 
path of travel. Arched-truss spans in particular result in cross-structures that climb and descend at rates 


that well-exceed ADA ramp limitations. 


A pedestrian bridge can be carried under a host bridge by means of suspension cables from the primary 
structure, provided that sufficient river navigation clearance is maintained, the host bridge structure is 
upgraded and modified to carry the load, and the pedestrian bridge is strengthened or braced to resist 
sway. Host bridge modifications to accept this configuration would be extensive and very costly, if at all 


practical or even possible. 


A pedestrian bridge can be carried directly on the host bridge piers without imposing any loads on the 
host bridge structure, provided that sufficient river navigation clearance can be maintained. The 
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overriding difficulties with this option are available pier-top bearing area, conflict with host bridge cross- 
structure at the piers, and uneven pier elevations. Pier-to-pier spans of the pedestrian bridge would in 
most cases be very long, requiring huge span beams and robust sway-bracing that would be greatly out 
of proportion to the pedestrian bridge architecture. 


Navigational Clearances 


The SRRBP Project Team, with U. S. Coast Guard concurrence, is recommending a sixty-foot minimum 
bridge clearance above mean high tide for the proposed Susquehanna River Rail (Amtrak) Bridge. The 
Board prefers a sixty-five-foot clearance here, and recommends a minimum twenty-foot clearance 
above normal river level beyond navigable waters, in the vicinity of Rock Run Mill. This upriver 
clearance would allow for a maximum flood-stage river level with large debris floating on the surface. 


When considering any pier-to-pier, cable-suspended, or host-structure-attached pedestrian bridge 
option, or an independent pedestrian bridge, the underside must maintain sufficient clearance above 
water, whether over the main channel of navigation or elsewhere. All bridges upriver of the existing 
Amtrak bridge currently have higher clearances over the main channels that it does, either due to very 
high natural landings or by use of through-truss spans. Although some of these span clearances would 
be reduced by installing a pedestrian bridge directly underneath, in no case should they be lower than 
the USCG inland waterway standard of sixty-five feet, even though the proposed new Amtrak bridge 
may be approved for a sixty-foot clearance. 


Safety Enclosures 


If a new pedestrian/bicycle bridge is constructed as part of a host bridge, or as an independent bridge 
above navigable waters, public policy and regulations will surely require that the entire elevated 
walkway be provided with a continuous guard system sufficient to prevent rail/highway objects from 
striking pedestrians, prevent cyclists from pitching over the side, prevent bridge users from dropping or 
throwing objects off the bridge, and deter suicide attempts. If the pedestrian pathway is aligned under 
an existing bridge deck, protection from falling objects and hazardous liquids must also be ensured. 


Safety enclosures will vary in design depending on the nature of danger threats and height above 
ground or water. Any high-elevation walkway can be expected to require guards at least eight feet in 
height if not enclosed completely over the top. Enclosures may also require very small diameter 
openings in the guard matrix or fabric to prevent dropping of stones on boaters or extending objects 
toward adjacent vehicles or trains. It should be noted that the more effective a safety enclosure design 
is, the more unsightly and tunnel-like it will appear, and the more disappointing the crossing experience 
will become, especially with regard to panoramic view and photography. 


AB #13 —Attachment A 
Page 5 


Bridge Movement 


Steel bridge structures tend to be very flexible in conditions of high wind and under rapid movement of 
heavy trucks and trains. With freight traffic, a railroad bridge span is subjected to individual carloads 
and locomotives of less than one-hundred feet each, passing at speeds of up to sixty miles-per-hour, and 
weighing between 80,000 and 450,000 pounds each. A typical six-lane highway bridge can routinely 
experience as many as twelve tractor-trailers and dump trucks at once per span, weighing 50,000 to 


80,000 pounds each and moving seventy miles-per-hour. 


Depending on where and how a pedestrian bridge is carried by a host bridge, sudden and intense 
movements of the steel structure can be quite disconcerting and often terrifying to the user. A side- 
cantilever pedestrian bridge would significantly magnify this problem, being similar to a person sitting at 
the end of a diving board as another person jumps on it farther back. Steel bridge structure is said to be 
a “very living thing”, with intentionally designed flexibility and movement that can be quite shocking to 


the lay person. 


Normal expansion and contraction of bridge components, especially at isolation joints between spans, 
can be a serious danger to unaware bridge users, especially children and bicyclists. We think of such 
movement as gradual with temperature change, and therefore non-threatening. In reality, some joints 
and connections can remain “stuck” in one position until tension and compression forces build enough 
to overcome static friction, then release suddenly and unexpectedly. Movement issues will be further 
discussed under crossing options provided in Attachment B. 


Vehicular Traffic Dangers 


Locating a pedestrian and bicycle pathway directly alongside a lane of highway traffic traveling at speeds 
of 65 to 80 miles-per-hour, even with a concrete Jersey wall barrier in between, offers little protection 
from road spray, high-speed accidents, break-away loads from truck crashes, and truck flip-overs from 
high wind. There is also danger to a bridge user who would cross the barrier into a lane of traffic for any 
reason, even if responding to a vehicular accident. High-speed snow plowing operations can create 
pathway blockages and can seriously injure a pedestrian on the bridge, even with a strong chain link 


barrier in place. 


Placing a pedestrian bridge in cantilever offers a bit more protection if the walkway elevation is lower 
than the main bridge deck and if it is heavily protected with an enclosed guard system. There remains 
little protection from road spray and plow-thrown snow, however. Snow plowing accumulation can 
overload the cantilevered walkway, block its use for weeks, and damage its guard enclosure system. 


Rail Traffic Dangers 


A pedestrian walkway system that is located on a railway deck, cantilevered alongside it, or even 
cantilevered several feet below it is subject to a wide assortment of dangers, particularly at higher speed 
freight operations and very high speed passenger operations. Train operators seldom have the ability to 
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react to fast-developing equipment or load failures as they occur, and often do not know they are 
happening until much damage is done or the train has ground to an emergency stop. 


A pedestrian or bicyclist on a host railroad bridge is essentially a person who is much too close to a 
moving train under any circumstances, whether on land or bridge. Aside from derailment, the greatest 
dangers to a person standing close to a moving train at significant speed are dragging equipment or 
shifted carload. A good example of dragging equipment is a broken load chain or load strap, which can 
whip by unseen, many feet beyond the train car, with fatal results. Chains and shifted loads have been 
known to tear out several hundred feet of barrier fencing without the train operator being aware of it 


while happening. 


Other proximity dangers include pressure-thrown ballast stones, leaking hazardous materials, thrown 
snow and ice (most locomotives have plows at the front), car-top breakaways of sheet ice, unsecured or 
falling train car equipment, and so forth. Most of these dangers cannot be resisted with any certainty by 
the most robust chain link enclosures, due to the overwhelming dynamic forces of a train in motion. 

The pedestrian would not be ina reasonably safe environment unless train speeds were drastically 
limited and sophisticated dragging equipment detectors were installed at both bridge approaches. 


Although derailments are significantly controlled (kept within rail alignment) on bridges by a pair of 
guard rails within the track rails, cars can separate and tip over at speed, sometimes causing open loads 
to break loose, tank cars to be punctured, and open hopper cars to spill hundreds of tons. Such 
accidents occur quickly and dramatically, with so much noise and confusion, and with so many 
transferred impacts that a bridge pedestrian often cannot decide which way to flee until itis too late. 
Hazardous Cargo poses a special danger in these situations, as wind direction, deadly chemicals, and 
intense fire or explosions become factors, and the pedestrian is left with only two long and narrow 


directions in which to flee the scene. 


Very high speed trains and electrified railways present an additional set of dangers. Trains passing close 


by at speeds of 120-150 miles-per-hour create a “bow wave” and a terminal suction that can throw a 
pedestrian or bicyclist to the ground. Airborne objects, such as ballast stones and simple debris can 
produce serious injuries unless a nearly solid barrier fence is installed. Overhead electrification, which 
includes catenary and high transmission lines, Carry very high voltages that can “leap” a significant 
distance to a grounding source without direct contact. Live catenary has been known to break and 
dangle without shutting down the system. A full metal grounded enclosure, extending well above the 
head of a bicyclist, would be necessary to protect bridge users from potential electrocution. 


Personal Security 


In addition to the many traffic dangers described above, the bridge user is exposed to personal dangers 
associated with two features of a pedestrian crossing of the Susquehanna River. First and foremost is 
the sheer length of the crossing which, taking into account landing distance toa parking area at each 
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end, would be about a mile. Second, a high or fully-enclosed safety guard system, even if made with 
open-weave chain link fabric, is nearly impossible to see through at a shallow angle, such as from the 


shoreline. 


In the event a user is accosted or attacked by another person some distance out on the span, the victim 
simply cannot be seen or heard from shore, especially when vehicular or rail traffic is nearby. The adage 
“safety in numbers” would certainly apply during periods of significant bridge use; however, there 
would be many times when only one or two users are present, and the bridge will often be vacant. 
When accosted, the unfortunate user can only flee to the closest landing, and the perpetrator can safely 
exit the other end, particularly on a bicycle, before the situation is known to others and/or authorities 


can respond. 


Proximity of a pedestrian/bicycle bridge to urban areas offers convenience of access and increases the 
number of potential users, but it also tends to increase temptation, convenience and opportunity for 
unlawful persons, especially when a troubled neighborhood area is within easy walking distance. 
Personal security and fear of attack have become major issues in urban settings where much shorter 
pedestrian overpasses and tunnels exist. Well-placed and concealed security cameras with full-time 
monitoring should be installed and will help in many ways, but time and distance remains a critical 


disadvantage. 


Personal Emergencies 


Emergencies resulting from foul play, accidents or illness present the same problems of plea for aid and 
awareness by others, again due to bridge length and sight restriction. A person in real distress is usually 
incapable of moving off the bridge, and often incapable of shouting for help, having no other option but 
to hope for another person to appear on the scene. Factors that help mitigate such situations on a mile- 
long bridge are frequency and numbers of users, openness of the guard system, cell phones, security 
cameras, and perhaps a system of emergency telephones. 


Emergency response measures would need to be specially tailored and well-practiced for the unusual 
characteristics of a mile-long pedestrian bridge, especially if it is not readily accessible from an adjacent 
vehicular lane of travel. Emergency response teams serving both ends of the bridge would require the 
ability to quickly bring in a narrow and lightweight treatment/transport vehicle, as well as other service 
vehicles to handle multiple emergencies. Protocols would need to be established as to first responder 
procedures in advance of special vehicle arrivals, when time and distance factors are taken into account. 
It should be noted that bridge superstructures, overhead electrification, pedestrian guard enclosures 
and tricky wind conditions will normally rule out helicopter rescue directly from a bridge. 


Emergency and Panic Egress 


All modern structures subject to human use and occupancy are designed to provide for emergency and 
panic egress (escape) as safely as possible. The goal is to move persons to an area of refuge, usually the 
unrestricted outdoors, in an orderly manner with as little panic as possible. A mile-long pedestrian 
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bridge, mostly or fully enclosed with an unbreakable guard system, and with only two narrow paths of 
travel as much as a half-mile each in length, can be a disaster in the making and grossly exceeds current 


life safety standards for safe and efficient egress. 


Although highly mobile persons can usually escape a dangerous scene created at any one point along 
the bridge such as a stationary rail car on fire, serious problems can suddenly develop with an increase 
of occupancy or a more imminent danger. Typical worst-case scenarios may begin with a throng of 
runners in a marathon event, ora large and long crowd of people watching a fireworks display. In the 
face of an actual or perceived calamity, such as a cargo fire, a sudden train derailment, a terrorist bomb, 
or even a loaded barge striking a pier, the crowd may panic and trample many to death or individually 
fail to escape quickly enough, resulting in a much greater disaster than from the underlying cause. 


It is the very length, narrowness, strong enclosure system, and proximity of transportation dangers 
inherent with most Susquehanna River crossing options that exponentially increases the chances of a 
panic egress. Conversely, by lowering and widening a pedestrian bridge, moving it well away from 
transportation bridges, decreasing bridge length or dividing it into two or more bridges, avoiding full 
enclosure systems, and locating it beyond sight of spectator events, the chances of a panic egress are 


virtually eliminated. 


Vandalism and Graffiti 


Anyone who has had the opportunity to walk across a short pedestrian bridge or through a pedestrian 
tunnel that is not closely supervised by remote cameras or facility staff will see plenty of graffiti, 
vandalism and general abuse, especially in urban areas. Such disfigurement seems to be much more 
pronounced where the perpetrator can work largely unseen, where locations tend to be more dramatic, 
and where surfaces are more suitable for spray art. Decking and solid guard panels would be most 
prone to such disfigurement. Widespread graffiti and vandalism increases concern for public safety and 


can have a significant negative impact on bridge use. 


Vista Quality 


The greatest benefit of a pedestrian/bicycle bridge across the lower Susquehanna River, besides being a 
way to cross the river, is the beautiful vista and dramatic viewing platform that it would provide. 
Unfortunately, the vista quality and viewing or photographic opportunities would be compromised to a 
disappointing degree by higher safety guards and barriers usually required along any bridge that is at a 
high elevation. Where pedestrian bridge is attached to a host bridge, the view would be further blocked 
by the host bridge itself, or its understructure. In many cases there would be no point in using the 
bridge except to get across. Vista quality should therefore be a major factor in selecting an appropriate 


crossing and in designing a guard system. 
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Homeland Security 


Since the tragic events of September 11, 2001, both rail bridges and both highway bridges below the 
Conowingo Dam have been identified as strategic assets by the Department of Homeland Security and 
have been placed under continuous observation due to their vulnerability to potential sabotage. The 
partial or total loss of any one of these bridges would have a profound impact on regional 
transportation, as well as our local economy. 


All four existing bridges, as well as the proposed new Amtrak bridge, are steel structures having critical 
structural members and structural connections that become the “Achilles heel” of the entire structure. 
This is the nature of all trussed steel bridges and most steel beam spans, which are the types 
represented by our local bridges. Bridge and demolition experts have long known that placement of a 
very small amount of powerful explosive in the right place, with the right shaping of the charge, can 
result in immediate and catastrophic structural failure, especially if the bridge is heavily loaded. 


The best measures to prevent such a disastrous occurrence are good surveillance and the prevention of 
persons from getting anywhere near bridge structure at any time, except when within a fast-moving 
vehicle. Both of these measures become seriously degraded when a pedestrian bridge is positioned 
next to, or within critical structure of a host bridge. Not only is the critical structure of the host bridge 
made much more accessible, but the mere presence of people next to or within the structure renders 
surveillance identification and reaction time nearly useless. 


For instance, the understructure of an open-deck bridge such as the Tydings Bridge is inaccessible from 
its deck, even to persons on foot outside of their automobiles. The understructure can only be reached 
by scaling the high piers from the river. Such activity would immediately be deemed suspicious through 
surveillance, and enough reaction time would be available to initiate a direct response and to stop 
traffic. Unauthorized persons seen on rail bridges can also trigger an alert long before they reach 
superstructure or are able to rappel into the substructure. 


A bridge trespasser is one who is not supposed to be on or within the bridge under any circumstances 
and can usually be seen in plenty of time for authorities to take appropriate action. A bridge walkway 
user is not a trespasser, and would not be assumed to be a threat to the host bridge until he or she were 
to take some suspicious action at the very last moment, when it would be too late to respond in any 
meaningful way. Enough high explosive to destroy most or part of a steel bridge can be easily carried in 
a hiker’s backpack. Tool-like objects attached to a hiker could often appear as trail gear. The difference 
between a typical trail hiker and a similarly equipped saboteur or terrorist is very difficult to determine 
from any distance, even with the best of surveillance cameras. 


Screening guards and panels along the walkway would further disrupt surveillance and conceal sudden 
sabotage activity, which could include quickly cutting through a chain link guard for direct access to the 
host bridge structure. The entire pedestrian bridge profile could, in many cases, block the view of a 
significant portion of host bridge structure from distant camera positions. In summary, good bridge 
security is all about non-accessibility, surveillance, and sufficient reaction time. 
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Ownership and Liability Issues 


All pedestrian options must operate under some form of ownership, whether exclusively or in 
association with a host bridge entity. Likewise, general liability must be assumed exclusively, or in 
association with a host bridge entity and its users. These issues are less complex when the pedestrian 
bridge itself is owned and maintained by a government agency, even though there will always be some 
exposure to claims of liability for harm. Liability exposure increases somewhat under ownership by a 
public corporation, and somewhat further under the ownership of a quasi-public not-for-profit 


corporation. 


Ownership, liability and maintenance issues become more complex under joint use agreements. In such 
arrangements, liability and maintenance issues are less problematic where the host and parasitic bridges 
are both owned by agencies at the same level of government. They become more complex when the 
parasitic bridge is owned by a quasi-governmental entity or by a lower level government agency. 


Liability and maintenance issues incur further complexities when the host rail bridge owner/operator is 
a public corporation with transportation “tenants” that include a private for-profit corporation and a 
public agency, all having very different modes of operation. The most difficult relationship, with the 
most amount of potential liability, could occur between a private for-profit host bridge owner/operator 
and a public or quasi-public owner of the parasitic pedestrian structure. 


These various relationships have an impact on determination of liability, quality of maintenance, 
limitations of maintenance, provisions for public safety, and operational priorities in many different 
ways, and can be a significant determining factor in the final choice of the most favorable means of 


crossing the Susquehanna River on foot or bicycle. 


Risk of Closure 


As demonstrated above, public safety and security can be compromised by any number of adverse 
circumstances or events, regardless of the most prudent designs and measures put into place. A 
combination of serious accidents and/or felonious assaults, a terrorist attack, ora single disaster can 
force public officials to temporarily or permanently close the pedestrian bridge to public use, resulting in 
a great waste of public funds and loss of the crossing. Choice of the most favorable crossing location 
should therefore be influenced by its having the lowest risk of long-term closure. 


(end) 
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Safe Pedestrian and Bicycle River Crossing 


Attachment B 
In-depth Analysis of Safe Crossing Options 


Overview 


This analysis was performed by members of the Advisory Board without reliance upon professional 
engineering or comparative cost studies, and was not particularly influenced by earlier conclusions and 
recommendations of railroad operators or Maryland Department of Transportation agencies. Each 
crossing option was considered as having unique physical characteristics and constraints that could be 
significantly or profoundly affected by safety, ADA accessibility, homeland security, and maintenance 
issues, as presented and explained in Attachment A. 


The Board readily concedes that all crossing options discussed herein are theoretically possible, given 
enough funding, waiver of statutory requirements, re-engineering of existing structures, and 
compromise of public safety. The purpose of this analysis is to show which options are grossly 
impractical (not possible in any reasonable sense), which are possible with significant compromise if 
issues, and which can be considered more or less practical. 


Two crossing options were ruled out of this analysis due to their fundamental impracticality in serving 
the needs of hikers and bicyclists on a reliable basis. These were commuter train service between the 
Perryville and (proposed) Havre de Grace stations, and an elevated cable car system stretching across 


the river. 


Option #1 — Convert the Existing Amtrak Rail Bridge to Pedestrian Use 


The existing two-track deck truss steel bridge with a through-truss swing section, completed in 1905, is 
planned for replacement in the near future due to its limited traffic capacity, speed restrictions, high 
cost of maintenance, and impediment to river navigation, among other reasons. With the replacement 
study phase nearing completion, it has become clear that this bridge must be removed entirely to allow 
room for new twin bridges having four-tracks and high-speed rail capacity. The proposed new bridges 
will be raised about thirteen feet at railhead above the main channel to provide for unobstructed river 
navigation without the need for a movable bridge section. 


Although the very strong and nearly level deck surface of the existing bridge, with landings in downtown 
Perryville and Havre de Grace, would seem ideal for a generous pedestrian crossing with a high load 
rating, other conditions and constraints render this structure entirely unsuitable, even if it were not 
directly in the path of the new bridges. Its closer pier spacing and very narrow swing span opening at 
the main channel would not only remain in place, but would cause greater navigational conflicts with 
the adjacent new bridge piers having a longer spacing. 
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The swing span, if left in place for pedestrians, would require operation by the owning authority (not 
necessarily the railroad) every time a tall boat needs to pass through, which is a difficult and expensive 
process, and which would defeat the purpose of elevating the new bridges. In addition, the swing span 
could not swing open unless the new rail bridges were located far enough away from it to allow 
horizontal clearance. If the swing span was replaced with an elevated fixed-span connection to 
accommodate the main channel clearance requirement, such an elevation would require a very long and 


unattractive ADA-compliant approach ramp from each direction. 


In addition, this bridge would continue to be extraordinarily expensive to own and maintain with its 
advanced age and labor-intensive structural system. Its architecture and dense structural assembly 
would detract from the architectural grace of the new bridges and seriously clutter the riverscape. 
Lastly, there is simply not enough space to accommodate three double-track bridge landings in Perryville 
or Havre de Grace without massive property takings and street disruptions. The Advisory Board believes 
this option is wholly impractical, if not impossible, under all circumstances surrounding the rail bridge 


replacement project, and should not be pursued further. 


Option #2 - Incorporate a Pedestrian Walkway into the Proposed Amtrak Rail Bridge 


Incorporating a pedestrian/bicycle walkway with the necessary twelve to twenty foot width under, 
between, or alongside the proposed new rail bridges presents numerous design, safety and clearance 
challenges. The new bridges are severely constrained in height by the need to maintain at least a sixty- 
foot river clearance and descend to original track grade to align with the Perryville station and the 
Harrisburg freight line intersection. With every inch of elevation being critical to this calculation, there is 
certainly no room to attach a pedestrian crossing underneath either bridge. 


Installing a pedestrian bridge between the two new rail bridges, especially if its deck is lowered as much 
as possible below track level to offer some safety protection and to conceal, or eliminate the need for, 
an unsightly guard system visible from shore, would seem to offer an excellent and relatively 
inexpensive structural solution. The two bridges could carry the platform nestled between them, with 
their side beams acting as solid guards, and a heavy-duty cage “roof” offering some protection from 
falling objects as well as preventing pedestrians from climbing onto the tracks. 


The disadvantages of the center-nestled scheme are the inability to see anything beyond the interior of 
the walkway and to seek help from or to be seen by people not on the bridge in situations of distress. It 
would amount to little more than a mile-long tunnel with daylight at the top, and would invite the 
greatest opportunities for felonious attack, vandalism and graffiti, and would create the least feeling of 
personal security of any other crossing option. A further concern is the need for the railroad to provide 
a safe, open catwalk for its workers on the bridge while traffic is running which would ordinarily occupy 
the center space and allow the bridges to be much closer together. 


The fatal flaw in a center-nestled scheme is that it would require spreading the two rail bridges farther 
apart, which would create an unworkable bridge alignment with regard to the protection of Otsego 
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Street in Havre de Grace and Rogers Tavern in Perryville, while maintaining proper high-speed rail arc in 
Havre de Grace and track alignment in Perryville. 


Installing a pedestrian bridge along outside edge of either new rail bridge creates a full cantilever 
situation with all of its attendant motion and vibration problems discussed in Attachment A, and would 
require some type of an unsightly full-guard system that would destroy the architectural appeal of the 
new bridge, along with any opportunity for accent lighting along the one side. The user would only be 
able to see out from, and be seen, along one side of the host bridge. 


All three host bridge attachment methods discussed here would require some means of ADA compliant 
discharge at both ends, which is complicated by the high abutments and close street underpasses. 
Ramping these discharges to street grade would require an enormous amount of space and distance, 
and would be a major eyesore at the gateway to downtown Havre de Grace. 


Homeland security would not be as much of a concern along this bridge in comparison to the other 
bridges, due to its proposed solid-beam design (no vulnerable truss connections). All of the other safety 
concerns and exposures to danger from being very close to freight and high-speed rail operations, 
discussed in much detail in Appendix A, would apply to each of these bridge attachment methods, 
leaving the pedestrian at considerable risk of physical harm, no matter how many protective measures 


are taken. 


This crossing option would be the most complex in terms of liability, maintenance issues, and number of 
parties involved (Amtrak, Norfolk Southern and MARC, as well as the walkway owner). The Advisory 
Board concludes that this crossing option is untenable for all the reasons provided above and discussed 
in Appendix A, and therefore should not be pursued further. 


Option #3 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge alongside the Proposed Amtrak Rail Bridge 


This option, while similar in some respects to Option #2, offers a number of advantages and eliminates a 
number of safety issues attendant with actual attachment to the new Amtrak bridges. Under this 
scheme, a third and independent bridge would be constructed alongside the new rail bridges, preferably 
at the downriver side, incorporating architecture and spans that exactly match the rail bridges to 
preserve bridge appearance, accent lighting and river clearance. 


By isolating this bridge from the other two, homeland security concerns would become significantly 
reduced issue. There would be no effect on rail and bridge alignments, and all the dangers of proximity 
to rail operations would also be significantly reduced. There would be fewer joint liability and 
maintenance issues, as this bridge could be wholly owned and maintained by an entity other than the 
railroad, even though encroaching on railroad right-of-way and landing on its property. This bridge 
could also be fitted with side guards as low as four feet to greatly enhance the crossing experience and 
to allow for spectator events, even though its deck would be some seventy feet above the river. 
Lowering the side guards would, however, require a compromise of public policy due to bridge height. 
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Having spans and beam profiles with both rail bridges (although with fewer and thinner beams anda 
narrower deck), this would be the strongest independent pedestrian bridge among all the options, 
capable of supporting normal emergency vehicles and light maintenance trucks, and perhaps even 
heavy firefighting equipment. The feeling of openness and low guards would help to discourage 
felonious activity and vandalism. There is no question that this option would provide the most 
spectacular crossing experience with its unobstructed view of the Chesapeake Bay, and would directly 
connect the Perryville and Havre de Grace downtown areas in the interest of tourism. 


To prevent conflict with Rogers tavern in Perryville and Otsego Street in Havre de Grace on the upriver 
side, the downriver side location is also deemed best for bridge landing opportunities. By being a 
separate bridge, it can discharge directly at the top of both railroad abutments and gradually slope 
downward to street level parking areas alongside the railroad embankments. The Havre de Grace 
landing should only require public property already available and railroad property used by agreement; 
however, the Perryville landing would require significant use of the Perry Point VA Hospital property as 


well as railroad property for its slope and parking area. 


The overwhelming issue associated with this bridge option is its enormous cost. Although lighter and 
somewhat narrower than either rail bridge, the long spans and architecturally matching beams would 
make it at least two-thirds as costly as one of the rail bridges. The Advisory Board concludes that this 
option provides the greatest overall number of river crossing advantages and a low number of public 
safety disadvantages, but concedes that cost alone could be its fatal flaw. 


Option #4 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge on the Line of Abandoned Piers beyond Craig Park 


This option has been in the realm of public discussion for several decades, and on the whole would seem 
to be a reasonable proposal. All but one or two piers from the bridge that was once there remain in 
place, and appear to be large enough and spaced closely enough together to carry a pedestrian/ bicycle 
bridge with structural span efficiency. Unfortunately, those piers are no longer in any condition to 
support new structure, and would require such a degree of repair and rebuilding as to be economically 


unfeasible and historically unrecognizable. 


The original bridge was carried as a compression load directly on those piers, which were low enough 
that a movable (swing) span had to be installed at the main channel. A modern fixed-span bridge on the 
same piers would require vertical columns or pier extensions, reacting in cantilever to resist wind forces, 
to clear both the main channel and off-channel water, for which the old piers were never designed. 
Leaving the old piers in place would seriously impede river navigation through the new rail bridge piers 
located close by. In addition, this bridge would block the view of the imposing new rail bridges and their 
proposed accent lighting from the most dramatic downriver vantage point. 


The Advisory Board considers that this option is entirely unfeasible and should not be pursued further, 
based on unsuitable piers, river navigation issues, cluttering of the riverscape and cost of pier 


modification. 
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Option #5 — Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the Route 40 Hatem Bridge 


The Advisory Board has photographed and studied the existing structure of this bridge from end to end, 
in the attempt to find some practical way to insert or attach a pedestrian/bicycle bridge of sufficient 
width to it. There are major physical obstacles to either carriage method, which become the fatal flaws 
in this scheme, all other concerns of safety, homeland security and maintenance of the host bridge 
notwithstanding. The one favorable condition is ease of discharge to parking areas at both landings. 


It would seem that the most advantageous method would be to pass a pedestrian bridge through the 
central understructure, keeping it high enough to maintain river clearance (both channels of this bridge 
now have an eighty-seven foot clearance). Unfortunately, this is nearly impossible because the cross- 
structure of this bridge and most of its piers change elevation rapidly and block the path of travel due to 
its inconsistent support and bracing configurations. The abrupt vertical changes in the pathway would 
prevent bicycle use and ADA accessibility, even requiring stairways in some places. 


A side cantilever arrangement would result in eccentric (unbalanced) structural loading of the host 
bridge, shaking from traffic, and overloading beyond its current structural capacity, all of which are 
explained in detail in Attachment A. Since its original construction in 1939, the bridge has been 
upgraded many times to its practical loading limits, including the addition of concrete Jersey walls which 
are themselves extended in cantilever beyond the main structure. The side cantilever walkway would 
also meet a major barrier at each main “camelback truss” support pier of the superstructure, which 
extends out about eight feet beyond the bridge deck. 


Both methods of attachment would result in additional loading of the entire bridge system that would 
require extensive reinforcement of most very complex structure above and below the roadway, at an 
expense that would easily exceed the cost of an independent pedestrian bridge. Every one of the safety, 
homeland security, and bridge maintenance issues related to a vehicular bridge attachment, as 
described in Attachment A, would apply in this case. The Advisory Board concludes that this crossing 
option is not practical or feasible in any configuration, and should not be pursued further. 


Option #6 — Install an Independent Pedestrian Bridge across Garrett Island 


Garrett Island is an interesting location for a pedestrian/bicycle bridge due to its proximity to both 
municipalities and its changing scenery from river to dense woodland and back to river. A fairly high 
ancient volcanic mount exists near the west side of the island, about halfway between the Hatem and 
CSX bridges, which would provide a very convenient and handicap-accessible way to descend from 
bridge height to nature trails on the island if the bridge touched upon peak. 


An independent bridge at this location, with an approach ramp climbing the hillside to the west of the 
North Park lagoon to a river clearance height of sixty-five feet, crossing to the Garrett Island mount, 
then running northeast to a landing in Perryville, would become the longest pedestrian crossing among 
all the options. A different route, crossing Garrett Island near its downriver tip just south of the Hatem 
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Bridge would offer a significantly shorter crossing and an open viewscape downriver, but would leave 
the island inaccessible and would require very large and unsightly ramp structures at both landings. 


As with the option of an independent pedestrian bridge next to the new Amtrak bridge, the deck could 
be left open and unobstructed by high guards or caging even though it is also a high bridge and would 
require a compromise of public policy with regard to safety. Both landings of a bridge at this location 
would be very close to the trail system and relatively convenient to visitors of both municipalities. Most 
of the public safety and personal security concerns provided in Attachment A would apply at this 
location, however, since it is close to urban areas and since much of its crossing would be concealed by 


woodlands. 


It must also be noted that Garrett Island is now part of a National Wildlife Refuge, and public access and 
use are currently prohibited without special permit. The Advisory Board considers this crossing option 
to be feasible, but relatively costly due to its length. The most significant concern would be personal 
safety and security along its overland hidden section, which would be longer than either of its river 
crossings, particularly if it is connected to an unsupervised and well-concealed natural area on the 


island. 


Option #7 — Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the CSX Rail Bridge 


The CSX rail bridge, more than one hundred years old, has such a crowded and ever-changing 
understructure that carriage of a pedestrian bridge through the structure is not physically possible. On 
the other hand, bridge deck conditions are structurally ideal for a narrower (twelve foot width) 
pedestrian/bicycle pathway, because the railroad has long used only the upriver side of the original two- 
track bridge for single-train operation. The downriver side has no tracks or decking crossbeams, but the 


necessary longitudinal structure remains in place. 


Both ends of this bridge land within the municipalities and are fairly close to streets and to the trail 
system, with opportunity for public parking. Its Garrett Island crossing offers potential long-ramp access 
to the island, via the volcanic mount, for hikers. A shared use arrangement similar to this exists in 
downtown Harpers Ferry, West Virginia, where a pedestrian/bicycle path utilizes one side of a much 
shorter and lower CSX bridge with single-track railroad operation, with trains passing through under a 


speed restriction. 


Although this crossing option is quite feasible and would by far be the least expensive to implement and 
maintain, many of the safety, homeland security, and personal security issues discussed in Attachment A 
would definitely apply here. The user would be very Closely exposed to freight trains operating more 
frequently and at much higher speeds than those on the Amtrak bridge. This bridge is also very old 
(1907) and may require replacement in the not-too-distant future. 


The east channel section of this bridge, having a through-truss superstructure, would be much more 
accessible and vulnerable to sabotage. The entire bridge would be subjected to heavy vibration and 
shaking as trains rumble past, giving much pause to potential users. And finally, ownership, 
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maintenance and liability issues could be quite difficult to resolve. The Advisory Board concludes that 
this crossing option is technically viable with much compromise of public safety and homeland security 
concerns, and a successful negotiation with the CSX Corporation. 


Option #8 — Attach a Pedestrian Bridge to the I-95 Tydings Bridge 


The structure of this bridge has also been photographed and studied from end to end by the Advisory 
Board, and found to be more consistent and efficient in its use of steel structure and bracing techniques 
than that of the Hatem Bridge, built 24 years earlier. In other words, the understructure of the Tydings 
Bridge maintains the same design configuration across the entire river gorge, which would allow a 
pedestrian bridge to more easily follow a straight and uniform path through it, if other constraints and 


impediments did not exist. 


The design efficiency of the understructure of this bridge is the primary reason it could never support 
the additional load of a pedestrian bridge within its structural members. Every main chord, web, brace 
and cross-beam of the truss system is designed only for a particular directional load. The top chords 
alone, acting in intricate concert with all other members of the truss system, are the only members 
designed for the direct or indirect loading of a bridge deck. 


The concrete piers of this bridge are very tall and perfectly aligned to carry a pedestrian bridge 
independent of the main bridge structure, leaving plenty of river navigation clearance. Unfortunately, 
the bottom cross-brace of the host bridge blocks the way at each pier. More significantly, a pedestrian 
bridge located at the pier cross-head would offer the perfect opportunity for unobservable access and 
sabotage at a most critical point in the host bridge structure. In addition, the very long spans between 
piers would require an enormous amount of new structure just to carry the pedestrian bridge over such 


a distance. 


As with the Hatem Bridge, cantilevering the road deck presents a number of structural, maintenance 
and safety issues discussed in detail in Attachment A. The difference with this bridge is that both of its 
outer lanes of travel are already cantilevered entirely, with the additional load of tall concrete Jersey 
walls along the outer edges. The addition of a pedestrian bridge beyond the existing deck on one side 
would require longer crossbeams and counterbalancing on the opposite side, adding excessive weight to 
the overall structure for which it was never designed. 


The Advisory Board concludes that structural issues alone are the fatal flaw of this crossing option, 
followed by most of the homeland security, safety and maintenance issues associated with a vehicular 
host bridge, and therefore recommends that it not be pursued further. This crossing option is also by far 
the most difficult to access at its landings, with sheer bluffs and no secondary roads in the vicinity of 
either landing. The trail system along both sides of the river would also be inaccessible without 


detouring far inland. 
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Option #9 — Install an Independent Bridge at Susquehanna State Park 


The Susquehanna State Park area differs from that of all other bridge location options in a fundamental 
way. A pedestrian/bicycle bridge in this area can be lowered much closer to the water surface, being far 
enough upriver to avoid navigable waters. The Advisory Board recommends a minimum clearance of 
only twenty feet at this location, which it believes is sufficient to clear the river at maximum flood stage 


carrying large surface debris. 


A much lower bridge has the obvious advantage of being easier and less costly to access at its landings, 
which would connect with the existing trail system in the State Park at its Harford County landing and 
beyond the north end of Port Deposit at its Cecil County landing. It would be adjacent to public roads at 
both landings and costly ramp systems would not be necessary. A gradual increase in grade 
approaching the bridge, oriented parallel to the river, should be sufficient to gain the necessary 


elevation to cross. 


Other significant advantages include side guards that can be safely lowered to four feet, a pier system 
that would not be subjected to as much wind force, piers that can be spaced more closely together 
reducing span structural cost and span beam depth, and the opportunity to access Robert Island. This 
bridge should be expanded to the maximum recommended width of twenty feet, and should be 
designed for fishing opportunities and for crossing with dismounted horses. 


Robert Island, which belongs to the utility company that owns the Conowingo Dam complex, could be an 
important component of this crossing option. If a pedestrian bridge crossed to the southeastern end of 
the island from Rock Run Mill, it could not continue directly across to Port Deposit due to the closeness 
of Route 222 to the river edge, leaving no available landing or parking area. The only sufficient landing 
area on the Cecil County side is farther up Route 222, near the Canal Road intersection and opposite the 
northwestern (upstream) tip of Robert Island. If two separate bridges were built to accommodate these 
offset crossing locations, an ADA compliant walkway would be required along most of the length of 
Robert Island to connect the two bridges. The terrain on this island is quite difficult and uneven, with a 
solid exposed granite spine and several lateral crevasses that would require bridging. 


A more viable option would be to locate the Harford County bridge landing just above the mouth of 
Deer Creek, where the crossing to Robert Island is shortest in length, and where it would directly align 
with the other bridge over to Cecil County, in the location proposed above. This bridge would be 
accessed by first crossing the former Deer Creek railroad bridge, then advancing several hundred feet up 
the existing trail to the new bridgehead. A Robert Island landing, crossing only its northwestern tip, 
would extend only short distance, and could be eliminated by installing a continuous bridge across the 
island. Access from this bridge to the island could be restricted to primitive trail hiking to avoid ADA 


accessibility issues. 


The physical disadvantages of a Deer Creek area crossing are mostly related to maintenance and ADA 
access. The existing trail that follows the old railroad bed is not readily accessible from the nearby road, 
and is in no condition to accommodate persons with mobility issues. The existing trail, from a parking 
lot to new bridgehead, would need to be widened and paved, with a short bridge installed to span the 
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old canal bed between it and the road. A sizable paved parking lot would be required close the Deer 
Creek trail bridge, and the bridge deck would need to be widened and reinforced to matching 
specifications of the river crossing bridge(s). These improvements, however, would be less costly than a 
connecting pathway and crevasse bridging of the same specifications up the length of Robert Island. 


The upriver location of either Susquehanna State Park crossing option, being well away from walking 
distance of urban neighborhoods, would incur far less exposure to vandalism, graffiti, assaults and other 
undesirable activity. The Susquehanna State Park is host to a large number of hikers, bicyclists, 
fishermen, picnickers, nature lovers and wildlife observers from dawn to dusk on any given day, which 
would enhance the feeling of personal safety and security. Almost all categories of Park visitors would 
be likely to make full use of the pedestrian bridge, providing safety in numbers and immediate 
assistance to those in need. 


A direct crossing from the Deer Creek area in Harford County to the Canal Road area in Cecil County, 
passing over the upriver tip of Robert Island, would be significantly shorter than any other pedestrian 
bridge crossing option considered by the Advisory Board. It would also be the least expensive bridge 
option, when taking into account such associated costs as access ramps and host bridge reinforcement, 
with the exception of the CSX rail bridge option. Ownership and maintenance of this bridge could 
logically be incorporated into the Susquehanna State Park system, including its landing area in Cecil 


County. 


General disadvantages of this crossing option are that its remoteness from Perryville and Havre de 
Grace would have little positive effect there on local tourism. The bridge would not be available as an 
event observation platform and it would be less likely to host marathons and walk-a-thons. In addition, 
it would require a much longer time for emergency responders to reach the Harford County landing 


area. 


The Advisory Board recommends this crossing option, more specifically at the Deer Creek landing, as the 
most practical and feasible of any that it has studied, when all factors outlined in Attachment A are 
taken into full consideration. The Board is convinced that this option best meets the primary purpose 
of a pedestrian and bicycle river crossing, whether by bridge, water taxi or land shuttle, by being 
available and accessible at all times for trail hikers and bicyclists. It also offers the highest degree of 
personal safety and security, coupled with a beautiful vista and enjoyable crossing experience. 


Option #10 — Establish a Regularly Scheduled Water Taxi System 


~ A regularly scheduled water taxi system, operating in a circuit between Havre de Grace, Port Deposit 
and Perryville, has been a vision within these communities for a number of years, but has never been 
formally planned or implemented. The Advisory Board believes that such a system could serve hikers 
and bicyclists on a dependable basis if operated from dawn to dusk, seven days a week, on an 
arrival/departure schedule that is posted at each landing and on a dedicated internet website. 
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A system such as this would require at least two dedicated vessels large enough to carry at least thirty 
passengers, twenty bicycles, and several kayaks. It would also require direct roll-on/roll-off capability, 
full handicap accessibility, restrooms, an enclosed weather cabin, and seating for all passengers. On 
weekends and holidays, both vessels could be put into operation to meet increased demand and 
shorten wait times at the landings. 


River crossing ridership should be free of charge; however, these vessels could be put into revenue 
service for summer night cruises, special events and, special destinations. One of the vessels should 
always be available for revenue services except when both would be required during the day on peak 
demand dates. The water taxi system would require a large public subsidy to be viable, whether owned 
and operated by a public agency or through commercial contract. 


The advantages of such a system in comparison to bridge options are lower capital cost, public 
supervision at all times by the boat crew, alternative uses and revenue Opportunities, very enjoyable 
boating experience, and a safe environment. Many local riders and destination tourists would use the 
system just to be on the water and to visit the other towns for dining and shopping. This is the only 
crossing option that could truly appeal to people of all ages and levels of mobility. 


The disadvantages of this system are its high operating cost, wait times at the landings, inconvenience to 
hikers and bicyclists, and difficulty in accommodating large groups. This system would also be subject to 
cessation in winter and unpredictable closures due to bad weather or unsafe river conditions. This 
option would obviously not accommodate marathons or walk-a-thons, and would offer limited Capacity 


for observing events from offshore. 


The Advisory Board concludes that this is a safe and feasible crossing option, but is not as practical or 
convenient for pedestrians, hikers and bicyclists who wish to cross the river at any time of day, any day 
of the year, with no wait involved. The Board is also very concerned about the level of subsidy that 
would be required to operate and maintain the vessels, and compensate the crews, often at times or 


route segments with no riders aboard. 


Option #11 — Establish a Land-Based Shuttle System 


This option is somewhat similar to the concept of a water taxi system, the difference being that special 
buses would run a regularly scheduled route between the same three communities, with only one or 
two stops in each. These buses would be configured to quickly load bicycles and kayaks, perhaps as a 
combination bus/truck vehicle, or an airport-type shuttle pulling a low trailer, and would be ADA 


accessible. 


Transit time between communities would be about the same for both options. The Board estimates 
that it would take about one hour fora shuttle or water taxi to complete the three-town triangular 
route. Twenty minutes or so would be required to complete a round trip just between Perryville and 
Havre de Grace, which could be offered on busier days when a second shuttle or water taxi is put into 


service. 
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The advantages of a shuttle system in comparison to a water taxi are its far lower capital and operating 
costs, year-round operational capability and not being affected by river conditions. In comparison to all 
crossing options, it offers very little exposure to the elements (if bus stop shelters are provided), the 
best emergency response conditions, and a high level of personal safety and security. Issues that would 
need further study are whether to charge a fare and how to prevent locals who have no recreational or 
tourism purpose from overwhelming the system. 


The disadvantages of this option are wait times at the stops, inconvenience to hikers and bicyclists, 
limitation to small groups, and inability to accommodate marathons and walk-a-thons. Shuttle vehicles 
would have few alternative uses that could generate revenue and would offer no particular river 
crossing experience. This is the only option that would not become an attraction in its own right, 
beyond the primary purpose of proving a way across the river. 


The Advisory Board believes that this option would incur the lowest combined capital and operating cost 
of all options, and would require a much lower public subsidy than the water taxi system. On the other 
hand, the crossing experience would not exist, and public would have no interest in using this system 
unless they needed to get across the river with no other means of available transportation. This system 
would not be particularly attractive to destination tourists who wish to shop and dine in the other two 
communities. For these reasons the Board concludes that this option is feasible and practical as a 
simple means of transportation, and could be used for interim service until one of the other crossing 


options becomes a reality. 


(end) 
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Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #14 


Union Avenue and Otsego Street Intersection 
March 16, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on February 12 and March 12, 2015 to study the intersection of Union 
Avenue and Otsego Street, and the closely impacted intersections of Warren, Water, and Saint 
John Streets. This study was conducted as a logical extension of Advisory Bulletins #3 and #11, 
Bridge Abutment Area; Advisory Bulletins #6 and #12, Rail Commuter Station; and the 
following Advisory Bulletin #15, Bridge Historical Preservation and Display. All are directly 
related to the redesign these street intersections. 


Objectives 


Intersection redesign and improvement is entirely predicated upon retraction of the proposed new 
rail bridge abutment, as far westward from the existing intersection curve as the first bridge span 
will allow, without constraining Water Street with its first pier location. The purposes of bridge 
abutment retraction are twofold: It will be necessary to allow a wider abutment for the new 
northerly low-speed bridge span which would otherwise land in Otsego Street. It will also 
permit a much safer and more gracefully curving street entrance into the historic downtown area 
of the City. In consideration of this, the Advisory Board has assumed a new bridge span of 240 
feet, from pier to pier, which is somewhat longer than the existing 200-foot spans. 


Primary objectives are to provide better and safer intersection control at the Union Avenue/ 
Warren Street crossing, safer traffic flow in and out of Saint John Street (principal gateway to 
downtown), an enlarged David Craig Park with safer vehicular access, and easier access to Water 
Street. Improved access to and from the southerly parking areas of the proposed rail commuter 
station, and significantly greater opportunities for gateway beautification are also important. 

This advisory puts forth a concept plan that is intended to meet each of these objectives. 


Specific Recommendations 


The Advisory Board has developed the following specific recommendations to give substance to 
this plan for purposes of public thought and discussion. This concept plan will be subjected to 
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far more detailed study and public input, and many other viable options will surely be 
considered, as the bridge project enters the design and construction phases. 


1. Intersection street curvature should begin about fifty feet west of Pearl Street and extend to 
the existing intersection of Saint John Street. 

2. A primary intersection with a traffic signal should be created at the intersection of Union 
Avenue and Warren Street, which would be used to control all traffic entering and exiting 
Saint John Street and waterfront parking areas, except via a northbound yield lane. 

3. Northbound traffic exiting Saint John Street and waterfront parking areas should proceed 
through a yield lane at the current location in front of the American Legion building. 

4. Lafayette Plaza statuary and flagpoles should be relocated to a large triangular traffic island 
created at the northeast corner of the new Union/Warren intersection. 

5. David Craig Park should be enlarged toward the southwest, and a single entry/exit point 
should be installed farther northwestward from the Saint John Street yield lane. 

6. Water Street should intersect the Otsego/Union curve with much improved sight lines, a 
wider throat for trailer towing, and ample room for a left-turn lane toward Union Avenue. 

7. The Havre de Grace welcome sign should be dismantled, cleaned, and relocated to a small 
landscaped plaza between the proposed Pearl and Water Street corners, positioned to face 
directly west up the center of Otsego Street. This location would be well out from under the 
new bridge structure, and will receive direct sunlight toward afternoon and evening. 

8. A continuous left-turn lane should be incorporated throughout the Union/Otsego curve to 
facilitate safe turns into Water Street, David Craig Park, and the American Legion; and at 
the Union/Warren intersection. 

9. The entire intersection area should be extensively landscaped and maintained as the 
principle gateway to the historic downtown and waterfront areas. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate this concept plan, along with its recommendations, into a formal communication to 
the SRRBP Project Team as soon as possible. This is necessary to reinforce our efforts toward 
relocating the bridge abutment westward and gaining a downtown rail commuter station. 


Respec submitted, 

Y 5 
Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


Attachment: Concept Road Alignment Plan 
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Advisory Bulletin #15 


Bridge Historical Preservation and Display 
March 18, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on several occasions in November 2014, and in January, February and 
March of 2015, to discuss the need for historical preservation of specific components of the 
existing Amtrak rail bridge. It also recognized the need to consecrate the history of both rail 
bridges that occupied the broader site and were an integral part of the history of Havre de Grace 
and Perryville. The Board believes that this can best be accomplished by creating a permanent 
outdoor historical display on public property that is accessible at all times. The display should 
be presented in such a way that people of all ages can understand and appreciate the historical 
significance and engineering accomplishments associated with these two bridges. 


Historical Artifacts 


In previous advisories the Board recommended that the existing Amtrak rail bridge be removed 
entirely, and that all of its piers and abutments, as well as the piers of the original rail bridge, also 
be removed entirely. The purpose of that recommendation is to open up the river viewscape, 
make room for the new bridges, and provide for safer river navigation. The Board recommends 
that only the abutments of the earlier bridge continue to be preserved, perhaps restoring them 
more to their original appearance and function. —" 


The Advisory Board believes there are several key features of the existing Amtrak rail bridge 
that are well worth preservation and permanent display. As a practical matter, each artifact 
should be kept to a size that would not overwhelm the display area or become too difficult or 
costly to maintain in the future. Each preserved artifact should be suitable for close public 
scrutiny, should have no unsafely exposed components, and should be dramatically imposing 
with a very special story to relate. The overall objective should be to convey the advancement of 
this type of bridge engineering by the beginning of the twentieth century, and to explain how 
certain rail bridge components functioned in that era. 
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A fascinating artifact with educational value would be one side of one lower connection of a 
deck truss, literally cut out of a span, with its moving parts secured by hidden welds. It would 
then be carefully cleaned and repainted, and displayed about two feet above a ground-level 
concrete slab using nearly-concealed support legs. The purpose of this display would be to show 
the bottom chord rods, tension and compression beams and connecting kingpin up close, with a 
description of how each part functioned and the critical importance of the entire connection. 
Attachment A is a photograph of the recommended artifact with cut points shown. 


Another artifact that is of keen interest to the Advisory Board is the swing span pier top with its 
ring and pinion gear assembly, turning casters and adjacent structure. Although the entire swing 
span is far too massive to preserve and display, the Board thinks that its central mechanism 
between the rail deck and pier top would suffice to show how a rail swing span operates and how 
massive its working parts were required to be. If the entire core assembly should prove too large 
in scale for the display area, then perhaps a half or quarter segment of it could convey the same 
understanding and interpretation. The entire top layer of granite from the circular pier should be 
saved and installed at ground level, whether or not the entire circular mechanism could be fitted 
onto it. See the Attachment B photograph for the current location of this artifact. 


A third major artifact of interest is the motor and drive assembly from the control house atop the 
swing span. The entire house and its contents could be relocated and preserved on land, 
provided with a means of visitor entry and viewing. Alternatively, the motor and drive 
mechanism could put on outdoor display within a clear weatherproof container. An interpretive 
display should describe the span swinging procedure. This artifact is shown in Attachment C. 


The Board has also identified two historical plaques that should be saved and put on display. A 
large dedication plaque mounted into the face of the current westerly abutment should be 
relocated, along with a large panel of granite blocks to which it is attached, to a nearby ground- 
level display area. The second, a much older dedication plaque embedded in an original bridge 
pier near the Perryville shoreline, should likewise be removed along with its adjacent panel of 
granite blocks and put on ground-level display at a designated site in Perryville. 


Display Area Location 


The Advisory Board has concluded that David Craig Park, with its proposed expansion, be 
dedicated to the history of these two bridges and to the display of artifacts, historical 
photographs, and interpretive signage. The site should be augmented with as much railroad 
property as can be reserved for this purpose without interfering with future bridge access for 
maintenance. The beautiful park landscaping that was recently completed through efforts of City 
staff and workforces should be restored and expanded after completion of the new bridges. The 
very attractive current theme of this park should be integrated with its proposed use to every 


extent possible. 
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This location is most appropriate because it is on relatively high ground and safe from flooding. 
The expanded park, with some use of adjacent railroad property, should be sufficient to contain 
the overall display area and provide additional parking spaces. Displays would not be 
overshadowed by the new bridges at any time of day. This park is within close proximity to 
downtown pedestrian activity, and is not currently encumbered with other structures, themes or 
specific uses except fishing. Most importantly, this park is the perfect vantage point from which 
to visualize the two past bridges spanning the river as one stands at the interpretive displays and 
sees the historical photographs, many of which were taken from the very same spot. 


Display Components 


The artifacts recommended above should be placed and oriented on high ground within the park 
in such a way that they more directly relate to the historical bridge locations and to photographs 
on display taken from the same angles and perspectives. Display sites must be planned carefully 
and integrated with a series of current documentary photographs before the existing bridge is 
removed. The larger displays should also be positioned to draw attention from beyond the 
immediate park without cluttering the nearby streetscape or its view of the river. 


The interpretive displays should be filled with written, photographic, diagrammatic, and artistic 
components that not only depict the historical bridges as accurately as possible, but tell their 
complete stories, teach their engineering fundamentals to adults and youngsters alike, and 
describe-how they contributed to rail transportation along the entire east coast of America. This 
effort should be taken to such a level that the overall park display becomes a tourist destination 
in its own right, requiring at least two hours to fully explore. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to 
consolidate these recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP project team, 
and to all agencies and local organizations having interest in historical preservation related to 
these bridges, as soon as possible. The Board also recommends that the upper level of David 
Craig Park be held in reserve for this future purpose and use. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Volney H: Ford 
Chairman 


Attachments A, B, & C: Artifact location photographs 
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Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #16 


Westerly Right-of-Way and Alignments — First Update 
March 18, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on October 28, 2014 to examine the current and proposed railway right-of-way 
corridor extending from the bridge abutment area in downtown Havre de Grace to the Lewis Lane 
overpass. Advisory Bulletin #4 was issued by the Board on October 31, 2014 based on an assumption 
that the new high-speed bridge of the proposed twin bridges would be installed on the downriver 
(south) side of the existing bridge, with the lower-speed bridge taking the place of the existing bridge. It 
was also assumed that the new bridges would be elevated to an extent that would require elevation of 
trackage along the right-of-way, well past the bridge landing. 


As feasibility studies and preliminary design with regard to track elevation and alignment have been 
further developed by the SRRBP Project Team since last October, it appears that the most favorable 
track alignments would now place the lower-speed bridge along the upriver (north) side of the existing 
bridge, with the other new bridge taking its place. It also now appears that little or no raising of track 
elevation will become necessary west of the new bridge abutment. 


It is the current understanding of the Advisory Board that the long high-speed curve of the southeasterly 
pair of rail lines extending from the bridge to Lewis Lane will require some realignment in that direction 
to achieve a 150 mph design speed. The Advisory Board recently issued Advisories #6 and #12 
advocating the installation of a rail commuter station along Warren Street. If implemented, this would 
require a significant northwesterly alignment of the lower-speed pair of rail lines to accommodate a 
more northerly bridge alignment and to provide adequate separation from the high-speed lines at the 
station platform. Both alignment changes would significantly alter the elevated embankment passing 
through town and would require retaining walls at certain locations. 
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Revised Concerns and Recommendations 


In accordance with the more current alignment needs that are described above, it will become 
necessary to widen the southeasterly side of the railway embankment to some degree and to widen the 
northwesterly side to a significant degree. Both enlargements could encroach slightly upon existing 
property lines and could significantly reduce available public parking areas for the proposed rail 
commuter station unless retaining walls are installed between Freedom Lane and Juniata Street. 
Retaining walls would provide the additional advantages of better security against trespassing, 
elimination of unsightly chain-link fencing at the embankment bases, and elimination of uncontrolled 
growth of weeds and trees along the embankments. 


It appears that significant shifts in track alignments will almost certainly require modification of the 
street underpass bridges that remain in place, to the extent that existing abutments would require 
lateral extension or total replacement. The Advisory Board emphatically recommends that no existing 
granite abutment, if retained, be further modified from its historical appearance. The abutments are 
110 years old and have already been modified several times for bridge deck repositioning, which in turn 
has resulted in unsightly concrete caps and modification or removal of some granite blocks. The stone 
abutment and wing wall facings are continuously leaking water and forming ice, black mold, and white 
salts, resulting in a most unattractive appearance and promoting continual weed growth from the block 


joints. 


Lateral realignment of the outer bridge decks would likely require lateral extension of the abutments. 
The use of concrete or any material other than matching granite blocks for this purpose should be 
entirely unacceptable to the City and its residents. As recommended in Advisory Bulletin #4, each of the 
abutments at retained street underpasses should be entirely rebuilt with materials that will provide an 
attractive appearance for the next 120 years or more. All other recommendations provided in Advisory 
Bulletin #4 remain valid and should be incorporated into the overall project. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board requests that the Mayor and City Council take necessary steps to consolidate these 
recommendations, along with those of Advisory Bulletin #4, into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible 


Respectfully submitted, _ 


Lyf 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 


711 PENNINGTON AVENUE, HAVRE DE GRACE, MARYLAND 21078 410-939-1800 
WWW.HAVREDEGRACEMD.COM 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
of the 
Mayor and City Council of Havre de Grace 
for the 
Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville 


Advisory Bulletin #17 


Easterly Right-of-Way and Alignments in Perryville 
March 20, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on March 12, 2015 to examine the current and proposed rail right-of-way 
corridor, extending from the bridge abutment area below downtown Perryville to a point just east of the 
MARC Station, and including the track wye connecting to the Norfolk Southern line to Harrisburg, known 
locally as the Port Road. 


As feasibility studies and preliminary design with regard to track elevation and alignment have been 
further developed by the SRRBP Project Team since last October, it appears that the most favorable 
track alignments would now place the lower-speed bridge along the upriver (north) side of the existing 
bridge, with the other new bridge taking its place. It also now appears that little or no raising of track 
elevation will become necessary east of the new bridge abutment. 


The new bridge alignments, as much as can be understood at this stage of planning, will cause little 
change and have almost no impact along the south (Perry Point) side of existing trackage. Installation of 
a lower-speed new bridge along the upriver side of the existing bridge would shift the abutment in that 
direction accordingly, bringing it closer to the bottom end of Broad Street, directly across from the 
Rogers Tavern Historical Site. 


Recommendations 


1. The existing bridge abutment just east of Avenue A should be entirely rebuilt to ensure a consistent 
architectural appearance, using modern materials that can be expected to maintain a good 
appearance for the next 120 years or more. 
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2. The new abutment should be repositioned closer to the river, as may become necessary to ensure 
equal bridge spans to the relocated Havre de Grace abutment, and to provide more land-based 
track length for crossovers to the MARC Station and the Port Road wye entrance. 

3. The north sidewall of new abutment should be extended eastward to Roundhouse Drive, to better 
facilitate an off-street parking area along its base for visitors to Rogers Tavern and the Town Dock. 

4. The south sidewall of the new abutment should extend a short distance eastward toward the 
transformer station to facilitate an emergency response and maintenance access ramp leading up 
to trackside. 

5. Afenced enclosure with gates should be installed along a new paved access road and ramp from 
Avenue A, locating it at least fifty feet eastward of the new abutment to conceal all such fencing 
from the Rogers Tavern vista. 

6. All security fencing and guard railing systems visible from Broad Street should be upgraded as 
much as possible in appearance, placed far enough from the toe of embankments to allow weed 
control, and coated black to blend with the landscape. Where possible, the abutment and its side 
walls should provide security against trespassing in lieu of fencing, with only a low fence-style 
guard railing system along the top. 

7. Retaining wall and abutment architecture and materials should be designed to discourage growth 
of noxious weeds and scrub trees as much as possible. 

8. Earthen embankments visible to Broad Street should be densely planted with a variety of 
landscaping species that resist erosion and noxious weed growth. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board recommends that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville take necessary 
steps to consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible. 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 
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Advisory Bulletin #18 


Street Underpasses in Perryville 
March 20, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on March 12, 2015 to discuss the two road underpasses along the Amtrak main 
line, located at Front Street and at the MARC Station. This discussion did not include the two Broad 
Street underpasses at the rail wye serving the Norfolk Southern line to Harrisburg, as it is not anticipated 
that these two bridge structures would be significantly altered in elevation or alignment. 


Both roads passing under the main line are currently used by Amtrak personnel and other specially 
designated entities, but neither one is a public right-of-way. Both provide direct access to the same 
destinations, and are therefore redundant, except that the MARC Station underpass has a very low 
vertical clearance. The proposed high speed rail line is not likely to require local station platforms for its 
pair of tracks, except during emergency diversions of track usage, and therefore should not require the 
existing underpass for pedestrian crossover. 


Recommendations 

1. The existing divided-lane underpass opposite Front Street, which provides truck access to the 
Amtrak repair facility and portions of the Perry Point VA grounds, should be retained. 

2. Whether modified to accommodate track realignment or not, the north face and wing walls of this 
underpass should be restored to its original architectural appearance. 

3. The entire north entrance of this underpass should be thoroughly cleaned and well landscaped 
along the adjacent embankments and out to Broad Street. 

4. The low, tunnel-like underpass that divides the two MARC Station parking lots should be 
abandoned by sealing it off from the north side. The south side may be left open for historical 
purposes, provided it is made secure from trespassers. 
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5. The underpass access road cut leading in from Broad Street should be filled level with both MARC 
Station parking lots to provide a common entrance/exit at Broad Street and many more parking 
spaces. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board recommends that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville take necessary 
steps to consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible. 


Respectfully submitted;~ 


Volney H. Ford 
Chairman 
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Advisory Bulletin #19 


Rail Operation Noise Control in Perryville 
March 23, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on March 12, 2015 to discuss noise issues in Perryville that are directly 
associated with freight train operations through the sharply-curved wye tracks at the MARC Station. 
Track alignment and curvature, particularly along the somewhat tighter northbound turn from the 
Norfolk Southern line onto the Amtrak main line, produces flange squeal of intense magnitude which 
can be heard from as far away as Havre de Grace. 


The proposed rail bridge replacement project, which does not include the Perryville wye intersection 
with the Norfolk Southern line, may nevertheless require some modification of the wye tracks at the 
main line turnouts. This may be necessary to realign them with the new low-speed bridge location. The 
Board has identified two general measures to abate noise from flange squeal: a) adjust the curvatures 
more precisely with easing where possible, and b) install acoustical barriers along the curves. 


Recommendations 


1. Modify the wye curve entering northbound onto Amtrak so that its radius is eased as it merges 
with the nearest station boarding track. Flange squeal is most intense alongside the east parking 
lot of the station, suggesting very tight curvature at this point. 

2. Modify the wye curve entering southbound onto Amtrak so that its radius is eased as it merges 
with the northernmost main line track aligning with the new north bridge. 

3. Aslight repositioning of the Broad Street rail overpass bridge decks within the existing abutment 
bearings may be necessary to ease curvatures without impacting the station parking lot layout. 

4. Design a concrete acoustical barrier system that is just high enough to block, absorb and reflect 
intense flange noise emanating from rail height. The barriers should be parabolically curved 
inward to deflect noise downward toward track centers. It is hoped that such a 
barrier system would be no more than five feet in height. 
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5. Install the barrier system along both sides of each wye track, positioning it as close to the rails as 
normal operations and track maintenance will allow. 

6. Install a modified version of the same system along both sides of the Broad Street rail bridges. 

7. Extend the acoustical barrier system from the point of rail divergence leading from the Norfolk 
Southern line to the Amtrak main line turnouts. 

8. Auch taller acoustical barrier may become necessary along the northeast right-of-way boundary, 
adjacent to the existing trailer park, if rail curvature easing cannot be achieved at this most intense 
noise location. 

9. If flange squeal noise can be almost entirely abated by improvement of track alignment and 
curvature, some or all of the proposed acoustical barriers may prove to be unnecessary. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board recommends that the Mayor and Town Commission of Perryville take necessary 
steps to consolidate these or similar recommendations into a formal communication to the SRRBP 


Project Team as soon as possible. 


Respectfully submitted, 


L yy a 
Volney H? Ford 
Chairman 


City of Havre de Grace 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project 
Advisory Board 
Of the Mayor and City Council 


Advisory Bulletin #20 
Bridge Architecture — First Update 
July 21, 2015 


Background 


The Advisory Board met on March 12, 2015, and on a number of previous occasions to study the 
various options of bridge architecture, particularly as they relate to pier spans, type of structure, 
river viewscape, and impact on the intersection of Union Avenue and Otsego Street. References 
should be made to Advisory Bulletins #2, #3, #11, #14, and #15, which are directly related to this 
bulletin. The Board is deeply concerned that the SRRBP Project Team may now be focusing its 
work product on a simple vertical pier and deck beam type of structure with very short pier 
spacing (bridge spans), which the Board believes will negatively impact the intersection and 
overall bridge appearance. 


Objectives 


The Advisory Board, with much community input, has concluded that bridge architecture is the 
single most dominant concern of the citizens of Havre de Grace, Perryville, and both Counties, 
for all the reasons expressed in Advisory Bulletin #2. The same bulletin provided general design 
recommendations to achieve a desired effect. Primary objectives should be an increase of pier- 
to-pier spans as much as possible, with the use of graceful lines of arch-like curvature. To this 
end, the Board has embraced a “delta” type of structure, which permits much longer spans and a 
far more graceful appearance than a simple “deck” type structure put forth by the Project Team. 


Further objectives relating directly to bridge span and pier placement include creation of an 
imposing gateway entrance into downtown Havre de Grace and enlargement of David Craig Park 
to accommodate a bridge history display area. The critical element in both objectives is location 
of the first pier beyond the bridge abutment in such a way to avoid blocking gateway viewscapes 
or dividing the avenue under the bridges. The Board is convinced that this can only be achieved 
by a much longer-span bridge design. More detailed discussions of this very sensitive area, with 
specific objectives and recommendations, have been stated in Advisories #3, #11, #14, and #15. 
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Bridge Configurations 


The Advisory Board has taken measurements of the gateway entrance area and existing truss- 
deck bridge, and has extrapolated measurements of four suggested bridge configurations offered 
by the SRRBP Design Team at its public presentations. This information was then used to 
develop simplistic elevation views, in scale, of the existing bridge and both basic types of new 
bridge design known as “deck” type and “delta” type, so that the public can gain a greater 
understanding of bridge appearance and its impact on the avenue intersection area. 


This depiction of elevations entitled Bridge Configurations is attached, along with a previously 
developed aerial (plan) view of a proposed intersection alignment entitled Concept Road 
Alignment. It should be noted that the aerial view is consistent with Configuration C in the 
depiction. It should also be noted that all configurations are shown from the south (downtown) 
side of the bridges, just as each street section emerges from under the bridge. The street sections 
all curve to the left before emerging out from under the north side of the bridges, as can be 
plainly seen in the aerial view. 


The SRRBP Project Team faces design challenges of fitting a curving street under the span(s), 
dealing with road clearance under delta legs, and landing the bridges clear of Otsego Street. The 
Advisory Board has measured minimum road clearance under the existing bridge as 14.83 feet at 
the lowest eye-bar connection. It believes the new design objective should be a minimum 
vertical clearance of 16 feet from street elevation at the curb line to any part of an overhead delta 
leg. All new bridge configurations shown would otherwise create no clearance issues. 


Configuration A 


The Project Team appears to favor a simple deck beam design supported by tall piers as being 
much more cost-efficient, less expensive to maintain, and easier to repair/replace major 
components. Although it would require more piers in the river, pier structure would be less 
massive. Taller and more slender piers would open up the river viewscape in one sense, but 
adding more pier sets will tend to have the opposite effect. Vertical piers also eliminate 
clearance concerns for boaters passing under the bridge outside the main channel. 


This configuration is limited to 170 feet of span between pier centers, which is 30 feet less than 
that of the existing bridge. Architecture notwithstanding, such pier spacings would grossly 
impact the Otsego/Union intersection area, cluttering the streetscape and ruining the opportunity 
for an imposing gateway entrance to the downtown. It would also require a divided main avenue 
at best or a standard street corner at worst, neither of which would align smoothly with the 
Union/St John intersection area or with Water Street. 
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This type of bridge architecture is very plain and ordinary, offering little opportunity for 
enhancement other than some flair at the pier tops (as depicted). It is comparable to common 
highway bridges of recent decades and cannot be dramatically enhanced by accent lighting. 
Such an unremarkable structure should be seen as an insult to the riverscapes of both 
communities, with its unique setting as the “gateway bridge” at the confluence of this great 
American river and the world’s largest estuarial bay. This was also the immediate scene of 
colonial era crossings, more importantly traveled during the time of our nation’s founding. 


Configuration B 


The Project Team has presented an optional delta design based on spans of 240 feet. The term 
“delta” refers to the diagonal legs that form a triangle with the bridge deck. This configuration 
permits the deck structure to be cantilevered some distance beyond the delta, where it would 
connect with a simple deck beam in mid-span. This type of structure allows a much longer span 
between piers, by an additional 70 feet or 41%, as presented. Since a delta leg is not required at 
the abutment, this particular configuration would reduce the first span from 240 feet to 180 feet. 
The net effect of this configuration would be to constrain the intersection even more than in 
Configuration A, due to street clearance under the first pier delta legs. 


Configuration C 


In order to achieve an acceptable gateway and intersection layout, the Advisory Board is 
convinced that a delta leg must be included at the abutment to extend the first span out to 240 
feet. The Board concedes that such a configuration will still be tight and will need to be 
designed very carefully to avoid street clearance issues at the delta legs. In order to ease this 
situation, the Board recognizes that the Otsego Street curve may need to begin at a more 
eastward point, perhaps centering on Pearl Street, than shown in the attached aerial view. 


Configuration D 


A better solution for the downtown gateway area would be to extend the first span an additional 
forty feet by using a significantly deeper and stronger beam section than would be used for all 
other spans. This beam section could be extended through the half-delta at the abutment and 
entire delta at the first pier, as depicted, or limited to the span between delta legs. Either design 
would be architecturally pleasing to the eye. 
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Conclusions 


The Advisory Board is convinced that Configurations A and B would be entirely unsatisfactory 
to the downtown gateway objectives of the City of Havre de Grace, and would present a more 
cramped and obstructed streetscape than exists today, especially when coupled with the effects of 
a double-wide bridge complex. The Board is also deeply opposed to a divided thoroughfare at 
the confluence of so many streets, which would become necessary with much closer pier 

spacing. 


In macro perspective, the Board is uniformly opposed to any bridge architecture that suggests 
simple vertical piers supporting horizontal deck beams, especially when such a design requires 
much shorter spans and more structural clutter at river level. This particular bridge, being in a 
geographically and historically unique location, and dominating an incredible panorama for 
miles, demands an architectural style worthy of its place and symbolic of its diverse rail 
transportation function. 


Recommended Action 


The Advisory Board urges the City of Havre de Grace, the Town of Perryville, and both County 
governments to vigorously oppose a simple, short-span design for these bridges, and to push hard 
in favor of a more graceful and stylistic architecture, regardless of the direction the Project Team 
now seems to be taking. The City of Havre de Grace should also insist on a more open gateway 
area under the bridges which would not require a divided street passage or a sharply curving 
intersection. 


Respectfully submitted, 


Yh. 


Volney H.’Ford 
Chairman 
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Mr. Brandon Bratcher 
Environmental Protection Specialist 
Federal Railroad Administration 
1200 New Jersey Avenue SE 
Washington, DC 20590 


Dear Mr. Bratcher: 


As the Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) moves forward on the design and 
placement of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, I request that the selection complement 
the facade of Havre de Grace’s Historic District. This is a desire shared by many of my 
constituents and local elected officials. 


The residents:of Havre de Grace take great pride in theif city’s history, which 
nearly missed, being named our Nation’s capital in 1789. Its buildings date primarily from 
the 19" and early 20" century. The seenery is reminiscent of an earlier time and a modern 
bridge design would detiact from the area’s atmosphere. The-City has a perennial tourism 
industry, which would bé harmed if this concern is not taken into account. 


The expansion of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge is an essential project. The 
current structure supports only two tracks, creating speed and capacity constrictions. I 
hope renovations will effectively remedy the bottle neck on the span used by Amtrak, 
MARC, and Norfolk Southern. With that being said, I urge-FRA to proceed with caution, 
and select a design which is both practical and aesthetically compatible with Havre de 
Grace’s historic roots. 


Sincerely, 


C.A 5 ae 


C.A. Dutch Ruppersberger 
Member of Congress 


cc: The Honorable Mary Ann Lisanti 
Ben Martorana, City of Havre de Grace 
Michael Johnsen, Federal Railroad Administration 
Deborah Haynie, Maryland Department of Transportation 
Patrick Edmond, National Railroad Passenger Corporation 
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February 14, 2017 


Mayor William L. Martin 

City of Havre de Grace 

711 Pennington Avenue 

Havre de Grace, Maryland 21078 


RE: Rail Bridge Modification Study 


Dear Mayor Martin: 


The Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board has received and studied the report entitled 
“Proposed Modifications to South Spans”, prepared under contract with the City by David R. Schmidt 
Company, Inc., and dated February 1, 2017. The Schmidt analysis and report were originally requested 
by the Advisory Board to validate its contention that it is feasible to design a simple-girder span of at 
least 220 feet above the intersection area of Union Avenue and Otsego Street. 


The Advisory Board, from its inception in the fall of 2014, has recognized the critical importance of 
increased spans from the new bridge abutment to at least the first and second piers, as were detailed in 
these Advisory Bulletins: 


#3 Bridge Abutment Area, 10-24-14 

#4 Bridge Abutment Area — First Update, 1-26-15 

#14 Union Avenue and Otsego Street Intersection, 3-16-15 
#20 Bridge Architecture — First Update, 7-21-15 


During the course of several meetings and discussions with representatives of the project design team, 
we were told very firmly that the practical design limit of the simple-span girder system that they were 
proposing was 170 feet, and that this limitation could not be exceeded. In effect, the large intersection 
of Union Avenue/Otsego Street/Water Street, the main gateway to the downtown historic district, and 
itself part of that district, would have to be thus impacted. Under such constraints, the forest of new 
piers supporting two bridges instead of one, and positioned for much shorter bridge spans than the 
existing piers, will seriously impact the gateway view scape, the historic corner building at Water Street, 
the immediate downtown historic district area, and ease of travel through this intersection. 
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As the overall project design progressed and was refined, the impact to this intersection was further 
worsened. The first three spans at this location were reduced from the planned 170-foot river spans to 
160 feet to better align with the remaining river pier locations and with the intersecting streets. The 
result of this most recent design provided to the City is utterly unacceptable with regard to all of the 
concerns stated above and with the Advisory Bulletins listed above. 


The Advisory Board has long contended that “practical design limits” of girder spans selected for this 
intersection area were being self-limited by the number, dimensions and properties of the girders that 
were being selected for the overall river crossing. The Advisory Board believes that fabrication, 
shipping, and other construction costs are primary factors governing the project design team’s refusal to 
consider a girder span of at least 220 feet. The Board is firmly convinced that a 220-foot simple-girder 
span can be effectively designed if the project design team is determined to do so. 


The Schmidt report, although not specific as to all loading conditions and girder properties which must 
be taken into account in a final design, clearly shows that a 220-foot span is quite feasible, practical, and 
architecturally acceptable. It also proposes locations of the abutment and first pier which are as optimal 
to the intersection and view scape concerns as any we have seen, without altering river pier placements 
beyond the first pier. The Advisory Board therefore accepts and recommends this proposal, and does 
not object to a deeper girder profile passing above the intersection area. 


The Advisory Board further recommends that this engineering study be disseminated immediately to the 
SRRBP design team and to all Section 106 Consulting Parties, particularly those who are concerned with 
direct impact on this National Register Historic District and to the intersection itself. 


Sincerely, 


A 
i 
¢ wv 


Volney H. Ford, Chair 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project Advisory Board 


Cc: Members of the City Council 
Patrick Sypolt, Director of Administration 
Ben Martorana, Director, Department of Planning 
Tim Whittie, Director, Department of Public Works 
Dianne Klair, Planner 
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The David R. Schmidt Company, Inc. www.TheDRSCo.com 
Consulting Engineers 


February 1, 2017 


Mr. William T. Martin, Mayor 

Mr. Stephen J. Gamatoria, City Council President 
City of Havre de Grace 

711 Pennington Avenue 

Havre de Grace, Maryland 21078 


Re: Amtrak Bridge over Susquehanna River 


Proposed Modifications to South Spans 


Gentlemen: 


Per direction received from your office, we have looked at the feasibility of lengthening the last 
span over Ostego Street, and reconfiguring adjacent spans of the subject bridge accordingly. Our 
goal was to “open up” what is essentially the “Gateway to Havre de Grace”. To this end, it is the 
City’s desire to lengthen the end span to about 220’. The lengthening will allow for a flatter 
curve for Ostego Street where it passes beneath the bridge, and most importantly, it will greatly 
enhance the visual image of motorists as they enter the waterfront and historic district of Havre 
de Grace. 


The 2016 track plans, copy attached, show a pier spacing of 160’-0” for the approach spans, 
including the spans in Havre de Grace. The 2015 bridge plans show five girders spaced at about 
8’-0” c/c for the west bound bridge, and presumably for the eastbound bridge. The plans do not 
show girder properties, but by scaling we estimate that they are about 12’ deep. The plans also 
don’t make it clear as to the continuity of the spans, but it appears that they are simple spans. 
Please note, that these are the only plans that the City has, and it is assumed that when the pier 
spacing changed from 170’-0” in 2015 to 160’-0” in 2016, that the typical section of the 
approach spans remained essentially the same. 


To satisfy the City’s goal, we have come up with a scheme that we believe is very feasible and 
will not substantially increase the cost of the bridge, if at all. What we propose is to move the 
south abutment forward about 40 ft, and maintain the current position of the Pier at the edge of 
the river. But instead of three equal spans between the south abutment and said Pier, we propose 
two spans: the first being about 220’ over Ostego St. and the second being about 190’. The 
current spacing/configuration of abutment and piers through this area calls for three spaces of 
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160’ for a total of 480’, while we propose two spaces (220’ and 190’). Please see the sketch we 
have provided of these modifications, attached as Figure 1. We believe the increase in structural 
steel costs would be offset by the elimination of one set of piers and their foundations. And if 
not completely offset, the additional cost would be very minimal. 


To do this, we considered various superstructure types and materials, but only briefly as these 
options would be more costly and/or would not maintain the current bridge aesthetics. We also 
considered adding girders, but just adding one to make each superstructure consist of six girders 
instead of five, would not accommodate the span length desired as this is essentially a linear 
increase in strength. Even two additional girders per bridge would not quite achieve the desired 
span length. So instead what we concluded, was to do one of two things: 


1. Maintain the multi-steel girder construction, but increase the depth of the girders from 
the current 12’ (estimated) to somewhere between 13’-6” and 14’-3” (See Figure 2). 


This would provide a very approximate moment of inertia increase of about: 


I web increase = h2°/h;? = 13.57/12? = 1.42, or about 42%, to about 14.257/12? = 1.67, or 
67% 


I ange increase = dy?/d\? = 6.757/6? = 1.27, or about 27%, to about 7.1257/6* = 1.41, or 
41% 


> = 42 + 27 = 69% to about 67 + 41 = 108% 


And (using the 170’ spans of the 2015 bridge plans from which the 12 ft girder was 
scaled) this amount should be sufficient for the bending moment increase of about: 


M increase = lo*/l\7 = 2207/1707 = 1.67, or about 67 percent = say 90 percent to allow for 
an estimated 75 plf increase in dead load. 


Obviously, this is based solely on the proposed girder depth increase and only uniform 
live load. Actual composite section properties would influence this, along with actual 
flange plate width and thickness, and web thickness. And the need for shoring would 
have to be investigated, along with shear requirements, concentrated load effects, and so 
on. But we believe this depth increase would be in the ballpark and would suffice. 


Though it is a bit more difficult to fabricate and ship girders beyond the proposed 12’-0” 


depth, we believe that it would be possible at this location. High Steel Structures, Inc. is 
amongst the top steel bridge fabrication companies in the U.S., and they are located only 
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45 miles north of the bridge site. We proposed this concept to Mr. Steve Bussanmas, Sr. 
VP of Sales and Marketing at High Steel Structures, and he agreed that this was 
absolutely feasible. They have fabricated girders up to 18’-0” deep in the past, and they 
concur that 14’- 3” is achievable at this location. 


We conducted a brief site visit to see if there were any obstacles to our proposed pier 
placement, and to determine if the vertical clearance reduction was acceptable. We found 
no physical barriers to our proposed scheme. And while the City will have to accept the 
slight vertical reduction in their “Gateway” view, the clearance is acceptable for the 
roadway beneath the bridge. 


There is, however, one caveat. We do not know actual girder properties as this 
information is not in the preliminary plans. We also don’t know what is controlling the 
design since we do not have the design computations. So it is possible that live load 
deflection could control. A simplified look at deflection, shown below, indicates that if it 
is controlling, this option might not be possible: 


In the deflection equation for simple spans under uniform load, A = 5wl*/384EI, the one 
substantial variable that would be affected is 1 (the span length). The lengthening would 
increase the deflection by about 220*/170* = 2.80, or about 180 percent. And this 
increase would not be offset by the increase in moment of inertia of 108 percent (for 
14.25’ girders). It would take a girder depth in the 15.5’range, which might be pushing 
the envelope a bit too far 


As a result, with very limited information, we cannot say for certain that this option will 
work since we don’t know if live load deflection is controlling the current design. 
Therefore, we offer a second option. 


Utilize steel box (or tub) girders in this same region (See Figure 3). 


By using box girders, we may even be able to maintain the current superstructure depth, 
if live load deflection is not an issue. 


Just considering the bottom flange area, the overall moment of inertia would increase by 
the ratio of the flange width increase of 20.5’/12.5’ (5 flanges @ 2.5’) = 1.64, or about 64 
percent (assuming 30” flanges are currently proposed). 


And if this was not sufficient, the web depth could be increased from the current 12’. In 
addition, an interior web and top flange could be added (these are shown in Figure 3 as 
“potential” elements). 
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We believe that both options should be fully studied by the design consultant, as either would be 
a win-win-win alternative. The City would get the “Gateway” they desire, the bridge aesthetics 
would essentially remain intact, and there would be no or very little additional cost to the project. 


We hope that the City finds these solutions satisfactory. Should you have any questions or need 
clarification on anything concerning this matter, please feel free to call me. We appreciate the 
opportunity to assist you on this monumental project, and we thank you very much. 


Sincerely, 


The David R. Schmidt Company, Inc. 


MS AL 


David R. Schmidt, P.E. 
President 
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Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Presentation to the Town of Perryville 
June 17, 2014 
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Purpose of Today’s Presentation 


=» Review coordination between project team and the 
Town of Perryville and Cecil County. 


» Discuss issues and concerns raised by the Town and 
the County. 


= Present information from April 28, 2014 Public 
Outreach Information Session. 


= Questions & Answers. 
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Town of Perryville Coordination 


» Project team sent early coordination letters and gave 
presentations in Spring 2013. 


= Additional correspondence and Public Outreach 
Information Session in Spring 2014. 


= Received comments from the Town of Perryville: 
¢ June 4, 2013 
¢ June 27, 2013 
¢ April 28, 2014 


= Received comments from Cecil County: 
¢ June 17, 2013 
- May 13, 2014 
- May 16, 2014 
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Input from Perryville 


Concerns include: 


¢ Residents, businesses, houses of worship, 
town government buildings; 


¢ Rodgers Tavern; 

¢ Perryville Train Station; 

¢ Perryville Wastewater Treatment Plant; 

¢ VA Maryland Center; 

¢ IKEA Distribution Center (major employer); 
¢ Support for non-motorized LSHG crossing; 
¢ Norfolk Southern’s Port Road; 


¢ Queued freight traffic blocking access to 
Perryville’s water plant. 
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How are we using this input me nddrensinn: these 
concerns? 


= Obtaining comprehensive cultural resources, community facilities, and 
environmental data inventory. 


» May 2014 letters to Perryville Planning & Zoning Department and LSHG to 
obtain additional information regarding parks, trails, and developments. 


= Coordinating with NS, MARC, CSX. 
= Factoring Town of Perryville’s input into alternatives development. 


# Scheduling additional Public Outreach Information Sessions (alternating 
between Perryville and Havre de Grace). 


=» Key stakeholder meetings with bicycle-pedestrian trail planning and 
advocacy organizations. 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The problems posed by the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge include: 


¢ Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure; 
¢ Speed and capacity constraints; 
¢ Operational inflexibility; 


¢ Maintenance difficulties; 


¢ Conflicts with maritime uses. 
Amtrak crew manually opening the movable 
bridge span to accommodate marine traffic. 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


The project goals include: 
¢ Improve rail service reliability and safety; 


¢ Improve operational flexibility and accommodate , 
reduced trip times; 


¢ Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and 
accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, 
and high-speed rail operations; and 


¢ Maintain adequate navigation and improve 


safety along the Susquehanna River. The Northeast Corridor merges from four 
tracks to two tracks (heading south from 
Perryville to Havre de Grace). 
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Environmental Considerations 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Requires that we do everything possible to protect and enhance the natural, cultural and human environment. A 
complete study of all reasonable alternatives (including measures to avoid and minimize impacts) must be prepared, 
and the results must be made available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made 
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Socio-Economic 


Environment 
¢ Demographics 


Natural 


Environment 
* Geology / Groundwater 


Resources * Community Facilities 
* Soils *« Economic Setting and 
* Surface Water Land Use 
¢ Floodplains * Noise 
° Wetlands ¢ Air 
¢ Aquatic Life 
* Wildlife 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act 
Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act Clean Air Act and Clean Air Act Amendments 
Endangered Species Act Farmland Protection Policy Act 
Cultural Environment Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 


Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
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Natural Resources 


Coordinating with resource agencies to identify species or habitats of concern 


C) Study Area 


ti, FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
US Fish and Wildlife National Wetlands Inventory 
DNR Critical Area 


I) Maryland Department of Planning Tree Cover 
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Parks, Historic Places, and Community Facilities 
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*Historic Places listed or efigible for listing on the State/National 
Register of Historic Places 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 


Designing to Meet Project Purpose and Need 


* Must maintain rail connectivity along the NEC (during construction and operations). 
¢ Must provide sufficient capacity. 


Navigationa ¢ Must maintain navigation along the Susquehanna River (during construction and 
ante operations). 


¢ Must have rational end points and consider existing infrastructure. 
»Zical lermini ¢ USDOT grant defines project limits—NEC from MP 57.3 in Perryville to MP 63.5 in 
Havre de Grace. 


¢ Must be feasible and practicable from a construction and engineering perspective. 


¢ Optimize existing infrastructure and accommodate planned infrastructure. 


hes 


~ ich = BSata RIVER 
SUSQUEHAT INA | VER 


RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


tp 


Conceptual Alternatives Seiaslanioetd 


' os 
ocic 


>. mS & , > pmb hae 
sriage Spacing 


Design Factors 


¢ Reduce curves to enable faster train speed. 
¢ Consider existing NEC and NS’s Port Road Route. 


¢ Consider 120 mph to 160 mph for intercity passenger trains. 
* 160 mph preferred speed for intercity passenger trains. 


) * Minimize ROW impacts. 


e Consider existing swing span. 
¢ Consider constructibility. 


¢ Accommodate marine traffic with fixed bridge. 
* Horizontal clearance maintained or improved. 


¢ Higher fixed bridge requires steeper grades. 
¢ Heavy freight trains require lower grades. 


¢ Freight rail improvements. 
¢ MARC Maintenance Facility and Penn Line extension. 
© NEC Future Tier | EIS. 


| © Regional bicycle and pedestrian trails. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 


Considered many design permutations 


One rehab 


bridge East of existing 


bridge 


West of 
existing bridge 
One new + one 
rehab bridge 
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bridge 


Two new 
alignment 


bridges 


Three tracks 


Separate 
structure for 
intercity trains 


Commingled 
Traffic 


Movable 


Rehab bridge 


Rehab piers + 
convert to lift 
span 


Decommission 
+ remove 
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Next Steps 


Schedule Summer 2014 public outreach information session in 
Perryville to present alternatives. 


Develop detailed screening criteria based on project goals & objectives. 


Perform detailed screening, identify “Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study”, host public meeting and alternatives workshop. 


Incorporate feedback and proceed to Environmental Assessment for 
robust analysis of any beneficial or adverse impacts to environmental, 
cultural, and socioeconomic resources within the primary project study 
area. 
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Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge Project 


Presentation to Cecil County 
July 1, 2014 
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Purpose of Today’s Presentation 


= Review coordination between project team and Cecil 
County. 


= Discuss issues and concerns raised by the County. 


= Present information from April 28, 2014 Public 
Outreach Information Session. 


= Questions & Answers. 
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Cecil County Coordination 


= Project team sent early coordination letters and gave 
presentations in Spring 2013. 


= Additional correspondence and Public Outreach 
Information Session in Spring 2014. 


=» Received comments from Cecil County: 
¢ June 17, 2013 
- May 13, 2014 
- May 16, 2014 


«= Also received comments from the Town of Perryville: 
¢ June 4, 2013 
¢ June 27, 2013 
¢ April 28, 2014 
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Input from Cecil County 


Concerns about project's effects on economic, historic, cultural, social, 
and natural environment (e.g., Chesapeake Bay Critical Area). 


Consistency with Smart Growth policies within 2010 Cecil County 
Comprehensive Plan. 


Need to clarify possible alignments for new bridge(s) and likely bridge 
heights and approaches. 


Opportunity to convey observations and concerns for serious 
consideration and evaluation. 


Request meeting with County representatives and project team. 
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Input from Cecil County (cont.) 


= Perryville resources include: 


¢ Residences, businesses, houses of worship, 
town government buildings; 
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¢ Rodgers Tavern; 

¢ Perryville Train Station; 

¢ Perryville Wastewater Treatment Plant; 

¢ Perryville Town Hall 

¢ VA Maryland Center; 

¢ IKEA Distribution Center (major employer); 
¢ Broad Street in downtown Perryville. 
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Input from Cecil County (cont.) 
= Municipalities divided by NEC and/or Norfolk Southern’s Port Road: 


Norfolk Southern's Port Road 
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Input from Cecil County (cont.) 
= Transportation considerations: 


Freight rail along NS’s Port Road, coal deliveries to Indian River Power Plant, 
corn deliveries to poultry industry; 


Coordination with proposed MTA MARC Maintenance and Storage Facility; 


Augment rail service between Perryville, Elkton, and Wilmington through 
Chesapeake Connector Freight and Passenger Rail Project; 


Support for bicycle and pedestrian crossing. 
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How are we using this rer ~— nddrensinn: these 
concerns? 


Obtaining comprehensive cultural resources, community facilities, and 
environmental data inventory. 


Coordinating with NS, MARC, CSX regarding this project and 
independent planned projects to ensure compatibility. 


Factoring Cecil County's input into alternatives development. 


Scheduling additional Public Outreach Information Sessions (alternating 
between Perryville and Havre de Grace). 


Meeting with key stakeholders, including bicycle-pedestrian trail 
planning and advocacy organizations. 
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Study Area & Limits of Alignments 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The problems posed by the existing 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge include: 


¢ Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure; 
¢ Speed and capacity constraints; 
¢ Operational inflexibility; 


¢ Maintenance difficulties; 


¢ Conflicts with maritime uses. 
Amtrak crew manually opening the movable 
bridge span to accommodate marine traffic. 
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Project Purpose and Need 


The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 


The project goals include: 
¢ Improve rail service reliability and safety; 


¢ Improve operational flexibility and accommodate , 
reduced trip times; 


¢ Optimize existing and planned infrastructure and 
accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, 
and high-speed rail operations; and 


¢ Maintain adequate navigation and improve 


safety along the Susquehanna River. The Northeast Corridor merges from four 
tracks to two tracks (heading south from 
Perryville to Havre de Grace). 
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Environmental Considerations 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Requires that we do everything possible to protect and enhance the natural, cultural and human environment. A 
complete study of all reasonable alternatives (including measures to avoid and minimize impacts) must be prepared, 
and the results must be made available to public officials and citizens before decisions are made 
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Socio-Economic 


Environment 
¢ Demographics 


Natural 


Environment 
* Geology / Groundwater 


Resources * Community Facilities 
* Soils *« Economic Setting and 
* Surface Water Land Use 
¢ Floodplains * Noise 
° Wetlands ¢ Air 
¢ Aquatic Life 
* Wildlife 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act 
Nontidal Wetlands Protection Act Clean Air Act and Clean Air Act Amendments 
Endangered Species Act Farmland Protection Policy Act 
Cultural Environment Executive Order 12898 (Environmental Justice) 


Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
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Natural Resources 


Coordinating with resource agencies to identify species or habitats of concern 


C) Study Area 


ti, FEMA 100 Year Floodplain 
DNR Submerged Aquatic Vegetation 
US Fish and Wildlife National Wetlands Inventory 
DNR Critical Area 


I) Maryland Department of Planning Tree Cover 
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Parks, Historic Places, and Community Facilities 


Legend 
Cammunity Recreation & Medical be Railroads 
Fire Station f Police Parks 
Golf Course Religious €5 1.0008 Study Area 
Government Facility Scheol | ss | "Histonc Places 
Libeary Transit 
(@) Major Industria! Facility 


*Historic Places listed or eligible for listing on the Stete/National 
Register of Historic Places 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 


Designing to Meet Project Purpose and Need 


* Must maintain rail connectivity along the NEC (during construction and operations). 
¢ Must provide sufficient capacity. 


Navigationa ¢ Must maintain navigation along the Susquehanna River (during construction and 
ante operations). 


¢ Must have rational end points and consider existing infrastructure. 
»Zical lermini ¢ USDOT grant defines project limits—NEC from MP 57.3 in Perryville to MP 63.5 in 
Havre de Grace. 


¢ Must be feasible and practicable from a construction and engineering perspective. 


¢ Optimize existing infrastructure and accommodate planned infrastructure. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 


Design Factors 


¢ Reduce curves to enable faster train speed. 
¢ Consider existing NEC and NS’s Port Road Route. 


fe ¢ Consider 120 mph to 160 mph for intercity passenger trains. 
os . * 160 mph preferred speed for intercity passenger trains. 
) * Minimize ROW impacts. 
Bridge Spacing © Consider existing swing span. 
¢ Consider constructibility. 


Navigational * Accommodate marine traffic with fixed bridge. 
fa earances ¢ Horizontal clearance maintained or improved. 


¢ Higher fixed bridge requires steeper grades. 
¢ Heavy freight trains require lower grades. 


¢ Freight rail improvements. 

¢ MARC Maintenance Facility and Penn Line extension. 
e NEC Future Tier | EIS. 

rojects | © Regional bicycle and pedestrian trails. 
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Conceptual Alternatives Development 


Considered many design permutations 


One rehab 


bridge East of existing 


bridge 


West of 
existing bridge 
One new + one 
rehab bridge 


On existing 
bridge 


Two new 
alignment 


bridges 


Three tracks 


Separate 
structure for 
intercity trains 


Commingled 
Traffic 


Movable 


Rehab bridge 


Rehab piers + 
convert to lift 
span 


Decommission 
+ remove 
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Next Steps 


Schedule Summer 2014 public outreach information session in 
Perryville to present alternatives. 


Develop detailed screening criteria based on project goals & objectives. 


Perform detailed screening, identify “Alternatives Retained for Detailed 
Study”, host public meeting and alternatives workshop. 


Incorporate feedback and proceed to Environmental Assessment 


¢ Robust analysis of any beneficial or adverse impacts to environmental, 
cultural, and socioeconomic resources within the primary project study 
area. 


¢ Consideration of indirect and cumulative impacts. 
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Bicycle/Pedestrian Coordination Meeting 


Bicycle/Pedestrian Path 
Feasibility Evaluation 


December 2, 2014 
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Purpose of Meeting 


¢ Follow up from June 6, 2014 bicycle-pedestrian 
stakeholder meeting 


¢ Review purpose and need of the Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge Project 


¢ Present public feedback received to date 


¢ Discuss scope and approach for the bicycle-pedestrian 
feasibility evaluation 


¢ Seek additional input on feasibility evaluation, 
opportunities, and challenges 
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Project Introduction 


¢ The challenges posed by the existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
include: 
¢ Functionally obsolete and aging infrastructure 
¢ Speed and capacity constraints 
¢ Operational inflexibility 
¢ Maintenance difficulties 
¢ Conflicts with maritime uses 
¢ USDOT granted an award of $22 million to MDOT for NEPA & PE through 
the High-Speed Intercity Passenger Rail (HSIPR) Program, which was 
created in 2009 to create a national network of high-speed rail 
corridors. 


¢ The primary purpose of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge Project is to 
provide continued rail connectivity along the Northeast Corridor (NEC). 
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Public Input to Date 


¢ Substantial public outreach program throughout NEPA process 


¢ Public comments received through the project’s website, email, 
PO Box, and public meetings 


¢ Many comments have expressed support for a bicycle/pedestrian 
path across the Susquehanna River 
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Scope of Multi-Use Path Feasibility Evaluation 


Review prior studies of Susquehanna River bicycle-pedestrian 
crossings 


Understand missing link between Cecil and Harford Counties 


Ensure proposed project does not adversely affect existing bicycle 
and pedestrian trails within the evaluation area 


To the extent feasible, do not preclude potential for future multi- 
use path across the river 


Explore the feasibility of accommodating a multi-use path within 
the project limits in coordination with the High-Speed Rail project 


If deemed feasible, a separate project would be required for 
design, environmental review, and funding 
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Bicycle/Pedestrian Path Opportunities and Challenges 


¢ Opportunities: 
* Provide connectivity for East Coast Greenway, 
9-11 Memorial Trail, LSHG, and commuting and 
recreation option 


¢ Challenges: 
¢ Establishing demand is sufficient to justify cost 
¢ River Width 
¢ River Navigation 
¢ Safety and Security (safe distances) 
“* Bicycle/Pedestrian 
“+ Marine 
“Rail 
¢ Preliminary Cost Estimate: $40 to 50M for 
crossing structure, plus additional expenditures 
for support facilities (e.g., parking and 
restrooms) 
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Bicycle/Pedestrian Options to be Explored 


Separate 
Structure 


West of New 
Rall Briage 


Reuse Existing 
Infrastructure 
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Other Suggestions Provided to Date (not part of evaluation) 


¢ Repurpose remnant piers to support new bike-ped structure 
¢ Prior study (MD SHA 1999) determined aged piers in poor condition; cost-prohibitive to raise 
and strengthen piers to meet navigational requirements and design criteria 


¢ Improve legal Route 1 Conowingo Dam crossing 
¢ Beyond scope of this feasibility evaluation 
¢ Route 40 Improvements 
¢ Prior MDTA study determined bike/ped crossing infeasible 
¢ Move CSX operations to new rail bridge and convert existing CSX 
bridge to bike-ped use 
¢ Beyond scope of this feasibility evaluation 
¢ Build separate bike-ped structure upstream (recommendation 
from prior 2002 study) 


¢ Beyond scope of this feasibility evaluation 
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Factors to be Considered 


Seismic 
Effects to Concerns 
Rail 
Alignments 


Noise & 
Vibration 


Safe Work In-Water 
Clearances Impacts 


Construct- Bike/Ped 
ability Functionality 


Concerns 


ADA 
Safety & Compliance 
Security 


Visual Community 
Impacts Impacts 


Z ; \ Maryland Department 
} of Transportation 


Ct 


AVA ORS | 
XI PAVAIIMAXINIX TXT 21 
ia: coma — SS 


aa vag CF 
OT Rs. 
= , PLN 
"4 %j i%4 NY : 
a — jaa 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER Bi wiaraciv 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT Ah NUS 


susrailbridge.com 


Next Steps 


¢ Obtain input from stakeholders on feasibility evaluation 
alternatives and factors to be considered 


¢ Solicit additional ideas and suggestions (today and 
ongoing) 


¢ Continue to coordinate with the communities, local 
elected officials, and other stakeholder groups— 
mariners, business owners, railroads 
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Stay Connected 


¢ More suggestions are 
welcome 


e Visit the project website at 
www.susrailbridge.com 


¢ Send a letter to: 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
PO Box 68 
Elkton, MD 21922 
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Suggestions, Questions, 
& Comments 


; i Maryland Ronson 
of Transport. 


Ua YG 
Re I 
PA na 


at 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER Rae 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT . NEN] 


ws! 


INTRODUCTION TO 
SECTION 106 PROCESS 


Maryland Department 
of Transportation 
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Section 106 & Cultural Resources 


Cultural Resources (Historic Properties) 
= Includes architectural and archaeological resources 
Federal Cultural Resources Regulations 
= National Environmental Policy Act (1969) 
= National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 
= Established the National Register of Historic Places 


= Established system of state historic preservation 
offices (SHPOs) 


= Established Section 106 Process 
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Section 106 & Cultural Resources 


Federal Cultural Resources Regulations (cont.) 


= Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation 
Act of 1966 


USDOT may not approve use of land from a public park, 
recreation area, wildlife/waterfowl refuge, or historic site 
unless: 


¢ There is no feasible and prudent alternative to use 


¢ Action includes all possible planning to minimize harm 
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Section 106 Peres 


Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal agencies to take into account 
the effects of their undertakings on historic properties 
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Section 106 Participants 


e Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), lead federal 
agency 

e Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), 
project sponsor 

e Amtrak, bridge owner and operator 


OTHER PARTICIPANTS 


e Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 
e SHPO—Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) 

e Consulting Parties 

e General Public 
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Federal Regulations: 
Section 106 Consultation 


= Consultation is “the process of seeking, discussing, 
and considering the views of other participants and 
where feasible, seeking agreement with them 
regarding matters arising in the Section 106 process” 


= The consultation process is used to identify historic 
properties, assess effects, and seek ways to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on historic 
properties 


NEPA and Section 106 Coordination 


Early Coordination ¢ Identify Section 106 Consulting Parties 


Efforts & Data Collection e Identify Area of Potential Effect 


e Identify known and potential historic resources within the Area of 


Prepare Environmental 
2 Potential Effect 


Assessment 

e Identify potential adverse effects 

¢ Develop measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects 
Public Review of e Publish Draft Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (as needed) 
Environmental 
Assessment e Accept public comments on the Draft Section 106 Memorandum of 

Agreement (as needed) 

Final Documentation e Respond to public comments and revise Section 106 Memorandum of 


Agreement (as needed) 


e Execute Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (as needed) 
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What is an Area of Potential Effect? 


Section 106 defines APE as: 


“the geographic area or areas within which an 
undertaking may directly or indirectly cause 
alterations in the character or use of historic 
properties, if such properties exist. The APE is 

influenced by the scale and nature of an 
undertaking and may be different for different 
kinds of effects caused by the undertaking” 
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Architectural Resources 


Architectural Resources Survey 
= Identify designated resources in APE 
= Designated Architectural Resources 
" National Historic Landmarks 
= National Register (NR)-Listed Resources 


= NR-Eligible Resources 


= Conduct survey to identify other architectural 
resources that meet the NR Criteria in APE 
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Architectural Resources 


Potential Architectural Resources (properties that 
meet the National Register Criteria) are identified 
through: 


= Review of Local Landmarks 
= Field Survey 


= Documentary Research 


Maryland Department 
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National Register of Historic Places 
Criteria of Historic Significance 


= The quality of significance in 


American history, architecture, | Hes “THIS PROPERTY ce 
archaeology, engineering, and “HAS BEEN PLACED OU 
culture is present in NATIONAL REGISTER 
| OF HISTORIC. PLACES — 
mula §=§=—-BY THE UNITED STATES 


possess integrity of location, | DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR = 
design, setting, materials, | NOE. 
workmanship, feeling, and 
association, and: 
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National Register of Historic Places 


A. That are associated with events that have made a 
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our 
history; or 

B. That are associated with the lives of persons significant to 
our past; or 

C. That embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, 
period, or method of construction, or that represent the 
work of a master, or that possess high artistic values, or 
that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may lack individual distinction; or 


D. That have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information 
important in prehistory or history. 
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Archaeological Resources 
Archaeological Resources Survey 
= Establish Area of Potential Effect (APE) 


¢ Includes all locations potentially subject to direct 
ground-disturbing activities 


= Phase 1A Archaeological Sensitivity Assessment 


= Phase 1B Archaeological Survey 


= Phase 2 Archaeological Site Investigation(s) 
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a eee STE Archaeological Survey: Site Investigation(s): 
cea Dae Presence and Absence Significance 
Sensitivity Assessment Testing BSE 
¢ Conduct background e Devise testing plan e Determine limits and 
research | a ° Conduct archaeological integrity of archaeological 
e Note previously identified testing deposits 
pienaconeies Sites e Inventory artifacts e Test/sample 
* Define historic context(s) « Dacumenk<oil archaeological features 
for project site stratigraphy e Artifact analysis 
. eee past on ve * Determine need for Phase e Evaluate significance 
ane: POE eroun 2 site investigation relative to historic 
disturbance context(s) 
* Site visit/walkover ° Determine need for Phase 
e Evaluate potential for 3 data recovery 
archaeological sites to be excavations (mitigation) 
present 
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Section 106 Effects Analysis 


“An adverse effect is found when an undertaking 
may alter, directly or indirectly, any of the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify 
the property for inclusion in the National Register 
in a manner that would diminish the integrity of 
the property’s location, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, or association.” 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


+See 


ABN ''7, 


Direct and indirect Effects 


Direct Effect Examples Indirect Effect Examples 


¢ Physical destruction, ¢ Change of physical features 
damage, or alteration to all within the property’s setting 
or part of a historic that contribute to its historic 
ORR significance 


¢ Removal of a property from 
its historic location 


Introduction of visual, 
atmospheric, or audible 
elements that diminish the 
integrity of the property’s 
significant historic features 


sete 
2 a 

Fy $ Maryland Department 
A is of Transportation 
"One 5" ~ 


Z ae serine 


<5 Wa. * :! 0 mm =a eee — seal hey 
Ri AAA IN iON" Nox x IAN Vy ASB ZS WA ; 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT 


Resolution of Adverse Effects 


= Section 106 consultation seeks ways to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate potential adverse effects on 
historic properties 


e “Mitigation” means to compensate for adverse effects 
to historic properties and is distinct from the terms 
“avoid” and “minimize” 

= Consultation with Consulting Parties and SHPO to 
resolve adverse effects through measures stipulated in 
a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 


= SHPO and the ACHP (if participating) sign MOA; 
Consulting Parties may sign MOA as concurring parties 
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Historic Resources 


Amtrak Railroad Bridge over the 


Susquehanna River Perryville Station complex—Perryville 
Station, Perry Interlocking Tower, 
stone-arch bridge 
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Historic Resources—Havre de Grace/Harford County 
(Examples) 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Havre de Grace Historic District 
Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and Toll House 
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Perry Point Mansion House and Mill Crothers House 
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reeccm Historic Resources 


Potential architectural resources (properties that 
appear to meet the National Register Criteria for 
Eligibility) identified within the APE 


Perryville United Methodist Church Perryville Presbyterian Church 
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Archaeological Resource Efforts 


= Established APE in consultation with MHT 


= Conducted a Phase IA Archaeological Study 
¢ Identified 5 study areas, 4 of which have the potential to 
contain archaeological resources 
¢ Evaluated the potential for submerged cultural 
resources to exist in the Susquehanna River 


= MHT concurred with the findings of the Phase IA and 
noted additional Phase IB investigation needed for 
submerged resources 
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Adverse Effects Identified To Date 


" All build alternatives require: 


¢ the decommissioning and removal of the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, which is an 
S/NR-eligible architectural resource 


¢ the removal of Perry Interlocking Tower and 
alteration of the stone-arch bridge, which are 
contributing structures within the Perryville 
Station complex (S/NR-eligible), located at 650 
Broad Street in Perryville 


= Additional adverse effects may be identified 
as the eligibility of potential historic resources 
is confirmed 
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Elimination of Rehabilitation terrence 


Bridge Inspections 


= 1996 Report: Worn/cracked metal pins, loose 
connections at eyebar members, improper seating 
of swing span ends 


= 2013 Report: Section loss, cracks, corrosion, and 
deterioration; heavy freight exacerbating losses 


= Superstructure poor to fair structural condition; 
some cracking & moisture leakage in stone 
abutments and piers 


= Low bridge fatigue ratings, even at 30 mph; bridge 
may have exceeded theoretical fatigue life 
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Elimination of Rehabilitation Alternative 


The project team evaluated rehabilitation of the 
swing span and rehabilitation of the lift bridge. 


Rehabilitation alternative was eliminated because: 


= Retaining existing bridge with new bridge would 
increase right-of-way impacts and/or reduce 
achievable speed 


= Not suitable for continued freight rail and/or 
passenger rail use 


=" Would not allow required level of rail service 
during construction 
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Possible Mitigation Measures for 
Susquehanna Bridge Removal 


=" Produce Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) 
documentation of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, 
including narratives, photographic documentation, and 
detailed measured drawings 


= Produce educational materials for use by local libraries, 
historical societies, and educational institutions 


= Develop an interpretive exhibit in a park, greenway, or 
public space 


= Alternate measures to be developed in conjunction with 
Consulting Parties 


Maryland Department 
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Possible Mitigation Measures for 
Perryville Station 


=" Continue consultation regarding the design of 
alterations to the stone-arch bridge to minimize 
changes to the fabric and/or appearance of the 
structure 


=" Complete HAER recordation to document the two 
contributing resources that would be altered and/or 
removed 


= Install signage interpreting the history of the Perryville 
Station 
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Suggestions, Questions, Comments? 


For more information visit: 


The project website 
susrailbridge.com 


The Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 ‘isha A 


2s ° \/ 7 AY v ¥ 
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For additional project information, 
please contact: 


Angela Willis 

Environmental Planner 
Maryland Transit Administration 
410.767.4080 


Awillis1@mta.maryland.gov 
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Welcome & Introduction 


Prior Section 106 Consulting Parties (CP) Meetings 
= Aug 2014 Public Info Session / CP Meeting No. 1 
Environmental/cultural resources, conceptual alternatives, 
fatal flaw screening 


=" Dec 2014 Public Info Session / CP Meeting No. 2 
Detailed screening, potential property impacts 


=" Mar 2015 CP Meeting No. 3 
Section 106 process, historic & archaeological resources, 
rehabilitation alternative, anticipated impacts and mitigation 
ideas 
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Welcome g Introduction (cont.) 


Today’s Meeting—Aug 2015 CP Meeting No. 4 
= Section 106 update: 
= Identification of historic resources 
= Resource-specific discussion: 
= Potential impacts 


= Possible mitigation measures 


= Alternatives matrix: cultural resources impacts 


= Next steps 
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SECTION 106 PROCESS 
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Cultural Resources & Regulatory Overview 


Cultural Resources (Historic Properties) 
= Includes architectural and archaeological resources 


Federal Cultural Resources Regulations 
= National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 


= National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966 
Established the National Register of Historic Places, 
state historic preservation offices (SHPOs), Section 106 
Process 


= Section 4(f) of the U.S. DOT Act of 1966 
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Section 106 Participants 


e Federal Railroad Administration (FRA), lead federal 
agency 

e Maryland Department of Transportation (MDOT), 
project sponsor 

e Amtrak, bridge owner and operator 


OTHER PARTICIPANTS 


e Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) 
e SHPO—Maryland Historical Trust (MHT) 

e Consulting Parties 

e General Public 
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Federal Seauiiebions: 
Section 106 Consultation 


= Consultation is “the process of seeking, discussing, and 
considering the views of other participants and where 
feasible, seeking agreement with them regarding matters 
arising in the Section 106 process” 


= The consultation process is used to identify historic 
properties, assess effects, and seek ways to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate any adverse effects on historic 
properties 


NEPA and Section 106 Coordination 


Early Coordination ¢ Identify Section 106 Consulting Parties 


Efforts & Data Collection e Identify Area of Potential Effect 


e Identify known and potential historic resources within the Area of 


Prepare Environmental 
2 Potential Effect 


Assessment 

e Identify potential adverse effects 

¢ Develop measures to avoid, minimize or mitigate adverse effects 
Public Review of e Publish Draft Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (as needed) 
Environmental 
Assessment e Accept public comments on the Draft Section 106 Memorandum of 

Agreement (as needed) 

Final Documentation e Respond to public comments and revise Section 106 Memorandum of 


Agreement (as needed) 


e Execute Section 106 Memorandum of Agreement (as needed) 
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DETERMINE AREA OF POTENTIAL 
EFFECT (APE) 
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IDENTIFY 
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 
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Historic Architectural Sites Survey esiitts 


= 11 previously designated architectural resources (S/NR- 
listed and eligible) 


= 3 architectural resources evaluated as S/NR eligible and 
MHT concurred: 


= Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and Overpasses 
= Perryville United Methodist Church 
= Perryville Presbyterian Church 


= 73 properties that met the S/NR age criterion evaluated 
as not eligible for the S/NR; MHT concurred 
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POTENTIAL IMPACTS TO 
HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 
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Havre de Grace 
Architectural 
Resources 


Key to Architectural Resources 


Havre de Grace Historic District 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and | HA-112: 
Tidewater Canal - South Lock #1 and 
Toll House 

Martha Lewis (skipjack) 


Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and 
Overpasses 
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Havre de Grace Historic District 
(S/NR-Listed) 


» Mix of 19th and early 20th 
century buildings 


= S/NR-listed based on 
architectural and historic 
significance 


=" Major commercial & 
transportation center in 
northern Maryland 


= Strong relationship to 
waterfront 
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Havre de Grace Historic District 


= The Susquehanna River Rail 
Bridge and associated rail 
infrastructure located within 
the historic district 
Individually eligible 
=" Contributing features to the 


historic district’s transportation 
history 


# While all 10 alternatives 
would acquire some 
properties within the Historic 
District (0.04 to 0.86 acres), 
none are contributing 
resources 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge 
(S/NR-Eligible) 


=" Constructed in 1906 


= Determined eligible for listing on the 
S/NR under Criteria A and C 


= Example of early 20th century railroad 
bridge built by important American 
railroad company and example of 
engineering that acknowledges two 
different modes of transportation 


= As part of this project, 9 overpass 
bridges historically associated with the 
Susquehanna River Rail Bridge were 
determined S/NR-eligible 
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Susquehanna River Rail Bridge | 
(including overpasses) 


= All 10 alternatives would decommission and remove the 
existing Susquehanna River Rail Bridge (S/NR-eligible) 


= All 10 alternatives would impact some of the associated 
masonry rail overpasses 


| 
SLi il, ANNAN Pi 


Le 
FY 5 Maryland Department 
cA Is of Transportation 

Paso <a 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER 


RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT TONG 


TR 


Possible Mitigation Measures for 
Susquehanna Bridge Removal 


=" Produce Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) 
documentation of the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge, 
narratives, photographic documentation, detailed measured 
drawings 


= Produce educational materials for use by local libraries, 
historical societies, and educational institutions 


=" Develop an interpretive exhibit in park, greenway, or public 
space 


= Minimize effects to overpasses through design measures and 
architectural treatment, including possible reuse of river 
stone 


SUSQUEHANNA RIVER _—e = 
RAIL BRIDGE PROJECT = NIZNINE 


© Principio 


Furnace 
SS 


Key to Architectural Resources 
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Rodgers Tavern 
(S/NR-Listed) 


= Dates back to mid-18" century 


= Listed on the S/NR based on its 
association with prominent 
national figures such as George 
and Martha Washington, Marquis 
de Lafayette, and Lieutenant 
General Rochambeau 


=" Example of 18th century building 
construction and materials 


=" MHT Deed of Easement provides 
perpetual protection 
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= Alternatives directly impacting Rodgers 
Tavern were eliminated during the fatal- 
flaw screening 


= All 10 remaining alternatives would include 
a retaining wall and/or raised embankment 
at varying distances 


= The proposed retaining wall would not: 
= Alter historically significant aspects of the setting of Rodgers Tavern; 
= Isolate it from important aspects of its setting; or 
= Change the characteristics that qualify the Tavern for inclusion in the 
National Register 


= The retaining wall would be integrated with the surrounding environment 
through architectural treatment and/or vegetative plantings 
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Perryville Railroad Station 
(S/NR-Eligible) 


" The Perryville Station, including 
Perry Interlocking Tower and 
stone tunnel (UG Bridge No. 
59.39), constructed circa 1905 


= Determined S/NR-eligible under 
Criteria A and C 


= Example of an early 19" century 
colonial style train station 


= Associated with larger pattern of 
system-wide upgrades during the 
railroad industry’s golden age 
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= None of the alternatives would 
impact the station building 


" All alternatives would require 
an addition to UG Bridge No. 
59.39 


= Alternatives 9A and 9B would 
require the removal of the Perry 
Interlocking Tower 
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Possible Mitigation Measures for 
Perryville Railroad Station 
=" Consultation regarding the design of alterations to the 


stone-arch bridge to minimize changes to the fabric and/or 
appearance of the structure 


=" HAER recordation to document the two contributing 
resources that would be altered and/or removed 


= Install signage interpreting the history of the Perryville 
Station and/or museum improvements 


=" Continue to study feasibility of shifting Perry Interlocking 
Tower outside area of impact 
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None of the 10 alternatives would impact the following 
architectural resources identified within the APE: 


Southern Terminus, Susquehanna and Tidewater Canal - South 
Lock #1 and Toll House 


Skipjack Martha Lewis 
Principio Furnace (Principio Iron Works) 
Perry Point Mansion House and Mill 


Perry Point Veterans Administration Medical Center Historic 
District 


Crothers House (Furnace Bay Golf Course Clubhouse) 
Woodlands Farm Historic District 


Perryville United Methodist Church 
Perryville Presbyterian Church 
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Alternatives Comparison Matrix: 
Cultural Resources Impacts 


Preliminary impact assessments: 


= Alternatives 1B, 4B, 4C, 4D, 4E, 8A, 8B, and VE would impact 
the Susquehanna River Rail Bridge and the Havre de Grace 
Historic District, and have the potential to impact one 
contributing resource of the Perryville Railroad Station 


= Alternatives 9A and 9B would impact the Susquehanna River 
Rail Bridge and the Havre de Grace Historic District, and 
have the potential to impact one or two contributing 
resources of the Perryville Railroad Station 
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Next Steps 


=" Complete detailed screening to identify alternatives retained 
for detailed effects assessment and study in Environmental 
Assessment 


= Compare / contrast each alternative’s ability to meet specific project 
goals to: 


Improve rail service reliability and safety 

Improve operational flexibility and accommodate reduced trip times 
Optimize existing and planned infrastructure 

Accommodate future freight, commuter, intercity, and high-speed rail 
operations 

= Maintain adequate navigation and improve safety along the 
Susquehanna River 


= Evaluate environmental/cultural/socioeconomic/property impacts 
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Next Steps 


=" Obtain input on measures to minimize and mitigate any 
adverse effects to architectural and archaeological resources 


=" Complete Section 106 Effects Assessments 


= Prepare Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) or Programmatic 


Agreement (PA) 
= Prepare and implement in coordination with ACHP, MHT, and 


consulting parties 

=" Include commitment for Phase IB archaeological investigation needed 
for submerged resources 

= Assess need for Construction Protection Plans 
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Suggestions, Saelore Comments? 


For more information visit: 


The project website 
susrailbridge.com 


The Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 


achp.gov/docs/CitizenGuide. pdf ale ee 
SUM i M, LNyMAee rune Tt 


For additional project information, please 
contact: 


Dan Reagle 

Maryland Transit Administration 
Environmental Planning Division 
6 St. Paul Street, Room 924 
Baltimore, MD 21202 
410.767.3771 


DReagle1@mta.maryland.gov 
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